| guess you'd say
we Wwere poor, but
we had a lot to eat
and didn't know
We Were poor.

— Maurice Turney, 78
Tahlequah, Oklahoma
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Introduction

From Field to Fork: Community Food Security in Oklahoma

omeland security; social security; household
security - security is in the news and on the
minds of Americans.

What about food security?
Is America food secure? Is Oklahoma food secure?
How one defines food security determines the answer.

To some people food security equals protection -
protecting agriculture from diseases such as Mad Cow,
protecting food from contamination by pesticides or
food-borne pathogens such as E. coli, or protecting
food distribution networks from terrorist attack.
People trust government agencies to be on guard and
sound the appropriate alarms when problems arise.

Many people simply equate food security with food
abundance: if America's grocery shelves are full, as
they are, the food supply must be secure.

Others see food security through completely different
glasses. To people who work in social services, food
security means that individuals have physical and
economic access to sufficient food to meet their
dietary needs.

In fact, the numbers of households who are food
insecure are regularly counted: in Oklahoma in
2004, 15.2% of households in the state had “limited
or uncertain access to nutritious, safe foods...”

Members of five percent of Oklahoma households
went hungry on a regular basis, ranked worst among
the fifty states. This statistic sounds a different kind
of alarm.

Food security: same term, different points of view.

In recent years, yet another way of looking at food secu-
rity has gained currency - “community” food security.

At the heart of the community approach to food
security is the notion that as much as possible, food
should be grown, processed and distributed locally,
making “farm-fresh” goods available to everyone,

including those with low incomes.

This is the exact opposite of how it is now done.
Much of the food Oklahomans eat is not grown
here, not processed here, and is shipped in from far
away. The result: a population increasingly alienated
from its food and therefore subject to poor eating
habits, obesity and obesity-related diseases. The current
system leaves everyone, and especially low-income
people, without good access to fresh fruits and veg-
etables. This system, with its many miles between
farm gate and dinner plate, is particularly vulnerable
to disruption and the rising costs of energy.

The community food security movement proposes a
community, or locally-based, food system as the
lynchpin of food security.

What is a food system? The food system begins on the
farm and ends at the dining table. It encompasses
agricultural production, food processing and distri-
bution, and consumption and nutrition.

A community food system proposes expanded local
production of a diverse array of foods, expanded
markets for locally-grown foods, more local process-
ing, and more direct contact between farmers and
consumers. It supports farms that are sustainable:
environmentally friendly, socially equitable and
economically viable over the long term.

The goal is to make high-quality, locally-grown food
available to everyone, no matter their income level,
in the process rejuvenating family-scale agriculture
and reconnecting urban consumers with their food
and their rural neighbors.

A community-based food system is appealing, pro-
ponents say, because it has something for everyone.
It goes beyond food handouts to the hungry or
subsidies for farmers. It promises fresher, tastier
food for everyone who eats and a style of economic
growth with benefits that stay home, rather than
vanishing out-of-state or overseas.




Community Food Security: A Short History
Traditionally, food insecurity has been tackled on the
household level. Government programs, such as food
stamps, and private efforts, such as food banks and
soup kitchens, have focused on getting food assistance
to the individuals and families who need it most.

Despite these strong efforts, rates of hunger and
food insecurity in the United States remain at
virtually the same levels as ten years ago.

Perhaps because of the seemingly intractable nature
of the problem, public health researchers began
looking at food security on a different level - the
community level - analyzing the quantity, quality
and affordability of food available in low-income
communities.

Factors that indicate a community may be food insecure:

= There are inadequate resources (such as grocery
stores) from which people can purchase foods

= The available resources are not accessible to all
community members

» The food available through the resources is not
sufficient in quantity or variety

« The food available is not competitively priced
and thus is not affordable to all households

« There are inadequate food assistance resources
to help low-income people purchase foods at
retail markets

= There are no local food production resources

« Locally-produced food is not available to com-
munity members

« There is no support for local food production
resources

= There is any significant household food insecurity
within the community. [1]

In 1996 the USDA launched its nationwide commu-
nity foods program, which “seeks to forge partner-
ships between USDA and local communities....” An
important part of this initiative is connecting low-
income people with fresh, locally grown food. [2]

The Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act (FAIR) of that year established a federal grant
program to support the development of Community
Food Projects and the farm bill of 2002 reauthorized
the program. The program is designed to

* Meet the needs of low-income people by
increasing their access to fresher, more nutri-
tious food supplies

« Increase the self reliance of communities in
providing for their own food needs

« Promote comprehensive responses to local
food, farm and nutrition issues.

The USDA has identified a number of community
food programs it sees as important to reducing
hunger and food insecurity in the United States.
These programs include

= farmers' markets - that boost incomes of small
local farms and increase consumers' access to
fresh produce

e community gardens - that help low-income
consumers supplement their diets with home-
grown produce

e community supported agriculture (CSA) farms -
that can help provide small farms with economic
stability and consumers with high quality produce,
often at below retail prices

= farm-to-school initiatives - that help local farmers
sell fresh fruits and vegetables directly to school
meals programs. [1]

Over the long term, the hope is that community
food security programs will both “strengthen local
capacity for food production, processing and market-
ing; and boost the effectiveness of federal food assis-
tance and education programs by increasing the
availability of high quality affordable food within a
community.” [1]

Community food programs, says USDA, can also
“support rural communities by strengthening tradi-
tional ties between farmers and urban consumers.” [2]
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Thinking Globally, Buying Locally

In the ten years since the community foods program
began, a diverse array of groups concerned with
food, farm and nutrition issues has come together to
form the community foods movement.

Anti-hunger and anti-poverty advocates form the
core of this movement, which has as its fundamental
concern the ability of low-income people to obtain
adequate amounts of nutritious food. They have
been joined by people promoting sustainable agri-
culture, who were already involved in building local
markets and increasing opportunities for family farms.

The sustainable agriculture activists have added their
perspective to the movement and identified several
problems they believe indicate an ailing food system,
including

« The loss of family farms since World War |1
and the lack of opportunities for small- and
medium-sized family farms that remain

« The globalization of food - increasing imports
of food produced without the safety or labor
standards in effect in the U.S.

* The concentration of food industries, with a few
giant companies dominating and eliminating
competition

< Communities, both rural and urban, losing the
ability to feed themselves. [3]

Public health advocates have also joined the discus-
sion, bringing up issues that impact most Americans,
regardless of income level, such as

= Alarming rates of obesity and diet related diseases

= Public ignorance about proper diet, nutrition
and agriculture.

Environmentalists concerned with energy conservation
and global warming add to the mix such issues as

* The 1,500 miles the average food item travels
from “gate to plate”

* The industrial-style production of meat in
CAFOs (confined animal feeding operations),
which can pollute the environment.

Childhood Poverty in Oklahoma

In Oklahoma, 21.1% of children live in poverty.

In 45 of Oklahoma's 77 counties the rate meets or exceeds
that average.

Rates rise above 30% in five rural counties: Pushmataha,
McCurtain, Seminole, Choctaw and Harmon. [10]

Advocates propose that many of these problems can
be solved with community food systems. They claim
far-reaching benefits, such as better nutrition and
health for everybody (including those with low
incomes), more opportunities for family farms, and
more jobs and a better economy. They point out the
environmental benefits of smaller-scale farms that
use sustainable or organic production technigues.
Others say that more food self-reliance makes com-
munities and individuals more secure in this age of
terrorism and dwindling/threatened oil supplies.

Closer to Home

This report is a picture of Oklahoma's food system,
seen through the lens of community food security.
It is an attempt to answer the question posed at the
beginning of this piece: Is Oklahoma food secure?

Two years in the making, this groundbreaking report
features extensive research and original analysis. It is
the first attempt to look at Oklahoma's food system
from field to table, the first time that information
about agriculture and agricultural markets have been
combined with information on nutrition, health and
food access into one report.

Closer to Home has a reader-friendly format. The
report features about two dozen magazine-style
articles about innovative people, businesses and
programs contributing positively to community food
security in Oklahoma. The profiles run the gamut
from a successful community garden at a small coun-
try school in Delaware County, to Oklahoma's own
regional dairy, Braum's.

Alongside the profiles, we examine the community
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A New Way to Look at
the Food System

Looking at food and agriculture issue through the lens of community
food security requires one to look at the whole food system and
understand how each part affects the whole food security of a given
community.

Community food security programs and policies address a broad
range of issues, including, but not limited to:

+ Participation in and access to federal food assistance programs
» Economic opportunity and job security

« Community development and social cohesion

« Ecologically sustainable agricultural production

« Farmland preservation

« Economic viability of rural communities

+ Direct food marketing

* Diet-related health problems

* Access to emergency food. [9]

At first glance, some of these topics don't seem to be related. For

instance, what does farmland preservation have to do with diet
related health problems? Or direct marketing?

But digging a bit deeper, one can see the connections. In Oklahoma,
high rates of obesity and diet-related health problems are due in part
to diets with too many high fat, high sugar foods and not enough
fresh fruits and vegetables.

Many argue that the best tasting, and therefore most likely to be
eaten, fruits and vegetables are those grown nearby - picked ripe,
handled properly and served as quickly as possible. When this is done,
the nutritional value is high.

In order to have highly palatable, fresh fruits and vegetables close at
hand, one must have a viable local agriculture and viable local markets

such as farmers' markets where farmers make direct sales to consumers.

In order to have a viable local agriculture, local farm land must be
preserved. Much of the best farmland in the nation surrounds cities,
where it at most risk of being lost, converted into subdivisions or
industrial parks (this is also true in Oklahoma). Hence, there is a need
for farmland preservation programs.

Looking at food and agriculture through the lens of community food
security allows one to see the connections between seemingly
unrelated issues.

food security issues raised by the articles. For exam-
ple, alongside a profile of the Oklahoma Farm-to-
School program, we explore the diet-related health
problems of Oklahoma's kids. Along with a profile
of Ricky and Claudia Crow's farm near Shawnee,
we investigate the economic potential of farmers
selling direct to consumers.

In the first five chapters of Closer to Home, we take an
in-depth look at food insecurity in the state, as well
as the diet-related health problems of Oklahomans
and efforts to find solutions to these problems.

Despite strong ongoing efforts by state and federal
agencies and concerned citizens, Oklahoma has rates
of household food insecurity higher than the national
average, and in recent years, the highest rate of
hunger in the nation. Thirty-two counties in
Oklahoma have been classified as “food deserts,”
meaning residents have poor access to supermarkets
and consequently to a variety of foods.

Closely correlated with a high rate of food insecurity
is a high rate of poverty. Again, Oklahoma's numbers
are higher than the national average. In 2003,
Oklahoma's poverty rate was 14.6%, compared to
the national rate of 12.5%.

Oklahoma is also struggling with an obesity epidemic,
a crisis that is costing its citizens dearly, both in life
and wealth. Because of obesity-related diseases,
thousands of Oklahomans die prematurely each year
(and Oklahoma is the only state whose age-adjusted
death rates have been getting worse). Oklahomans
who are overweight or obese account for $864 million
per year in direct medical expenditures. [4]

In the next nine chapters, we explore the possible
social and economic benefits of more self-reliant,
locally-based, community food systems.

While some important programs (such as the Made
in Oklahoma label) are in place to promote
Oklahoma-grown food products, much potential has
yet to be realized. Oklahomans spend $8 billion on
food each year, yet much of that amount flows out of
the state. Why? As the number of Oklahoma farms
has declined by one-half since 1940, so too has the
diversity of the crops produced on the farms that
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remain. The result: much of the food eaten here is
grown and processed elsewhere.

So while Oklahoma agriculture makes money on
large crops of a few commodities such as cattle and
wheat, it forgoes potential income by failing to meet
its own consumer demands for many other food
items. That argument runs like this: if Oklahomans
started spending ten percent of their $8 billion
annual food budget on Oklahoma-grown foods, that
would be an $800 million boost to the state's agri-
cultural income.

But the economic power of local food goes far
beyond simple addition and subtraction. Every
additional dollar spent on Oklahoma food multiplies
its own value many times over in the local economy,
circulating through the community and creating
wealth. According to a study in lowa, every dollar
spent at a farmers market generated $1.58 in addi-
tional sales, and every dollar earned by vendors
translated into $1.47 in other income.

Rural communities in Oklahoma are in need of such
income. Rural rates of poverty (16.3%) are much
higher than urban rates (13.7%). Fifteen counties
in Oklahoma have been labeled “persistent poverty”
counties, where poverty is long-standing and results
“from a complex of social and economic factors....” [5]

In general, per capita income is quite a bit (25%)
lower in rural Oklahoma counties than in urban
counties. In addition, Oklahoma State University
researchers have reported a “widening gap between
retail sales in metro areas and retail sales in non-
metro (rural) areas” which has a “tremendous impli-
cation for rural communities.”

Declining sales tax revenues from retail sales (often
groceries) can lead to a loss of services, which can in
turn cause residents “to move toward the metropoli-
tan areas” resulting in a “a vicious cycle for these
troubled towns.” [6]

These statistics make the question of how to build
Oklahoma's rural communities crucial to the future
well-being of Oklahoma. In “community listening
sessions” conducted by the Oklahoma Cooperative
Extension Service in 2002 in every county in the

Sustainable Community Food Systems:
The Main Idea

+ Food is produced, processed and distributed as locally as possible
+ Supports a food system that

* Preserves farmland

+ Fosters community economic vitality

* Requires less energy for transportation

« Offers consumers the freshest food [8]

state, Oklahomans were asked to identify the crucial
issues that needed to be addressed in their communities.

Citizens in 38% of Oklahoma counties expressed a
desire for more agriculture-based development, such
as the development of value-added agricultural prod-
ucts. Examples of value-added products are cuts of
beef, cheese, breads, juices - agricultural crops which
have been processed to varying degrees to become
the foods people eat. [7]

This report takes a closer look at twelve counties in
Oklahoma in the series of “county snapshots” that
are paired with profiles throughout. For example,
alongside an article about the Muskogee Farmers'
Market is a “snapshot” of Muskogee County.
Together on one page are key indicators of the
physical and economic health of county residents,
information on crops and farm profitability, and
indicators of the potential for greater community
food security, such as interest in farm-to-school
programs and dollars spent on food.

The county snapshots could easily serve as a starting
point for groups who want to conduct a more in-depth
assessment of their community's food security.

Indeed, Closer to Home is meant to be an ice-breaker,
a conversation starter, a catalyst for further study and
action to improve Oklahoma's food system so that it
serves everyone well.

In each chapter, we propose policies and actions that
could bring greater food security, in all its flavors, to
Oklahoma in the 21st century.




How to Read This Report’s “County Snapshots”

cattered throughout this report, you'll come

across "snapshots" of Oklahoma counties that

relate in some way to the topic being discussed -
the county that's home to the farm in a profile, for
example, or a county that's classified as a food desert
in the section on food deserts.

These "snapshots" are collections of statistics, or
indicators, that, taken together, help to give an idea
of what the current status and future prospects of
community food security are for those counties.

While this report looks at Oklahoma overall, these
county-level indicators could serve as a jumping-off
point for more detailed analyses of community food
security at a more local level. [1]

Here, we present a "snapshot™ of the state of
Oklahoma, using the same indicators contained in
the individual county snapshots, as a guide to using
this information.

(In the county snapshots, some indicators are fol-
lowed by other numbers, italicized and in brackets.
These are state averages for the same indicator, to
show how individual counties compare to what's
happening statewide. In this state snapshot, the ital-
icized and bracketed values are nationwide averages.)

Population - total, and % change: How many people
need to be fed? How many people are buying food? Is
that number rising, and putting development pressure
on farmland, or falling as rural areas empty out? [2]

Number of farms - total, and % change: How many
farms are there, and is the number increasing or
dropping? [3]

To give depth to that information, the numbers of
farms that are making and losing money, and the
average amount that farms in each of those situa-
tions are taking in or losing, is also reported.

The number of farms receiving government subsi-
dies, and the average subsidy amount, is also shown.
This is meant to counter the perception that farm
support programs necessarily benefit all farms, or

small family farms, and to stimulate thought about
what subsidy programs are accomplishing, or could
accomplish.

Per capita personal income, and % change: These are
measures of the economic health of the county. [2]

Average farm net income, and % change: These offer a
similar gauge of the farm economy specifically, and,
when compared to per capita personal income, give
a sense of whether farming is a relatively more or
less financially rewarding occupation than others in
the area. [3]

Poverty rate [4], unemployment rate [2], and percentage
of students eligible for free and reduced-price school lunch-
es [5]: These are all measures of household econom-
ic well-being; the lower these numbers are, the less
food-secure are the people they represent.

Percentage of population that is underweight/normal,
overweight, and obese: These indicators spell out how
severe the obesity crisis is on a local level. They can
be considered together with the foregoing economic
indicators to shed some light on the relationship
between poverty on the one hand and poor nutrition
and health on the other. [6]

Amount spent on food: This carries an idea of how
much buying power a community exercises in its
current food purchases - which is also a measure of
how much economic support could potentially exist
for sales of locally grown food. [7]

Value of direct sales [3], number of farmers' markets [8],
and number of schools interested in farm-to-school pro-
grams [9]: If the previous indicator shows the
heights that local food systems could reach, this one
shows how far they have to climb, tallying the dollar
value of food sales transacted by farmers face to face
with their customers, the number of nearby farmers'
markets where such transactions can take place, and
the number of schools willing to work toward feed-
ing their students more food grown by local farms.

Major crops: Lists the top three crops in value of sales
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

14 METRO COUNTIES
32 FOOD DESERT COUNTIES

Oklahoma

3,511,532 people in 2003 +2% since 2000 [+3 %]

83,300 farms in 2002  -1% since 1997 [-4 %)]:

36,375 with net gains, averaging $31,559
46,907 with net losses, averaging $ 9,878
24,316 with federal subsidies, averaging $6,166

Per capita personal income, 2003: $25,936 [$31,472]
Average farm net income, 2002: $ 8,220 [$19,032]

Poverty: 14.5 % [12.1%] Unemployment: 5.66% [5.80%]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 54.1% [59.0%]

Percentage of state population that is
Underweight/normal: 39.9 [40.6] Overweight: 36.0 [36.6] Obese: 24.1 [22.8]

Amount spent in 2004 on

OIOCEIIES .. oo $4,470.0 million
mealsatrestaurants ................... i, $4,076.5 million
Value of direct sales, 2002 .............. . $3.7 million
Farmers'markets in State ... 35
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ................... 174

Major crops: cattle, poultry, hogs
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): pecans(2,879), watermelons(311),
peaches(277), tomatoes(271), apples(239), grapes(234), and many others

Percent of farms with gross sales...
35.0

[Bracketed figures in italics
are national averages
for comparison.]
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receipts, as an indicator of the dominant kinds of
farming in the area. These are almost always low-
margin commodity crops, the bulk of which are
shipped out of Oklahoma for value-added processing
elsewhere. [3]

Fruit/vegetable crops: In contrast to the previous indi-
cator, this one lists the number of farms growing rel-
atively higher-value crops, many of which are ideal-
ly suited to production for local use. It can be read
as a measure of the existing potential for communi-
ty food security on the agricultural side: what kinds
of crops work in a given area, and how many farms
are currently raising them? [3]

Percentage of farms in different gross sales brackets:
This indicator can help to upend contending myths
about farm economics: both that farming is a dead-end
occupation, and that all farmers are rich.

In the state as a whole, for example, nearly a quarter
of all farms gross less than $1,000 a year, and half
gross less than $10,000. Such figures can help flesh
out the net farm income indicator given earlier; a
high average net farm income can sometimes result
from a relatively small number of farms with extremely
high returns, surrounded by neighbors with low or
negative net incomes. [3]

Metro/nonmetro: These categories correspond
roughly to “urban” and “rural” respectively. They
are taken from a USDA classification system based
on counties' populations and proximity to large
cities. [10]

Food desert/non food desert: Counties are classified as
food deserts when more than a quarter of their
residents live more than 10 miles from the nearest
supermarket or supercenter, and as “severe” food
deserts when all of their residents do. [11]

CLOSER TO HOME
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Chapter One: Nutrition and Health

Good Food for Good Health: Combating Poor Nutrition
and Obesity with Fresh Locally Grown Foods

erious problems don't always require complicated solutions. In a state

ranked second in deaths due to cardiovascular disease and last in the

percentage of adults eating five or more fruits or vegetables a day, it’s
not very difficult to conclude that if Oklahomans ate better, they would
be healthier.[1,2]

The Girth of a State

As seen in recent headlines and newsreels, obesity has become a national
epidemic. In Oklahoma, over one third of adults are overweight, and the
percentage of those who are obese has more than doubled since 1990,
up from 11 to 24% of all adults, according to the Centers for Disease
Control.[3] (See sidebar for definitions.) The percentage of children and
adolescents who are overweight has also significantly increased over the
past few decades.[4]

With obesity comes a long list of associated physical and emotional side
effects, on top of increased risks for life threatening and disabling diseases.
Researchers at the National Institutes of Health report that overweight
and obesity are responsible for a two to three fold increase in the risk of
cardiovascular disease.[5]

Likewise, obesity has been shown to raise the risk of diabetes by as much
as five times, as was evident between 1994 and 2003, when rates of dia-
betes doubled in Oklahoma.[6,7] Other serious chronic diseases besides
heart disease and diabetes have also been linked to obesity and poor diets
(Table 1). According to the American Cancer Society, “about one third
of the cancer deaths that occur in the U.S. each year are due to nutrition
and physical activity factors, including excess weight.”[8]

While Oklahomans of all ages, income

“ : b Al levels, races and genders are facing the

Calone addlctlon health consequences of poor diets and
IS cited by the State sedentary lifestyles, an even higher

prevalence of chronic illness is found

Department of Health within some ethnic minorities.

as one of the tOp CaUSES Rates of diabetes and obesity are nearly

Of death and disease twice as high in Native Americans, and
deaths from heart disease are 20% higher

in Oklahoma. in African-Americans, compared to all
Oklahomans.[9,10] Also, the death rate
from colorectal cancer among African-

Defining and Measuring
Overweight and Obesity

Being overweight simply means
having a body weight that is
disproportionate to one’s height.
Obesity occurs when this height to
weight relationship becomes extreme.

Both overweight and obesity are
universally measured using the Body
Mass Index (BMI), which is a simple
calculation showing an individual’s
hody weight adjusted for height.

S

A frequently cited
1998 national study
found that overall,
taste was the most
important influence
on people’s food
choices. The next
most important
consideration was cost,
followed by nutrition,
convenience and
weight control.




Table 1: Major Diet-Related Ilinesses in Oklahoma

Chronic Iliness % of State State Major Dietary Diets High in These Increase Diets High in These Decrease
Deathst Rank? Risk Factors Risk of Chronic Illness Risk of Chronic Iliness
Heart Disease 31 49 High blood cholesterol Saturated fats Fruits and vegetables
High blood pressure Trans fatty acids Whole grain products
Obesity and overweight Dietary cholesterol Legumes
Diabetes Refined carbohydrates
Stroke 7 43 High blood pressure High-sugar foods Fruits and vegetables
Diabetes Saturated and trans fats Whole grain products
Arterial plaque buildup Dietary cholesterol Legumes
Heart disease Added salt Fish, reduced fat milk
Cancer® 6 N/A Obesity and overweight Saturated fats Fruits and vegetables
High fat red meats Beans and whole grains
Refined carborhydrates
Diabetes 3 39 Obesity and overweight Refined carbohydrates Fruits and vegetables

Elevated blood glucose
High blood pressure
High blood cholesterol

Saturated fats

Whole grain products

+ Oklahoma State Department of Health. 2005. 2003 Oklahoma Vital Record Statistics.

SOURCES:

American Heart Association - http://www.americanheart.org
National Cancer Institute - http://cis.nci.nih.gov

American Cancer Society - http://www.cancer.org

American Diabetes Association - http://www.diabetes.org

2 Oklahoma State Board of Health. 2006. A Strong and Healthy Oklahoma: 2006 State of the State’s Health.
3 Primarily cancers of the breast, colon, rectum, esophagus, gallbladder, pancreas, liver and kidney”

American Oklahomans is nearly twice that of their
white counterparts.[11]

High Costs of Poor Diets

Obesity and diet-related illnesses place a huge burden
on the state’s health care system. They also signifi-
cantly impact the productivity and quality of life for
many Oklahoma families. Studies cited in the journal
Obesity Research found that obese adults have 36%
higher average medical expenditures compared with
those of normal weight adults.

In 2003, the total annual medical costs of obesity in
Oklahoma were estimated to be $854 million, with
approximately 45% of these costs borne by Medicare
and Medicaid.[12] The annual costs of cardiovascu-
lar disease and lost productivity from death and dis-
ability are estimated at nearly five billion dollars in
Oklahoma.[13]

These heavy financial tolls are passed on to families
through ever increasing health care prices and insur-

ance premiums, as well as through higher taxes to
offset government health programs. Furthermore, as
family members become consumed with caring for
their loved ones, their own personal productivity at
work and in their communities is diminished.

From the 2005 State of the State’s Health Report, the
Oklahoma State Board of Health concludes, “Unless
we can reverse the obesity epidemic, especially among
our youth, our healthcare system will be strained to
the breaking point as the population ages.”

Garbage In/ Garbage Out

“Calorie addiction” is cited by the State Department
of Health as one of the top causes of death and disease
in Oklahoma.

Over the past 30 years, U.S. diets have undergone dra-
matic changes, marked by increased consumption of
fast foods, soft drinks and high calorie processed foods.
USDA food consumption data shows that between
1970 and 2003, America’s average consumption of
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Table 2: Nutrients of Concern[1]

% of Oklahomans
not meeting

% of U.S. Population
not meeting

High Nutrient Food Sources

Nutrient recommended intake? recommended intake Grown in Oklahoma?

Vitamin A* 60 54 sweet potato, carrots, spinach, collard and turnip greens,
pumpkin, winter squash, sweet red peppers, cantaloupe

Vitamin C* 53 48 sweet and hot peppers, strawberries, broccoli, cantaloupe,
cauliflower, red cabbage, turnip and mustard greens, peas

Vitamin E 88 86 sunflower seed, spinach, turnip greens, red sweet pepper,
broccoli, peanuts, asparagus, tomato, blackberries

Calcium 77 73 yogurt, milk, collard greens, spinach, black-eyed peas,
cheddar cheese, turnip greens, okra, mustard greens

Magnesium 72 68 whole wheat flour, spinach, cornmeal, pumpkin and squash
seeds, soybeans, lima beans, black-eyed peas, okra,
peanuts

Potassium* 93 91 potato, lima beans, winter squash, soybeans, spinach, sweet
potato, black-eyed peas, yogurt, beets, whole wheat flour

Fiber 91 90 whole wheat flour, lima beans, black-eyed peas, blackberries,

winter squash, collards, broccoli, pears, sweet potato

4 Nowverl, A. 2005, 2006. Personal Communication. USDA-CNRG.

* Low intake of Vitamins A and C are of particular concern in adults

1 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 2005 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

2 USDA-ARS Community Nutrition Map - http://www.ba.ars.usda.gov/cnrg/services/state40.html
3 Food sources listed in descending order of nutrient content. Method of preparation can affect nutrient levels.
USDA - ARS Nutrient Database - http://www.nal.usda.gov/fnic/foodcomp/Data/SR17/wtrank/wt_rank.html

high-fructose corn syrup grew from a half pound to 43
pounds per person each year, mostly coming from soft
drinks, but also from processed and refined foods.[14]

These food and drink products displace higher
nutrient, lower calorie foods such as fruits, vegetables
and whole grains from people’s diets. In fact, only
15% of adults in Oklahoma eat five or more servings
of fruits and vegetables per day, ranking the state
dead last in the nation.[13]

Besides not eating fruits and vegetables, most
Americans are barely eating one of the three recom-
mended daily servings of whole grains, while nearly
40% eat no whole grains at all.[15]

This soaring consumption of unhealthy foodstuffs
relative to nourishing foods leaves many people high

and dry, in terms of body weight and nutrition,
respectively. According to the 2005 Dietary
Guidelines for Americans, “Many Americans con-
sume more calories than they need without meeting
recommended intakes for a number of nutrients.”[16]
This holds true for Oklahoma as well, where a high
percentage of people are not getting a sufficient
intake of many nutrients considered essential for
good health (Table 2).

Bad nutrition cuts across all age levels, including

the state’s senior citizens. Less than a quarter of
Oklahomans age 65 and older eat five servings a

day of fruits and vegetables, leaving only one state,
Louisiana, with a worse record. A state-by-state
Report Card on Healthy Aging published by the
Merck Institute on Aging and Health also found that




Selected Age Group:

Oklahoma’s seniors ranked poorly |f h r | N
Oklahoma Census 2000 in the number of “physically the p OdU-Ct 0
65 years and over unhealthy days” reported during a and promOtlon Of
Number  Percent thirty-day period, with only five .
Mt other states logging more locally grown fruits
ALFALFA 1243 204 unhealthy days.[17] and Vegetables
ATOKA 2050 148 Oklahoma’s overall population ;
ELaitn 2 12 includes a slightly greater percent- Were Increased’
EE/(;RHEAM 22?: 122 age_ of seniors (13.2%) than thg Ok|ah0ma fam|||e3
CADDO 2299 149 national average (12.4%). But in WOU| d have more
e — o i rural Oklahoma countles,.the
CIMARRON 585 186 percentage of the population that home-grOWH
COAL 1078 17.9 is over age 65 jumps to nearly 18% o .
COTTON 1174 178 (see sidebar).[18] The nutrition of nutritious OpthI’]S
CRAIG 2418 16.2 Oklahoma’s seniors should there- .
CUSTER 303 187 fore be of even greater concern. from which to choose.
DELAWARE 6501 175
ELLIS 895 22 ) ) .
SV e 8 Key Recommendation: More Fruits, Vegetables and Whole Grains
GRANT 1103 214 Since Americans’ average daily consumption of nutritious foods falls
GREER 1215 20 well below recommended guidelines, nutritionists on all fronts of the
HARMON 691 21

battle against the bulge agree that Americans need to eat fewer sugars

HARPER 77 21.7 . .
3 and fats, and more fruits, vegetables, and whole grains (Table 3).

HASKELL 2024 17.2
HUGHES 2626 18,6 These vital foods come straight from nature with a powerful package
JEFFERSON 1372 20.1 of health benefits. Their consumption is associated with reducing the
JOHNSTON 1621 154 risks of numerous chronic diseases and illnesses such as heart disease,
KINGFISHER 2139 154 . . .

stroke, cancer, diabetes, high blood pressure, high cholesterol and
KIOWA 2079 203 Kid )
LATIMER 1718 16.1 1aney stones.
GBI £ L Fruits, vegetables and whole grains are also leading sources of several
McINTOSH 4238 218 nutrients essential for good health, such as vitamins A, B, C and E, as
MAJOR 1465 19.4 . . . . . .

well as calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium and dietary fiber.
MARSHALL 2576 195 ) ) .
WIAVES =05 0 Furthermore, fruits and vegetables are naturally low in fats and calories,
MURRAY 2331 185 and none have cholesterol.
NOBLE 1737 15.2
NOWATA 1628 173 Eat Fresh for Flavor
OKFUSKEE 1925 16.3 i . .
U A i T !Deople_whc_) wprk in public health are rlghtl_y concer_ned about the
ROGER MILLS 644 187 increasing incidence of obesity and related illnesses in Oklahomans.
SEMINOLE 4169 16.7 A number of better-health and weight loss initiatives from state agencies,
TILLMAN 1795 193 the state legislature, and grassroots groups, have been launched in
WASHITA 2160 1838 recent years.[19] They generally urge Oklahomans to both increase
WOQDs 1808 19.9 their physical activity and improve their diets.
Average Percent 17.8

At the same time, researchers around the U.S. have been studying why
it is that people eat what they do. Armed with this information, public
health officials can be more effective in their efforts to get people to
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(vegetable subgroup amounts are per week)!

Table 3: Recommended Daily Amount of Fruits, Vegetables and Grains

Average Daily

2 Food items included in each group and subgroup:
Fruits - All fresh, frozen, canned and dried fruits and fruit juice.
Vegetables - All fresh, frozen and canned sources.

Legumes - All cooked dry beans and peas and soybean products.
Starchy vegetables - including white potatoes, corn and green peas.

Grains

3 Quantity equivalents for each food group:

1 small muffin (1 0z); 1 cup ready-to-eat cereal flakes.

4 Calorie requirements based on age and activity level.
1,600 calories per day - average 8 - 10 yr. old with moderate activity level.

+ U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 2005 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

Food Group?3 Calorie Level* Consumption in U.S.56
1,600 2,000 2,400
Fruits 1.5 cups 2 cups 2 cups .7 cup
(3 servings) (4 servings) (4 servings) (1.4 servings)
Vegetables 2 cups 2.5 cups 3cups 1.9 cups
(4 servings) (5 servings) (6 servings) (3.7 servings)
Dark green veg. 2 cups/week 3 cups/week 3 cups/week 0.7 cups/week
Orange veg. 1.5 c/wk 2 c/wk 2 c/wk 0.7 cups/week
Legumes 2.5 c/wk 3 c/wk 3 c/wk 0.7 cups/week
Starchy veg. 2.5 c/wk 3 c/wk 6 c/wk 4.6 cups/week
Other veg. 5.5 c/wk 6.5 c/wk 7 c/wk 6.3 cups/week
Grains 5 servings 6 servings 8 servings 10 servings
Whole grains 3srvg 3srvg 4 srvg 1srvg
Other grains 2 srvg 3srvg 4 srvg 9 srvg
NOTES:

Dark green vegetables - including broccoli, spinach, romaine, collard, turnip and mustard greens.
Orange and deep yellow vegetables - including carrots, sweetpotatoes, winter squash and pumpkin.

Other vegetables - including tomatoes, tomato juice, iceberg lettuce, green beans and onions.

Whole grains - including whole-wheat and rye breads, whole-grain cereals and crackers, oatmeal and brown rice.
Other grains - including white breads, enriched grain cereals and crackers, enriched pasta and white rice.

Fruits and vegetables - 1 serving equals 1/2 cup cut-up raw or cooked fruit or vegetable; 1/2 cup fruit or vegetable juice; one cup leafy salad greens.
Grains - 1 serving (one ounce-equivalent) equals: 1/2 cup cooked rice, pasta or cooked cereal; 1 ounce dry pasta or rice; 1 slice bread;

2,000 calories per day - average female teenager or adult with moderate activity level.
2,400 calories per day - average male teenager or adult with moderate activity level.

5 Guthrie, JF, Lin, B.H,, Reed, J., and Stewart, H. 2005. Understanding Economic and Behavioral Influences on Fruit and Vegetable Choices. Amber Waves 3(2):36-41.

6 Busby, J., Farah, H., and Vocke, G. 2005. Will 2005 be the Year of the Whole Grain?Amber Waves 3(3):12-17.

eat a more healthful diet.

A frequently cited 1998 national study found that
overall, taste was the most important influence on
people’s food choices. The next most important con-
sideration was cost, followed by nutrition, conven-
ience and weight control. Gender, age, ethnicity,
income level and orientation towards a healthy lifestyle
predicted the relative importance of the various factors.
As might be expected, cost was of greater importance
to low income people, as was convenience.

The report’s authors concluded that emphasizing the
good taste of healthful foods would be a promising
approach to encourage those not currently eating a
healthy diet to make more health-promoting food
choices. They also recommended that nutrition
campaigns stress the convenience of eating healthy
foods such as fruits and vegetables and promote con-
venient ways to include them in the diet.[20]

Community food activists suggest that a general lack
of familiarity and connection with healthy foods




contributes to their low consumption. The solution:
give people the chance to experience farm-fresh food.
Farm-fresh, locally grown fruits and vegetables (as
well as whole grains) taste great, to which anyone
who has ever had the pleasure of eating a just-picked
tomato or ear of sweet corn can attest. In addition,
many of the nutrients Oklahomans lack are found at
high levels in many crops currently or historically
grown in Oklahoma (Table 2).

Increasing consumer access to fresh farm and garden
foods, through home and community gardening,
farmers’ markets, farm stands, community supported
agriculture, and farm-to-school programs, will
empower more Oklahomans with the joy of eating
well and help build a strong and healthy Oklahoma.

We Can Grow It

While recognized nationally for their production of
beef and wheat, Oklahoma farmers have historically
raised a wide variety of fruit and vegetable crops, from
apples and asparagus to watermelons and zucchini.
As recently as 1959, thousands of Oklahoma farms
were commercially growing apples, peaches, pears
and sweet potatoes, among many other crops.[21]

Like other states in the southern Plains, the Sooner
State has the fortune of having many acres of good
soil and a lengthy growing season. In fact, some
growers are demonstrating that they can raise many

Ns Oklahomans have increased the energy
AR 'input into their bodies, energy output has

lagged. According to the CDC, Oklahoma is the
3rd most sedentary state in the nation, with
over 30% of adults reporting no regular physical
activity.[22]

Nearly 40% of Oklahoma’s seniors don't engage
in any leisure-time physical activity. Just eight
other states had fewer seniors who exercised.[17]

Even though Oklahomans
eat significantly less fruit and
vegetables than are recommended,
the state still imports most
of the produce items that could
be grown locally.

cool season crops, including leafy nutritious crops
such as spinach, throughout the winter using a
minimum of inputs.

Even though Oklahomans eat significantly less fruit
and vegetables than are recommended, the state still
imports most of the produce items that could be
grown locally. Very few fruit and vegetable crops are
currently produced in the state on a scale capable of
meeting present demand, much less meeting an
increased demand for fresh produce.

If the production and promotion of locally grown
fruits and vegetables were increased, Oklahoma
families would have more home-grown nutritious
options from which to choose, while the state’s
communities would become more food secure. By
keeping food dollars closer to home, Oklahoma
farmers would, in turn, be given some much-needed
economic opportunities, as they strive to provide all
Oklahomans with good food for good health.

CLOSER TO HOME



A Strong and Healthy Oklahoma:
State and Private Employee Health and Wellness Initiatives

ith everyone from soccer moms to supermarket

clerks struggling to make ends meet, many

Oklahomans simply don’t have enough money
in their monthly budgets to devote to healthy diets
and exercise.

That fact doesn’t just impact the individuals who eat
unhealthy foods and don't get enough physical activ-
ity. It’s also felt by the companies who employ those
individuals, in terms of reduced worker productivity,
more days out due to sickness, and higher health
insurance costs.

Recognizing that problem, the head of the largest

employer in Oklahoma - state governor Brad Henry
—in 2005 launched an employee health and wellness
initiative called “Strong and Healthy Oklahoma.”[1]

As of January 1, 2006, all 35,000 active state employees
became eligible for the initiative. By participating,
employees receive an expense-paid initial health risk
assessment by their primary care physican, including
labwork. Based on that assessment, they’ll be sched-
uled for a number of appointments with a personal
professional health mentor over a 12-month period.

The personal health mentors help each participating
employee develop a set of diet and exercise goals, and
a plan for accomplishing them. Regular appointments
help participants monitor their progress toward those
goals, which can include things like a set number of
daily servings from each food group, and a maximum
number of daily grams of fat consumed.[2]

In addition, the Strong and Healthy Oklahoma ini-
tiative offers participating state employees a discounted
membership at a fitness center. Depending on which
agency of the state they work for, there may also be
pay incentives, ranging from $100 to $500.[3]

Similar programs in the private sector have resulted
in savings to employers. For every dollar Motorola
spends on its employee wellness program, it report-
edly saves $3.93. Johnson & Johnson’s program saves

N
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the company over $200 per participating employee
every year.[1]

Governor Henry hopes that numbers like that,
together with the state’s own lead in helping its
employees take care of themselves, will inspire
private Oklahoma employers to do likewise.

Those who do can gain recognition for their action
through the Oklahoma Certified Healthy Business
program. A joint project of the Oklahoma Academy
for State Goals, the Oklahoma Turning Point
Council, and the state health department, the
Certified Healthy Business program recognizes
businesses that provide health and wellness opportu-
nities for their employees.

The steps that employers can take to help qualify for
the Certified Healthy Business program include
things like offering free cholesterol screenings and
body fat evaluations, promoting healthy menu items
in the cafeteria, encouraging employees to bring
healthy snacks, and posting nutritional information
in break areas.[4]

As of November 2005, 120 Oklahoma businesses
had been certified through the Healthy Business
Program.[5] As the program grows, its partners hope
that it will come to be considered by private health
insurers as grounds for reduced rates to certified
businesses.




Nutrition and Health

Goal: Link Oklahoma-grown foods with good taste and health. The health of Oklahomans
can be improved if Oklahomans increase their consumption of farm-fresh fruits, vegetables

and whole grains.

Public Policy Priorities:

» Establish a state goal of 75% of
Oklahoma adults eating five or
more servings of fruits and
vegetables a day by 2012 — the
“Five (a Day) in Five (Years)”
campaign.

< Incorporate rewards for
increased consumption of farm-
fresh fruits and vegetables into
the state employees’ Strong and
Healthy Oklahoma initiative.

= Encourage the private sector
to make farm-fresh fruits and
vegetables available to employees
through programs like the
Certified Healthy Business
Program.

= Develop government procure-
ment policies that favor fresh,
local, healthy food.

« Develop a joint public relations
campaign between the state
agriculture and health depart-
ments, private hospitals, and the
extension service to promote
the healthful aspects of eating
Oklahoma-grown fresh fruits and
vegetables, emphasizing good
taste, affordability, and conven-
ience, as well as nutrition.

* Mobilize the health care com-
munity by making fresh fruits
and vegetables available to
health care institutions’ staff,
patients and nearby community
residents through cafeteria use of
farm-fresh foods, mini farmers
markets, and subscription-farm
food deliveries.

« Help health care and social service
workers educate clients about
sources of fresh, locally grown
foods such as farmers’ markets.

* Promote meetings between
health professionals and farmers —
for example, conduct farm tours,
farmers’ market tours, neighbor-
hood tours, and healthy eating
events in which everyone can
participate.

< Provide incentives for groups
that do not currently shop at
farmers’ markets (such as families
with children and low-income
individuals) to do so. One incentive
would be repealing the sales tax
on sales at farmers’ markets and
other direct sales outlets (see
chapter one).
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A Going and Growing
Market in Muskogee

hen making a salad in Oklahoma, what are
the chances that the ingredients were grown
here?

Not likely, if they came from the grocery store. The
lettuce, spinach, carrots, bell peppers, onions and
even tomatoes were probably grown a thousand or
more miles away, perhaps even across the border in
Mexico or Canada.

Not to say these items can't be grown in Oklahoma
- as a trip to one of the farmers' markets in the state
will confirm.

A leisurely stroll down the shade-covered sidewalk
at the Muskogee Farmers' Market reveals an array
of locally grown fresh fruits and vegetables

During the course of the season, a rainbow of different
fruits and vegetables can be found at the market -
enough to stir up any number of different salads.

In the springtime, asparagus, green onions, radishes,
turnips, spinach and a mix of other leafy greens are
some of the first crops to come off, soon to be joined
by lettuce, peas, potatoes and beets. Next come
cabbage, carrots, cucumbers, green beans and
squash. And by early summer, sweet corn, tomatoes,
eggplant, peppers, and okra are showing up.

Fruits that are seasonally available for foraging
include blackberries, blueberries, cantaloupe, grapes,
nectarines, peaches, pears, plums, strawberries, and
watermelon.

Along with these, other products available through-
out the market year include fresh-baked bread, free-
range eggs, live plants, cut flowers, soaps, candles,
gourds and even packaged composted chicken litter.
(Some markets in the state offer cheeses, grass-fed
beef, buffalo and lamb products.)

Between 2001 and 2005, ten new farmers' markets
opened in Oklahoma, joining markets such as those
in Norman and Stillwater which have been in opera-

The Muskogee Farmers Market
Has Quly Oklahomg Grown
and Made Products e ‘

e |

tion for over 25 years. In 2005, 24 of the state's
40-plus farmers' markets, including Muskogee's,
exclusively sold produce grown in Oklahoma.
These “Oklahoma Grown” farmers' markets ensure
that customers will find the freshest locally grown
items available.

The Oklahoma Department of Agriculture, Food
and Forestry estimates sales of at least $3.3 million
at all farmers' markets during the 2005 season.[1]

In the U.S. there were over 3,700 farmers' markets
in 2004, twice as many as there were ten years earlier.

A Natural Growth

What is fueling the growth of farmers' markets
across the nation and in Oklahoma? A look at the
formation and evolution of the Muskogee Farmers'
Market may help answer that question.

It was in the late spring of 1995 when three Muskogee
area farmers, Deno Clopton of Ft. Gibson, Charlie
Davis of Webers Falls, and Susie Lawrence of Braggs,
came together in an effort to tap into what seemed
to be a growing public interest in farm fresh produce.

Clopton and Davis were already raising a variety of
vegetable crops. Clopton had a large market garden
and was selling through a local flea market and from
a vehicle parked near various street and highway
intersections. Davis raised cattle and hay, as well as
produce, which he was mostly wholesaling to grocers




and also selling roadside off his truck.

Lawrence was new to farming, having quit a job in
retail sales to begin growing specialty flowers for
dried and fresh-cut bouquets.

The three say that they started the market in order
to establish a reliable base of customers they could
sell to and get a fair price.

Surveys of Oklahoma farmers' market producers in
2001 showed the top reason for selling at the market
was to receive retail value for the products sold.[2]

Davis recalls, “I couldn't count on wholesalers to
buy all my crops, and got tired of feeling my pro-
duce was worth more than | was getting paid.”

The three growers began meeting on Saturday
mornings to sell their crops in a downtown parking
lot. Within a few years, the three had grown to ten
and moved to their present location, along the
shade-covered sidewalk behind the Muskogee Public
Library. The market is open on Saturday mornings
and during the peak growing season, on Wednesdays.

In 2005, the Muskogee Farmers' Market Association
still included the three founding farmers, as well as
over 25 other market members.

One member is Burl Doyle, a second generation
truck farmer in his seventies, who raises strawberries,
blackberries, tomatoes and a variety of other horti-
cultural crops near Stilwell.

Doyle sells his produce at his on-farm store and also
wholesales mainly to roadside farm-stands throughout
northeastern Oklahoma. However, Doyle says his
sales at the Muskogee farmers' market have allowed
him to remain profitable as a full-time farmer.

“Coming to this market has increased my overall
sales by at least 50%, reaching a large group of
customers who would probably never make the
drive to my farm,” he says.

Lawrence, the flower grower, has volunteered as
market manager since the market's inception.
“When the three of us set up in that first parking
lot, it was hard to imagine we would ever see this
many vendors and customers,” she says. “The cus-
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As Muskogee's market manager, Susie Lawrence (left), has
guided its steady expansion.

tomer support has been just incredible. Overall sales at
our market have increased by 20 to 40% each season.”

In fact, the Muskogee Farmers' Market has been so
successful that a city sales tax increase was passed by
voters to build a new site for the market.
Permanent, covered pavilions will be constructed
adjacent to the Civic Center, as part of a downtown
festival-market square to be completed by spring
2007. City leaders and downtown merchants expect
the market's vibrant atmosphere and regular shop-
pers will spill over into adjacent businesses.

“We're really looking forward to having the farmers’
market situated right near the heart of downtown at
the Civic Center,” says Jim Eaton, chairman of the
Muskogee Downtown Revitalization Committee.
“We definitely can see the market bringing more
people into downtown Muskogee.”

Sue Harris, president of the Muskogee Area Chamber
of Commerce, suggests the farmers' market is an
important part of the local economy. “The money
spent by customers not only supports our local farmers
and family-owned enterprises, it also goes to other
area businesses as the farmers and vendors spend
some of their earnings.”

Harris often shops at the market. “The market adds
such a wonderful sense of community to our town,”
she says. “It just feels good to go down there, and
it's one of those things that really adds to our quality
of life here in Muskogee.”

CLOSER TO HOME
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Future Challenges

In moving to a new, more visible location, Susie
Lawrence expects customer traffic to be greater than
ever. “My biggest concern is that we'll have enough
produce to offer our customers a good variety,” says
Lawrence, who also serves as an officer for the
Oklahoma Farmers' Market Alliance, a statewide
association of farmers’ markets.

As some farmers' markets expand and as new markets
are opened within towns and cities throughout the
state, Lawrence says continuous efforts are needed
to recruit more produce growers.

“When markets don't have a consistent supply of
fresh produce, it's hard to attract and maintain a
stable base of customers. A lack of steady customers
can then discourage other growers from participating
in a struggling market,” she says.

Meanwhile, other more established markets have
sufficient volumes of produce and other items, yet
need to reach out to include more customers.
Lawrence suggests agencies, businesses and civic
organizations all work together to develop and
promote the many benefits of successful farmers'
markets in their own communities.

Survey Says

In 2001, Oklahoma State University, the Oklahoma
Department of Agriculture, Food and Forestry, the
Kerr Center and the Oklahoma Farmers' Market
Alliance conducted surveys of farmers' market cus-
tomers and managers, as well as producers.[2]

The customer survey

; indicated that an impor-
Who's Got Markets? tant reason for shopping
 California is first with 444, at a farmers' market is
* New York is second having direct contact

with 275. with the food producer.
* Texas has 102.
« Missouri has 97. Jim Beller, a regular cus-
« Kansas has 70. tomer at the Muskogee
« Arkansas has 2. Farmers' Market agrees.
*With 178, lowa has the “I just like knowing who
most per capita. my food came from.”
Interacting directly with

“l just like to keep the dollars in
our state, where they belong,”

— David Willis, farmers’ market reqular

customers is also important to producers. “By selling
directly to the consumer,

I can give them tips on cooking and answer other
questions about my produce,” says Clopton. “Also,
they can let me know it there's something they want
me to grow or if they're ever unhappy with something
they've bought from me. The feedback really helps.”

Another important reason customers choose to shop
at farmers' markets is to support local farmers.

“I just like to keep the dollars in our state, where
they belong,” says David Willis, who shops regularly
at the Muskogee market.

And while the customer surveys indicated that low
prices are not an important reason for shopping at
farmers' markets, anecdotal studies suggest that pro-
duce prices at two different markets in Oklahoma
compare favorably to nearby retail food stores.[3,4,5]

What was the top reason that Oklahomans gave for
shopping at farmers' markets? “Quality” of the fresh
produce was cited by 89% of surveyed customers.

As one Muskogee farmer tells his customers, “You
can't get it fresher, unless you grow it yourself.”
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Who Shops at Oklahoma's Farmers’ Markets7

CUSTOMER PROFILE

Age:
41% are 51 to 65 yrs. of age
28% are 36 to 50 yrs. of age
14% are 66 to 75 yrs. of age
10% are over 75 yrs. of age
7%  are 21to 35yrs. of age

Gender:

79% Female
21% Male

Household Make-up:

67% have 2 adults
23% have 1 adult

19% have children under 18 yrs. of age

Annual Household Income:
60% with less than $60,000

(13% with less than $20,000)

28% with $60,000 to $100,000
12% over $100,000

How far they live from their market:
67% .5to 10 miles
13% over 15 miles
9% less than .5 mile
9% 11 to 15 miles

How customers first learned about
their farmers’ market:
30% by word of mouth
24% from a newspaper article
16% driving by
9%  newspaper ad

How often they shop on Saturdays:

32% weekly
23% every other week
12% once a month

Indicated the following items were very
important when shopping for fresh produce:

89%
54%
47%
46%
44%

Quality

In season

Grown in OK

Free of chemical residues
Grown by vendor

How important having organically grown
produce at their market is:

51%
31%

Somewhat important
Very important

How they expect produce at the farmers’ market

to compare to produce purchase elsewhere:

84%
47%
44%

Higher quality
Greater variety
Same price

The number one reason they shop at
their farmers’ market:

30%
28%
24%

Product quality and freshness

Supporting local farmer and businesses

Community involvement

CLOSER TO HOME
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Cimarron Texas

Number of Farmers’
Markets per County

[Jo
[ 1
I -
I
I s

FARMERS' MARKET NAME

Ada Farmers' Market
Alva Farmers' Market
Bartlesville Farmers' Market
Broken Arrow Farmers' Market
Cherry Street Farmers' Market
Chandler Park Farmers' Market
Chickasha Farmers' Market
The Children's Center
Farmers' Market
Collinsville Farmers' Market
Coweta Farmers' Market
Cushing Farmers' Market
Durant Farmers' Market

Eastern Oklahoma County Farmers' Market

Edmond Farmers' Market

El Reno Farmers' Market

Elk City Farmers' Market

Enid Farmers' Market

Eufaula Farmers' Market
Haskell County Farmers' Market
Hobart Farmers' Market
Idabel Farmers' Market

Jenks Farmers' Market
Lawton Farmers' Market
McAlester Farmers' Market
Muskogee Farmers' Market
Norman Farmers' Market
North Tulsa Farmers' Market
OSDH Wellness Market
OSU-OKC Farmers' Market
OSU-OKC Downtown Farmers' Market
Perry Farmers' Market
Piedmont Farmers' Market
Shawnee Farmers' Market
Stillwater Farmers' Market
Valliant Farmers' Market
Weatherford Farmers' Market
Wilburton Farmers' Market
Wilson Farmers' Market
Woodward Farmers' Market
Yukon Farmers' Market

Oklahoma Registered Farmers’ Markets

()
Beaver Harper WoodS [ pa| Grant I<a',;w Osagem i ?;:ati Craig Dttawa
Woodward )
Ellis Major GRIReK | e a/v?ra\ a r.-.u,cf =
Ontel | Blaine ingfishel| ogan Creek NerCheroke
er Mil i dair’
oger Ml Custer Lincoln kmulgeepusko ’
OKfuske Sequoyah
Beckham| Washita levelarid ' cintosh
Caddo Pottawatbmie gt oinole askell
h
Greer Kiowa Gradyl1cClajn ughe Pitsbug [ agmer [ Le Flore
il Jackson Comanche —. Ganin Pontotoccoal
Tillman s Stephens M'-’"aYJohnswn e Pushmataha
ary Jefferson ek _ Chactaw
Ada A" Love Bryan
Alva nLNaf
Bartlesville
Broken Arrow
Tulsa
Tulsa . . .
Chickasha What if Oklahomans bought just five percent of
Bethany their groceries at their nearby farmers' market?
Collinsvill : - . I
Cgv;;'f; e - Approximately $148 million was spent in 2004 on groceries in
Cushing Muskogee County.
Durant
Choctaw - Spending five percent of these grocery expenditures at the farmers'
Ef’g‘;‘r’]gd market would put $7.4 million in the pockets of local farmers and
Elk City food entrepreneurs.
Enid
Eufaula - If every Oklahoma county had at least one farmers' market where
at('g:rrt shoppers could purchase five percent of their groceries, farmers
Idabel and other food businesses in the state would realize approximately
Jenks $223 million in sales.
Lawton
McAlester
Muskogee
Noman The Oklahoma Grown Program
Oklahoma City Farmers’ markets who comply
Oklahoma City . . . .
Oklahoma City with all licensing require-
perry ments of the Oklahoma
Piedmont
Shawnee Department of Health may
S aer register with the Oklahoma
Weatherford Department of Agriculture, Food and Forestry (ODAFF). If the
iiosrion registered market also offers 100% Oklahoma grown foods, it is
Woodward designated as an “Oklahoma Grown” market and may use that logo.
Yukon ODAFF's Market Development Services Division runs the program.

Listis not all-inclusive: "registered" markets have met certain

requirements of OK Dept. of Ag.
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Community Food Security: Snapshot NONMETRO - NON FOOD DESERT

Muskogee County

70,255 people in 2003 +1% since 2000 [+2 %]

1,740 farms in 2002  -3% since 1997 [-1 %]

668 with net gains, averaging $18,579
1,071 with net losses, averaging $7,307
309 with federal subsidies, averaging $2,994

Per capita personal income, 2003; $21,926 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002: $2,637 [$8,220]

Poverty: 17.7% [14.5%] Unemployment: 7.26% [5.66%]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches; 61.3% [54.1%]

Percentage of county population that is
Underweight/normal: 43.0 [39.9] Overweight: 29.0 [36.0] Obese: 27.9 [24.1]

Amount spent in 2004 on

OFOCEI S ittt $48.8 million
mealsatrestaurants ..............c i $71.3 million
Value of direct sales, 2002 ... ... $149,000
Farmers' markets within 75 miles ... 8
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ...................... 3

Major crops: cattle, grains, milk
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): pecans(51), apples(7),
watermelons(7), cantaloupes(6), sweet corn(5), and many others

Percent of farms with gross sales...

[Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
figures for comparison.]

This "snapshot™ isa collection of
statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
security in the county. It includes
indicators of economic well-being
for individuals, households, and
farms. Also included is an indicator
of diet-related health (weight) of
county residents. Information
showing the potential for
increased local food production
and sales is also presented.

See Introduction for more detail.
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Chapter Two: Food Insecurity

Feeling Hungry: Food Insecurity in Oklahoma

ost Oklahomans have never heard the term
food insecurity.

This could be because most people in Oklahoma —
84.8%, according to the USDA - have “consistent
dependable access to enough food for active healthy
living.” In other words, they are food secure. [1]
They can afford to buy the food they need (and want).

While people may fuss when one food item or
another goes up in price, the majority of people in
Oklahoma feel secure in their ability to feed them-
selves and their families, living as they do in one of
the best-fed nations in the world.

It is a particularly cruel irony that in rural
Oklahoma, where the wheat waves, the
pecans drop and the cattle fatten in what
Woody Guthrie called “pastures of plenty,”
people are not eating well.

Most Oklahomans take for granted this basic level
of well being, but not all do. In every community in
the state, people struggle to consistently have enough
food to feed themselves and their children. They run
out of food and money for food, they skip meals,
they cut back on servings, they feed their children
unbalanced diets, they rely on a few kinds of cheap
foods to get by.

In 2004, about 15% (213,408) of 1.4 million
Oklahoma households were caught in this trap and
deemed “food insecure” by the USDA. The national
average was 11.9%

In 5.6% (about 79,000) of households in Oklahoma,
people went hungry and were classified as “food inse-
cure, with hunger.” The national average was 3.9%. [1]

Oklahoma had the highest rate in the nation of food
insecurity with hunger. The state’s rate of hunger

has been on the rise — up over a percentage point
since the late 1990s, while other states with similarly
poor showings have improved. [2]

Everyone suffers in food insecure households. Often
mothers go hungry in order to feed their children,
and in the worst cases, the children go hungry. In
families with the most extreme food insecurity,
adults and children both can become chronically
undernourished. [3]

Food insecurity and hunger can reduce children’s
cognitive development and learning capacity and
impair adults’ work performance. [4] Costs, both to
individuals and communities, can be considerable.

A Private Misery, a Public Problem

Hunger and food insecurity are usually out of our
sight, private miseries suffered by the poor that
become public during food drives and holidays,
when Oklahomans invariably respond generously.

The poor depend on a safety net of federal and state
programs, such as food stamps, the school lunch and
breakfast programs, and the Women, Infants, and
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Oklahoma has the highest rate in the
nation of food insecurity with hunger.

Children (WIC) supplemental nutrition program,
and these have been very effective in preventing
starvation in the U.S. [3]

Oklahoma has a high rate of participation (96.6%) in
the federal food stamp program, and was recently
recognized for its efforts for significantly improving
access to this program. [5]

In addition to the government safety net, private
non-profit organizations like the Regional Food
Bank in Oklahoma City and the Community Food
Bank of Eastern Oklahoma together serve every
county in the state, supplying food pantries, shelters
and soup kitchens with donated food for over
100,000 people each week. [6]

Despite these public and private efforts, in recent
years the campaign to reduce rates of food insecurity
even further has stalled, with rates going up and
down according to the health of the economy. After
the 1996 World Food Summit, the United States set
forth a national goal of cutting in half the rate of
food insecurity — from 12% to 6% — by 2010. [7]
However, in 2004, the national rate was hung at
11.9%, having gone up in the previous five years
instead of down. [1]

The Meaning of Food Insecurity

In Oklahoma, about half a million people are food
insecure. This data comes from an annual survey
that the USDA conducts of a nationally representa-
tive sample of 60,000 households, including 1,927 in
Oklahoma. The survey asks ten questions about
“food conditions” at the household level and among
adults in the household. If there are children present,
an additional eight questions are asked. [1]

Food insecurity can be occasional or chronic. According
to the 2004 survey, the food insecure households at
some time during the year had difficulty providing
enough food for all their members due to a lack of
resources.

What is household food security?
Definitions from the Life Sciences Research Office [4]

Food security — Access by all people at all times to enough food for
an active, healthy life (without recourse to emergency food sources
such as food pantries and soup kitchens). Food security includes at
aminimum: 1) the ready availability of nutritionally adequate and
safe foods; 2) an assured ability to acquire acceptable foods in
socially acceptable ways.

Food insecurity — Limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally
adequate and safe foods or limited or uncertain ability to acquire
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways.

Hunger — The uneasy or painful sensation caused by a lack of food;
the recurrent and involuntary lack of access to food.

About a third of those households were food insecure
to the extent that one or more household members
were hungry at least some time during the year
because they could not afford enough food. [1] In
Oklahoma, almost 200,000 people lived in these
“food insecure with hunger” households.

According to the USDA, “the prevalence of food
insecurity varies among households of various types.
Rates... were higher in households headed by single
women with children and in Black and Hispanic
households. Geographically, food insecurity was
more common in central cities and rural areas than
in suburbs, and in the South and the West.”

As one would expect, food insecurity goes hand in
hand with poverty. [1]

It shouldn’t be surprising then that Oklahoma, as
part of the South, with many rural counties and high
poverty rates, has high rates of food insecurity.

The Poor: Always with Us?

In Oklahoma over half a million people are below
the poverty line — 14.6% of the state’s population of
3.5 million. [8] This is higher than the national rate
of 12.5%. [9]

In rural Oklahoma, the average rate was 16.3%.
The dozen poorest counties in the state are rural,
with rates of poverty approaching or exceeding 20%.
[8] (See map.)

CLOSER TO HOME
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Percent of total population in poverty, 2003

!

Oklahoma

[ ] Less than 10 percent
|:| 10 to 14 percent
- 15 to 19 percent
- 20 percent or more

Resource: USDA Economic Research Service

In Oklahoma, the numbers of children in poverty are even higher: an
average of 21% statewide. In five counties — Pushmataha, McCurtain,
Seminole, Choctaw and Harmon — over 30% of the children are poor. [8]

The Oklahoma State Board of Health has identified poverty as a “funda-
mental factor” that prevents the state from improving its health status.
In its 2006 State of the State’s Health report, the board says that “poverty
is the single best predictor of health status whether we are speaking of
countries, states, counties or zip codes. Poverty, poor health and poor
education are linked.” [10]

In Oklahoma, the numbers of children in poverty
are even higher: an average of 21% statewide.

Another contributor to poor health among low-income Oklahomans is
obesity.

This seems counterintuitive: how can someone be food insecure and also
overweight?

Researchers have found that the highest rates of obesity are found among
population groups with the highest poverty rates and the least education.
Poverty and food insecurity are associated with lower food expenditures,
low fruit and vegetable consumption and lower quality diets. [11]

Researchers point to over-consumption of “energy-dense” foods (such
as snack foods, desserts, fast foods and soft drinks) which may contain

a higher proportion of refined grains, added sugars and vegetable fats.

Such foods are tasty and cheap — and fattening, if eaten too often. [12]
(See sidebar.)

Such foods are readily available everywhere, whereas healthier alternatives

Obesity and Food Insecurity

According to the Center on Hunger and
Poverty and the Food Research and Action
Center, there are specific factors that
contribute to weight gain among people
who are food insecure:

The need to maximize caloric intake —
low-income families must stretch their food
money. Families may choose to

maximize the calories they buy (more
calories per dollar) so that family members
do not suffer hunger.

The trade-off between food quality and
quantity — food-insecure households will
reduce food spending by changing th
quality or variety of food they eat before
they reduce the quantity of food eaten.

As a result, while families may get enough
food to avoid feeling hungry, they also may
be poorly nourished because they cannot
afford a diet that promotes health and
averts obesity.

Overeating when food is available — research
indicates that chronic ups and downs in
food availability can cause people to eat
more when food is available than the
normally would.

Physiological changes — the body can
compensate for periodic food shortages
by becoming more efficient at storing
more calories as fat. [15]
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What is poverty?

For a family of four with two children
under 18 years: an annual income of
$19,157 or lower.

such as fruits, vegetables and whole grains are not.
People in many rural counties in Oklahoma are find-
ing that access to healthier foods is getting more dif-
ficult as convenience stores and gas stations move in
and grocery stores move out of their communities.
(See Chapter 5.)

It is a particularly cruel irony that in rural Oklahoma,
where the wheat waves, the pecans drop and the cat-
tle fatten in what Woody Guthrie called “pastures of
plenty,” people are not eating well.

The Community Approach

Poverty and hunger are nothing new in Oklahoma.
Many Oklahomans have experienced privation or
heard stories of how their parents or grandparents
coped during the Great Depression — families living
on potatoes and biscuits (made from that all-essential
sack of flour), kids seining for fish in the creek, daddies
shooting squirrels and mamas picking lambs’ quarters
from the side of the road — working every day to scrape
together the next meal, and sometimes not making it.

Oklahomans are justly proud of this tradition of self-
reliance. In good times and bad, farm families looked
forward to eating the fruits of their labors. They
enjoyed the green beans, tomatoes, peaches and
other fruits and vegetables picked fresh from the
field or home garden, and shared the surplus with
neighbors. Some sold to local processors or at farm
stands or in urban markets.

This rural landscape has almost, but not completely,
vanished. And looking back, it can be easy to forget
that rural poverty fifty years ago was twice what it is
today. [13]

Arguably much has been gained in rural Oklahoma —
but much has also been lost, including the tradition
of self-sufficiency.

The Community Food Security Initiative, launched
by the USDA in 1999, is a different approach to
combating America’s food insecurity that draws on
this tradition of self reliance. This initiative connects
low-income people with fresh, locally grown food.

The agency, which spends half of its budget on food
assistance programs, sees community-based initiatives
such as farmers’ markets, community gardens, com-
munity supported agriculture (CSA) and farm-to-
school programs as ways to boost the effectiveness
of its nutrition assistance and education programs
“by increasing the availability of high-quality and
affordable food in a community.” [14]

Researchers at Rutgers University see community
food security as “a process in which community-
based programs work in tandem with a strong
Federal nutrition safety net. The goal: moving
people to self sufficiency and food security.” [14]

In addition, these initiatives can help rejuvenate
rural economies by increasing market opportunities
for farmers. In a state where more than half of the
farms net less than $10,000 per year, such initiatives
are needed.

Oklahoma has a number of fledgling community
food projects, but many more are needed if the state
is to make progress in eliminating hunger and food
insecurity. And, with the state facing a long-term
health crisis, caused in part by what Oklahomans are
eating (and not eating), more opportunities to buy
and/or eat fresh locally-grown produce will benefit
all, regardless of income level.

Food Insecurity: State Rankings

In 2004, with 15.2% of Oklahoma households deemed food insecure,
Oklahoma was ranked 47th among the states, with only Mississippi,
New Mexico and Texas ranked lower, Oklahoma's rate had increased
since 1996.

Nearby states Kansas (12.3%) and Missouri (11.3%) had fewer food
insecure people.

Best ranked states were North Dakota, New Hampshire, Delaware,
Massachusetts and Montana, all with rates less than half of
Oklahomass. [1]
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Food Insecurity

Goal: Increase food security in Oklahoma by making fresh, affordable locally-grown food

more available to low-income Oklahomans.

Public Policy Priorities:

= Set a state goal of cutting the incidence of food
insecurity in half and completely eliminating
hunger in Oklahoma by 2012 (five years). Make
this goal the subject of a state public health
campaign, Hunger is not OK!

« While maintaining support for public and private
food and hunger programs, redouble efforts to
move from emergency hunger and feeding
programs to hunger prevention programs.

« Connect low income people with high quality,
affordable food, including fresh, local produce,
through community based initiatives such as farm-
ers’ markets, CSA farms, farm-to-school
programs, and school and community gardens.
(See Chapter 4 for more policy suggestions.)

 Establish a statewide Community Food Security
Fund to dispense mini-grants funded from a
variety of public and private sources (on the
same model as the grants available from USDA’s
Sustainable Research and Education (SARE)
program, and the Kerr Center Producer Grants)
that would help connect low-income people with
high-quality, affordable food.

= Bring “growing power” back to Oklahoma
communities.

< Recognize that community gardens are a tool
in the fight against hunger.

« Increase support for existing community gardens
and expand community gardens into communities
in every county, making rural counties with the
highest poverty rates top priority.
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Hands Together for
Community Food Security:
Community Gardens

ommunity gardening” means just what it says:
communities coming together to grow food.
That’s a core concept for community food
security, and the Oklahoma City Regional Food
Bank is putting it into practice though the city’s
community garden program.

The Food Bank took over the program’s 12 gardens
in 2001. Since then, with help from a grant from
the Oklahoma City Community Foundation, the
Regional Food Bank of Oklahoma’s Urban Harvest
program has planted 13 new gardens, mostly in the
Oklahoma City metro area, but including three in
Norman.

Urban Harvest provides guidelines and advice on how
to build partnerships to make a successful community
garden.

“You can go into any neighborhood and start a
community garden, but you need the support of the
community to be successful,” says Chris Kirby, former
Urban Harvest director. “You have to get an invest-
ment from everybody to sustain a garden.”

Guiding Hands

To persuade people to make that investment, Urban
Harvest’s current director, Bruce Edwards, gives
presentations to interested groups. In turn, Urban
Harvest rewards those groups’ commitment to
community gardening, providing equipment, seeds,
plants, and grants.

Oklahoma State University cooperates with the program,
providing soil testing, fact sheets on various crops,
and nutritional education. Urban Harvest also has
a school gardening curriculum available on request.

Planting the seed is only the first step in successful
gardening. For constant care and cultivation of the
community gardens, Urban Harvest relies on local

Bruce Edwards. Last year he and his crew grew sixteen different
fruits/ vegetables in the Urban Harvest Gardens and also started

vegetables from seed to transplant in Oklahoma City's comm-
munity gardens.

community members who step up and nurture the
gardens with their own energy — and character.

For instance, at the City County community garden,
“foster grandfather” Floyd Jameson coaxes three
crops a year from an acre and a half across from
Parker Elementary school. Jameson sees the crops
from planting right on through to harvest time,
when he welcomes the entire community to come
and pick.

Many Hands, Many Mouths

Just as a single garden contains a variety of crops,
each with its own particular preferences and require-
ments, the community gardens in the Food Bank’s
network have sprung up from a diverse collection of
locations, backgrounds, and needs.

Neighborhood groups, schools, and churches are
some of the many entities that have started commu-
nity gardens.

One of the earliest community gardens in Oklahoma
City, at Selecman First United Methodist Church at
Independence Avenue and SW 41st, has individual
plots alongside the community ones. Anyone can
get a plot, with the produce going to the needy in
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the congregation and the local community, including
low-income and elderly residents.

Almost all the plants in Selecman’s garden are trans-
plants started at the Food Bank. It is also one of the
Food Bank’s “tractor gardens,” tilled at the beginning
of each season courtesy of the Food Bank’s tractor.

Over in the Westlawn neighborhood, one of the city’s
newest community gardens serves the needs of the
residents of the Pershing Center as they transition out
of homelessness. As well as going to other members
of the local community, produce from the garden
complements Food Bank provisions to help feed the
Pershing Center’s residents.

One study found that community
gardeners eat more fruits and
vegetables than the national average.

For those at the center who are completing drug
rehabilitation, the vitamins and nutrients in the fresh
produce are particularly important for the role they
play in the recovery process. The Food Bank supplies
seeds, plants, and the tractor for the garden, which is
helping the area come together as a neighborhood.

Plans are in the works for fencing, and an edible-
landscape border, as well as a hoop house for season
extension.

At the Central Park Community Garden, at NW
31st and Shartel, Allan Parlier began with a front-
yard garden, and eventually got city permission to
expand to 4 additional lots for a community garden.

Some of the lots had chlordane contamination. After
some research, Parlier combined a bioremediation

product from an Arkansas firm with several years’ crop-
ping of barley to remove the pollutant from the soil.

In the meantime, the gardens had drawn people out
of their houses, and the area’s crime rate had dropped.
A project intended to get people to grow more of
their own food thus ended up increasing other forms
of security as well; the gardens’ positive effects cas-

caded into greater safety and neighborliness.

In St. Louis, Missouri, as well as New York City,
studies have documented such positive impacts of
community gardens on surrounding neighborhoods.
Property values and rates of home ownership tend to
increase in areas surrounding community gardens;
those changes continue over time, and are greatest
in lower-income areas. [1]

Kids at the Memorial Park Boys' & Girls' Club Community
Center in OKC tend a garden under the direction of A. Jaye
Johnson (back left).

Younger Hands

Many community garden sites serve another popula-
tion whose involvement in gardening gives a big
boost to community food security: youth. One is
the Memorial Park Boys’ & Girls’ Club, at NW
36th and Military Avenue. There, summertime finds
175 kids using the garden to learn about nutrition
and grow food — while having fun in the process.
The Boys’ Club is also one of the sites for a program
called Kids’ Café, an after-school program with
mentoring and nutrition education.

There are about 20 Kids Café sites in Oklahoma.
Some, like the Memorial Park Boys’ & Girls Club,
incorporate the produce from the community garden
plots into the kids’ lessons — and also their meals.
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One, at Lambuth United Methodist Church, turned
a potentially devastating episode of vandalism into a
further opportunity for learning, as the children
helped to rebuild their own garden.

Another Kids’ Cafe garden site, at the Presbyterian
Urban Mission, had no bare soil available for cultiva-
tion. Undeterred, Urban Harvest built raised garden
beds atop the site’s existing concrete slab surface.
The children now grow, harvest, and eat the produce
from the beds, and have even started a worm com-
posting bin.

Community gardens offer avenues for
youth to get their hands in the dirt, and
their mouths — and minds — around
healthy, homegrown produce.

Even outside the Kids Café program, community
gardens offer avenues for youth to get their hands in
the dirt, and their mouths — and minds — around
healthy, homegrown produce.

Students from Parker Elementary School gravitate
to the City-County community garden across the
street. Community Youth Outreach, based at
Quayle United Methodist Church, incorporates
community-garden horticulture in its programs.

The McFarland YWCA has also added a gardening
component, with the ultimate aim of opening north-
east Oklahoma City’s first farmer’s market, to sell

some of the produce the kids grow.

Providing youth with a much-needed source of fresh
fruits and vegetables, as well as education on the
health and nutritional importance of those foods, are
vital impacts of community gardens and the Kids’
Café program. In addition, these initiatives involve
kids with food in ways that stimulate their own
motivations to eat healthy.

“The study that was put out about kids that garden
having a lot higher consumption level of fresh fruits
and veggies is very true,” Kirby says. “l see it every
time | work with a Kids Café program or a volunteer
group.”

Community gardens’ positive impacts may begin
with youth, but they certainly don’t stop there.

One study found that community gardeners eat
more fruits and vegetables than the national average.
Three-quarters of community gardeners preserved
garden produce for eating later in the year, and 95%
of them share what they grow — with neighbors as
well as with emergency food services. [2]

Joining Hands

Though community gardens may be more commonly
associated with large cities, they also have a presence
in some of Oklahoma’s more rural communities.

Their benefits, including their powerful positive influ-
ence in the lives of youth, are strong in both settings.

In Ardmore, the Martin Luther King Outreach
Center operates the Community Bootstrap Garden
as a summer employment program for area youth.
While teaching the technical aspects of high-value
crop production, the program also instills citizenship,
self-esteem, entrepreneurship and the work ethic.

Ada’s Chickasaw Nation Community Garden is
modeled after the Bootstrap Garden. Youth workers
sell a portion of the garden’s produce to the general
public, while another portion goes to the Chickasaw
Nutrition Program.

These rural Oklahoma community gardens, like others
around the country, highlight the unique character
that community gardening assumes in regions of
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lower population density.

Some rural community gardens play roles of
demonstration and education, some are integrated
with school educational curricula, and others are
affiliated with other community institutions, such as
churches or apartment complexes. Despite these
varied natures, all these examples illustrate the way
rural community gardens adapt to foster community
food security in their particular circumstances. [3]

Helping Hands

With all their positive contributions, community
gardens are proving their worth as a means of
rectifying the difficulties inherent in traditional
food bank approaches to food insecurity.

Critics say food banks foster dependency among their
clients or treat symptoms rather than underlying
problems. Anti-hunger activists counter by saying
food banks meet immediate, pressing needs for
food. With its community gardening initiative, the
Oklahoma Regional Food Bank addresses these
concerns, involving people in producing fresh,
nutritious produce for their own and their neighbors’
sustenance that will, it is hoped, translate into greater
food security over the long term.

Still, questions sometimes pop up about whether
the money the Food Bank spends on community
gardens wouldn’t supply more food if it were simply
spent to buy fresh produce directly. The answer
may well turn out to be no — and Edwards currently
has efforts underway to get a better tally of the
amount of food that the community gardens grow.

Whatever the answer, the community garden program
is not just about food. “It’s also about relationship
building, knowledge, understanding where fruits
and vegetables come from,” Kirby says. “It goes
back to the saying of, ‘If you give a man a fish, he
eats for a day. If you teach a man to fish, he eats for
a lifetime.””

In other words, community gardening is just what
its name says, and more: a key tool for increasing
community food security — and an idea that deserves
a big hand.

Oklahoma Food Banks:
Feeding the Hungry

n addition to running the Urban Harvest community gardens pro-

gram, the Regional Food Bank of Oklahoma also does the jobs

that more typically come to mind when people think of food
banks. It distributes emergency food supplies — 22.8 million pounds
in 2005 — to 53 counties in western and central Oklahoma. [1]

The Community Food Bank of Eastern Oklahoma, in Tulsa, serves
24 counties in the eastern part of the state and distributed over 8.5
million pounds of food for the 2004 fiscal year. [2]

Both the Regional Food Bank of Oklahoma and the Community Food
Bank of Eastern Oklahoma complement these traditional services
with several other innovative programs for getting food into the
hands of those who may have difficulty getting it:

Second Helpings/Table to Table — collects extra prepared food
from food service providers and distributes it to on-site feeding
locations.

Plant a Row for the Hungry — local gardeners grow extra produce
for donation to the food bank.

Food4Kids — provides backpacks full of food for hungry school-
children to take home on weekends.

Summer Feeding Program — offers summer meals to students who
depend on free and reduced-price lunches during the school year.

Gleaning — collects unharvested and unused food from OSU
research stations, farmers’ markets, and individual farmers and
gardeners. Urban Harvest gathered 66,000 pounds of fresh local
nourishment in 2004, and boosted that total to 92,000 pounds
in 2005.

Despite these programs’success, there is still a strong and growing
need for fresh, nutritious produce in the diets of lower-income
Oklahomans.
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

METRO - NON FOOD DESERT

Oklahoma County

676,066 people in 2003 +2% since 2000 [+2%]

1,268 farms in 2002  -5% since 1997 [-1%].

429 with net gains, averaging $22,215
835 with net losses, averaging $8,536
175 with federal subsidies, averaging $2,954

Per capita personal income, 2003: $29,818 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002: $ 1,901  [$8,220]

Poverty: 14.7% [14.5%] Unemployment: 5.51% [5.66%)]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 55.7% [54.1%)]

Percentage of county population that is
Underweight/normal: 42.6 [39.9] Overweight: 34.9 [36.0] Obese: 22.5 [24.1]

Amount spent in 2004 on
QIOCEIIES ...\ $1,004.0 million
mealsatrestaurants ............... ..., $1,258.5 million

Value of direct sales, 2002 ... ... $167,000
Farmers' markets within 75 miles . ... 12
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ........................ 4

Major crops: nursery/greenhouse, cattle, hay
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): pecans(28), peaches(12), apples(11),
tomatoes(8), pears(7), sweet corn(6), blackberries(5), and many others

Percent of farms with gross sales...

35.0

D:LW

[Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
figures for comparison.]

This "snapshot" is a collection of
statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
security in the county. It includes
indicators of economic well-being
for individuals, households, and
farms. Also included is an indicator
of diet-related health (weight) of
county residents. Information
showing the potential for
increased local food production
and sales is also presented.

See Introduction for more detail.
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Chapter Three: Children’s Health and Food Education

A Garden to Grow On: The Leach School Garden

t only takes up a small amount of space, but the

school garden in the small town of Leach is making

a big difference in the lives of those involved. At
only 20 by 50 feet, the garden contains a colorful
array of vegetables, fruits, herbs and flowers grown
by students at the Leach School, with help from
parents, grandparents, teachers and Delaware
County OSU Extension educators.

The garden was first started in 2003 as school
administrators and extension educators acted upon
the need to help students and their families address
concerns about poor diets, lack of food preparation
skills and physical inactivity.

After conducting surveys and focus groups, the chosen
solution was to help create a garden as an after-school
health education project. The goal was to provide
youth with the knowledge, skills and behavior to
lead healthier lives.

Barbara Denney, a Delaware County extension edu-
cator and the project’s chief architect and visionary,
took the initial steps of recruiting students, parents
and staff to help plan and lay out the garden. She
helped the kids to start seeds indoors for planting
out into the garden beds, which she also helped the
kids prepare.

“The garden makes kids more aware of healthy
foods, and makes them want to go home and eat
healthier,” says Leach School Principal Bruce Davis.

OSU research. .. showed
increased vegetable intake
and decreased consumption
of candy, desserts and chips.

OSU research conducted on-site seems to back this
up, showing increased vegetable intake and decreased
consumption of candy, desserts and chips by youth
participating in the program. [1]

In fact, Beverly Hansen, school cafeteria manager,
claims that student use of the salad bar doubled
after the garden began, and she has since gotten rid
of the school’s only deep fat fryer.

According to Davis, “Even in this rural setting, most
of our kids come from homes without gardens, and
this is something they really seem to enjoy doing.”

When Helen Page, OSU Project Coordinator,
began working with the kids in the garden, she
couldn’t believe how much they liked doing the
garden work. “They actually wanted to pull weeds,”
she said. Page attributes the students’ high enthusiasm
to their sense of ownership and purpose in the garden.

This innovative approach to nutrition and health
education, however, is not limited to just growing
nutritious fruits and vegetables. A small building
adjacent to the garden area, often referred to as “the
health room,” boasts a complete kitchen and class-
room with tables and chairs, and colorful nutrition
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“Even in this rural
setting, most of
our kids come from
homes without gardens.”

— Bruce Smith,
Leach School Principal

posters covering the walls.

So, the kids not only plant, water,
weed and harvest, they also get to
help wash, chop, cook and, most
importantly, eat, the fruits of their
labors. They’ve grown peanuts,
then roasted and ground them
into fresh peanut butter; turned

Children from Leach Public Schools are involved in

- 5 N L L
caring for the school’s garden

tomatoes into spaghetti sauce,
salsa and bruschetta; stuffed bell
peppers and baked zucchini bread.

When the kids garden, cook, and eat together, "the
power of the peers" lets the kids feel good about
opening up and trying new things, says Helen Page.

“They all just seem to get caught up in the joy of
eating what they’ve grown, as they learn first-hand
where food comes from,” she says.

Research conducted in New York State by ground-
breaking child nutritionist Antonia Demas has
shown that this process of seeing and tasting new
foods in the classroom can significantly increase the
amount of those foods eaten in the school cafeteria.
This early and frequent exposure to nutritious foods
increases the likelihood of developing healthy eating
habits that last a lifetime. [2]

Besides the nutritional benefits, the experiences of
gardening, cooking and eating together allow
numerous opportunities for interdisciplinary studies
in math, science, reading, social studies and art, while
also helping develop team problem solving skills.

Cooking and eating activities can also provide occa-
sions for practical discussions about food safety and
the use of proper manners.

Gardening can give children a sense of fulfillment,
responsibility and patience that can only come from
nurturing life and having to rely on nature’s own
pace. Furthermore, gardening is widely recognized
as an excellent source of physical activity.

Over the seasons, the Leach school garden and
Health Room have not only been utilized by the
after-school program, but also by other teachers and
their classes, special education classes and summer
school activities.

A recent grant from the Grand Gateway Foundation
has allowed the construction of a 24 by 36 foot
greenhouse next to the garden. This will allow the
young gardeners to start their transplants early from
seed, getting a head start on spring planting. The
greenhouse will also be used to grow additional crops
that can be sold for school fundraisers, such as herbs
and vegetable transplants, fall mums and poinsettias.

As the Leach school garden program continues to
blossom in rural eastern Oklahoma, Delaware
County Extension educators have their sights on
helping another school to learn the true joys of
gardening and eating well.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

NONMETRO - FOOD DESERT

Delaware County

IL%

38,709 people in 2003 +4% since 2000 [+2%]

E

i

1,393 farms in 2002  -5% since 1997 [-1%]:

656 with net gains, averaging $57,150
738 with net losses, averaging $6,136
274 with federal subsidies, averaging $2,838

Per capita personal income, 2003; $22,391 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002; $23,646 [$8,220]

Poverty: 18.6% [14.5%] Unemployment: 5.00% [5.66%]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 64.7% [54.1%]

Percentage of state population that is
Underweight/normal: 33.6 [39.9] Overweight: 40.8 [36.0] Obese: 25.6 [24.1]

Amount spent in 2004 on

OFOCEIIES ..t $20.9 million
meals at restaurants .............. . $27.9 million
Value of direct sales, 2002 . ... $15,000
Farmers'markets within 75 miles . ... 5
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ........................ 1

Major crops: poultry, cattle, hogs
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): peaches(6), pecans(6), apples(4),
snap beans(4), blackberries(2), tomatoes(2), grapes(1), blueberries(1)

Percent of farms with gross sales...
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[Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
figures for comparison.]

This "snapshot™ isa collection of
statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
security in the county. It includes
indicators of economic well-being
for individuals, households, and
farms. Also included is an indicator
of diet-related health (weight) of
county residents. Information
showing the potential for
increased local food production
and sales is also presented.

See Introduction for more detail.
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Curing Our Kids: Better Food for Better Health

t is surely a sign of the times that more and more
Oklahoma children are overweight and experienc-
ing health problems as a result.

The kids’ “obesity crisis” is a problem nationwide.
During the last 30 years in the United States, the
percentage of overweight children ages six to eleven
has quadrupled, while the percentage of adolescents
who are overweight has increased by two and a half
times (Figure 1). [1]

Data collected by the Centers for Disease Control
(CDC) show that 16% of Oklahoma’s high school-
age boys and six percent of girls are overweight,
resulting in an average of 11% for both genders.
Another 14.2% are at risk for overweight (see side-
bar for definitions). [2]

While Oklahoma does not currently collect
statewide obesity data on children, the Texas
Department of Health found an alarming 39% of
fourth-graders and 37% of eighth-graders were
overweight or obese. [3]

Kids at Risk

Children and adolescents who are overweight have

an increased risk for developing two serious diseases:
cardiovascular disease and diabetes. Overweight kids
have greater incidence of high blood pressure, elevated
cholesterol and insulin levels, and arterial calcification.

In fact, results from a 30 year heart study in
Louisiana showed that at least 50% of overweight
schoolchildren already had two or more risk factors
for heart disease. [4]

As if the threat of heart disease weren’t enough, a
rapidly growing number of youth are being diagnosed
with Type Il diabetes (also known as adult-onset
diabetes), a disease rarely found in children prior to
the mid 1980s. Obesity is a major risk factor for this
type of diabetes.

Although this disease was extremely rare in Oklahoma
only ten years ago, fully one-third of children with

newly diagnosed diabetes have Type Il, according to
the Oklahoma State Department of Health. Children
of Hispanic, African American or Native American
ancestry are at higher risk. [5]

The long-term health effects from early exposure to
these life threatening diseases have leading health
professionals extremely concerned. The likelihood of
developing complications from diabetes goes up the
longer one has the disease. Complications from diabetes
can include greater risk of cardiovascular disease,
impaired vision or blindness and kidney disease.

As if the risk of physical disorders weren’t enough,
obese children and adolescents have higher incidence
of social and emotional problems such as low self-
esteem, anxiety and depression. [6]

Furthermore, severely overweight children miss four
times as much school as normal-weight students, and

Defining and Measuring
Overweight and Obesity

Meeting the definition of overweight simply means having a
body weight that is disproportionate to one’s height. For children
and adolescents, because they are still growing and their
amount of body fat normally changes as they mature, over-
weight and obesity are measured by plotting BMI's on growth
charts that adjust for age and gender, resulting in what is
known as BMI-for-age.

According to the American Obesity Association, a BMI-for-age
that plots between the 85th and 95th percentiles indicates
overweight, while a BMI greater than or equal to the 95th
percentile signifies obesity, whereas the CDC designates a BMI
between the 85th and 95th percentile as“at risk for overweight”
and over the 95th percentile is considered overweight. Because
of variability implicit in the use of weight tables for growing
children and a concern about the stigmatizing potential of the
term “obesity,” some researchers use the CDC terminology, while
others use the term “childhood obesity.” [24,25] In this article
we use (DC figures and terms.

CLOSER TO HOME

28



Prevalence of Overweight Among
Children and Adolescents Ages 6-19 Years

Age in years
1 m6-11
14 | W12-19

16 16

12 It

Percent

1963-70

1971-74

1976-80 1988-94 1999-2002

Excludes pregnant women starting with 1971-74. Pregnancy status not
available for 1963-65 and 1966-70. Data for 1963-65 are for children
6-11 years of age, not 12-19 years. Source: CDC/National Center for
Health Statistics (NCHS), National Health Examination Surveys (NHES)
and National Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys (NHANES).

mounting evidence suggests overweight children
attain lower grades. [7,8]

It used to be that kids “outgrew” their “baby fat” as
they matured. However, research shows that over-

weight children and adolescents today stand a good
chance of becoming overweight or obese adults. [9]

The situation is so serious that researchers writing in
the New England Journal of Medicine suggest obesity
and its related diseases could shorten the average
lifespan of an entire generation — today’s children —
by two to five years. [10]

The Skinny Behind the Bulge

A number of interconnected factors likely contribute
to the childhood obesity problem in Oklahoma and
throughout the country.

One factor frequently cited is over-consumption
of fast food. Between 1977 and 1996, children did
increase their intake of foods from restaurants and
fast food outlets by 300%, while soft drink con-
sumption by adolescent boys tripled over a similar
time frame. [11]

A survey published in the journal Pediatrics confirmed
that children who eat fast foods consume more
sugar-sweetened beverages, less milk, and fewer
fruits and non-starchy vegetables, than children who

do not. [12]

A conclusion that could be drawn: many children are
not eating balanced, nutritious meals. Other research
supports this: nationally, only two percent of school-
aged children consume the recommended daily

number of servings of all five major food groups. [13]

In Oklahoma, only 14% of high school students eat
five or more servings of fruits and vegetables per day,
well below the already low national average of 22%. [2]

Getting Healthy with Farm-to-School

Parents are ultimately responsible for what their
children eat or don’t eat. But ever since President
Truman signed the School Lunch Act, the federal
government has also been involved in child nutrition.

The two goals of the act were to improve the health
of the nation’s children and ensure a market for

Move It and Lose It

While children and youth have ramped up their energy intake
in the form of food calories, energy output (i.e. physical activity)
has not kept pace. In 2003, only 34% of Oklahoma high school
students enrolled in physical education actually spent more than
20 minutes per class exercising or playing sports, compared with
80% nationally. [30]

In 2005, the Oklahoma legislature passed SB 312, which requires
mandatory physical and health education in grade schools and
elective physical education in junior high and high schools.




Poor Diets, Poor Health,
Poor Performance

Besides the numerous health risks associat-
ed with poor diets and inactivity, nutrition
researchers have observed links between
child nutrition, academic performance and
behavioral problems.

Poor diet has been shown to adversely
affect the ability to learn and can decrease
motivation and attentiveness. [26]

“Poor diet” not only refers to the unhealthy
gating habits, which can lead to obesity; it
also applies to those who lack the resources
for acquiring enough food on a regular
basis. In 2005, Oklahoma had the highest
rate of households in the U.S. experiencing
food insecurity with hunger. [27]

In Oklahoma, 21% of children live in
poverty; however, in many rural Oklahoma
counties, the rate exceeds that, with rates
above 30% in five counties: Pushmataha,
McCurtain, Seminole, Choctaw and
Harmon, all classified as rural. [28]

Statewide, 54% of Oklahoma students
qualify for free and reduced lunches, and
in many rural counties, rates are well over
65%. [29] Improving the nutritional
choices made by school kids could greatly
help in confronting the ill effects of both
obesity and hunger upon student health
and school performance.

America’s farmers. Today, in order for
school cafeterias to receive federal
reimbursements, foods served through
USDA school meal programs are

“...0besity and its

required to meet certain nutritional re|ated diseases COUld
standards. h h

Other foods available at schools, such S Or_ten the average
as those sold in a la carte lines, vend- IIfespan of an

ing machines, snack bars and through . .
fundraisers, are not subject to nutri- entire generatlon -
tional requirements. tOday’S Children _
In recent years, a variety of people and : ”
institutions, from local school boards by two to fIVG yeal’S.

to state legislatures to the federal gov-

ernment, have been looking for ways

to improve children’s nutrition. The

USDA has emphasized the importance of fresh fruits and vegetables
as part of what it calls “a healthy school meal environment.” [14]

In 1997, the agency began a comprehensive effort to connect local farms
to school meal programs. The 2002 National School Lunch Act encour-
aged institutions participating in the school lunch and breakfast programs
to purchase locally grown food to the maximum extent practicable. [15]

These efforts, often referred to as “farm-to-school,” are becoming widespread—
in 400 school districts in 23 states, including forty in Oklahoma. [16]

What is farm-to-school? Farm-to-school programs feature school
purchases of food (usually fresh fruits and vegetables) from local farmers.
Nutrition lessons are often coordinated with the fresh produce being
served in the cafeteria.

Comprehensive farm-to-school programs also include school gardens,
farm/farmer visits, food tastings and cooking classes, and agriculture-
related curricula, all designed to get kids empowered and excited about
eating healthy food.

The overarching goal of these efforts: help kids develop healthy eating
habits that will last a lifetime.

A major premise behind farm to school projects is that kids will eat more
fruits and vegetables when they have easy access to a variety of high
quality, fresh items such as on a school salad bar. Research is showing
this to be the case, even in kids from varying socio-economic levels. [17]

Across the nation, three-fourths of the schools participating in the USDA
Fruit and Vegetable Pilot Program reported an increase in children’s
acceptance of fruits and vegetables, as more produce items were offered
as part of school meals. [18]
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In Oregon, school nutrition staff found as they
increased fruit and vegetable choices to six items per
day, food waste decreased by as much as 36%. [14]

Indeed, recent surveys of high school students in
metropolitan Tulsa indicated 35% recommend more
fresh fruits and vegetables in their cafeterias as a way
to create a healthier school environment. [19]

Kids are responding favorably to having more fresh
options, and locally-grown produce is the pick of the
crop. Because it’s harvested at peak ripeness and
brought to the consumer in the shortest time possible,
locally grown is often of the highest quality — attrac-
tive to the eye, with pleasant aroma, flavor, and tex-
ture — attributes that encourage kids to dig in. The
result: better nutritional health.

Research into existing farm-to-school programs is
confirming that students choose significantly more
servings of fruits and vegetables when given the
choice of high quality, farm-fresh produce. In Los
Angeles, the University of California reported that
the Farm-to-School Salad Bar Program increased
elementary aged kids’ consumption of fruits and
vegetables by 50%. [20]

Practitioners of farm to school efforts that include
gardening and/or cooking activities, contend that
when the superior taste of farm-fresh items is com-
bined with a new-found appreciation of where real
food comes from, a transformation often occurs
within participating students.

Researchers with Oklahoma State University found
that over one fourth of students involved with an
after-school garden project in Leach, Oklahoma,
showed improvements in healthy behaviors, includ-
ing fruit and vegetable consumption and physical
activity. [21]

A number of projects have also shown positive
changes in self-esteem, attitudes toward school,
social skills and behavior in students participating
in garden-based learning programs. [22,23]

Taken together, these innovative farm-to-school
approaches are helping to give children (and adults) a
deeper understanding of the important connections
between healthy farms, healthy foods and healthy bodies.

Healthy Advertising?

+ The combined 2003 budgets for three leading nutrition
education programs at the CDC, USDA and National Cancer
Institute represented less than ten percent of the annual U.S.
advertising budgets for just two leading soft drinks and one top-
selling candy bar.

« Twenty-five percent of all advertising by food manufacturers
in 1999 was for candy, snacks and soft drinks, while only two
percent was for fruits, vegetables, grains and beans. [31]
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Melons Carry Seeds of Change:
Oklahoma’s Farm to School Program

n August 25, 2004, truckloads

of watermelons traveled 70-odd

miles between Bob Ramming’s
farm outside Hinton and the school
cafeterias in Edmond.

Though the melons were of a seedless
variety, they were in fact carrying
seeds of a different sort — seeds that
when planted might transform
Oklahoma lunchrooms and even the
health of children in the state.

The melons were part of Oklahoma’s
first farm-to-school pilot project: for
several weeks in late August and
September, four school districts —
Edmond, Broken Arrow, Tahlequah,
and Shawnee — served Oklahoma-

Children enjoy locally grown watermelon at a Broken Arrow school.

grown watermelons for lunch.

“This was the best watermelon | ever had, period,”
says Jill Poole, Broken Arrow food service director.
Food service directors, cafeteria workers, teachers
and especially, the kids, said the same thing: we love
it and we want more.

In the fall of 2005, two more school districts — Tulsa
and Muskogee — joined the original four to serve
Oklahoma-grown watermelons for lunch. The addi-
tional districts tripled the number of watermelons
served.

In May 2006, Governor Brad Henry signed legislation
creating the Oklahoma Farm-to-School program.
The legislation encourages Oklahoma school districts
to “purchase... locally and regionally produced foods
in order to improve child nutrition and strengthen
local and regional farm economies.”

When school resumed in fall of 2006, the program
expanded in a big way, with over 300 schools in 40
school districts serving Oklahoma-grown watermelons
and honeydew melons.

“School districts from all over the state are partici-
pating,” says Chris Kirby, the new program coordina-
tor. “Some larger school districts, such as Oklahoma
City, Norman, Moore, and Mid-Del, got involved
for the first time.”

Good Food for Good Health

Farm-to-school has twin goals, both aimed at getting
more Oklahoma-grown food on the cafeteria trays of
Oklahoma school kids. On the one hand, it encourages
farmers to sell their fresh produce to schools; on the
other, it encourages schools to fill part or all of their
fresh fruit and vegetable needs by buying from farmers
within the state.

When everything works, both parties benefit.
Oklahoma ranks 12th in the nation in watermelon
production, yet until the pilot project, few of those
melons were being served in Oklahoma schools.

Ramming, the first farmer to participate in the pilot
project, signed on because of the opportunity it
offered him to expand his business.
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As for the schools, he says, “It just makes sense.”

The most important winners, naturally, are the kids.
The melons were fresh, nutritious — and tasty.
Buying the watermelons locally and having them
delivered weekly allowed the schools to have water-
melon on the menu much more often, and for a
longer time period — five weeks.

Confirming Demand

Having fresh fruit that kids like on the menu is
important in a state where only about one-quarter of
Oklahoma fifth graders eat five or more servings of
fruits and vegetables per day, and even fewer high
school students do.

The farm-to-school pilot project had its beginnings
in 2002, when the Oklahoma Food Policy Council
devised a survey to gauge interest in buying
Oklahoma-grown food among institutional food
service providers.

The survey was mailed out to 638 public institutions,
545 of which were schools. (Others were colleges,
prisons, state hospitals, career techs and state resorts.)

The response was strong and favorable, with almost
67% of institutions replying to the survey (see sidebar
for key results). Provided that local sources with suf-
ficient quantities at competitive prices could be

found, over two-thirds of the responding institutions
agreed that they would purchase from those sources.

Of those that had already purchased locally, over
80% said that they would do so again. More than
half wanted to make contact with local food sources.

The significant finding of the survey, says OSU pro-
fessor Larry Sanders, is that a majority of these insti-
tutions would be willing make such purchases if
institutional practices and policies supported such
decisions (see sidebar for factors and concerns that
affect decisions to purchase locally).

In 2003, the Food Policy Council published the
survey results in the Oklahoma Farm-to-School Report. [1]
It also began to address one of the barriers to buying
locally—finding local producers from whom to pur-
chase. The Oklahoma Food Connection: A Directory of

Food Service: Factors and Concerns that Affect

Decisions to Buy Locally Produced Foods

+ Oklahoma Office of Central Purchasing including local foods in
contract services

« Competitive prices

+ Availability of local sources consistent in timeliness and quality

+ Food safety

+ Order size

* Processing and preparation

* Payment arrangements

» Awareness of Oklahoma food production and processing

+ Categories of desired food

“Public and private responses can be made to most of these barriers,

improving the purchase and consumption of Oklahoma-produced food

by Oklahoma public institutions. For example, private cooperatives can

improve access, availability, consistency of timeliness and quality,

accommodation of order size, payment arrangements, competitive
prices and, to a lesser extent, categories of desired food.

“The state, through legislative actions and agency rules, can be sup-
portive of local purchases, education on access, availability and safety.
The target for education initially is the key person most systems have
designated to make food purchase and preparation decisions. Since
most institutions are willing to provide their names to area producers,
state agencies could facilitate the process of linking buyers and sellers.

“Seasonality and economic production of some desired foods may be
problematic. Initial focus on foods for which Oklahoma has a competitive
advantage, and public research on local production, processing and
distribution are suggested strategies.”

Food Service: Top Motivations to Buy Local
» Support for the local economy and local community (42%)

» Access to fresher food (42%)

* Helping Oklahoma farms and businesses (41%)

+ Ability to purchase smaller quantities (38%)

+ Higher quality food (34%)

* Good public relations (26%)

* Lower transportation costs (24%)

+ Less use of pesticides (23%)

From the “2002 Institutional Food Service Survey,”in the
2003 Oklahoma Farm to School Report. [5]
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Comprehensive farm to school initiatives
can truly be “win-win” situations, offering
a number of possible benefits to everyone
involved as:

School kids:

« Eat more fruits, vegetables and other nutritious foods
« Adopt healthy eating habits early in life

+ Build self-esteem and improve school performance

+ Meet farmers and learn where food comes from

Teachers and Food Services:

« Gain numerous opportunities for integrating
core curriculum and nutrition education

» See greater student participation in school lunch programs
* Receive satisfaction from improving students’ eating habits

» Have healthier, more attentive, higher achieving students

Farmers:
+ Gain access to reliable institutional markets paying fair prices

+ Can diversify crop production away from less profitable
commodities

» Share their knowledge and love of the land with
school children

+ Become valued within their communities for the
vital roles they serve

Communities:

* Have greater food security through less reliance on
distant sources

« In metropolitan areas preserve open space as local farms
remain viable.

+ In rural areas become revitalized as farmers increase
local sales

» Become more connected to local agriculture as students
and their families learn about it

Agricultural Producers, Crops and Institutional Buyers
listed farms in 63 of 77 counties and what they grow,
along with an extensive list of school districts willing
to be contacted by farmers. [2]

Connecting with Supply

Encouraged by the wide interest in farm-to-school,
the Food Policy Council began to plan a pilot project,
bringing together in a series of meetings key people
from state and federal agencies with food service
directors and a produce distributor. The Council
decided the pilot should start small, with one produce
item and four schools, in order to work out any
logistical bugs that might come up.

The meetings resulted in the pilot project in 2004.
The four school districts ordered 721 cases, or about
46,000 pounds, of seedless watermelons, procured
through the U.S. Department of Defense's Farm-to
School program. The USDA's Food and Nutrition
Service provided grants to the pilot schools to pay
for the watermelons the first year. The deliveries
went very smoothly, and with more schools onboard
in 2005, orders tripled, totaling over $20,000.

The ball was rolling. The Oklahoma Department of
Education organized farm-to-school workshops for

food service directors, and the Kerr Center sponsored
a workshop for both farmers and food service. These,
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along with passage of the state farm-to-school legis-
lation, helped the program take off in 2006.

What is the potential for farm-to-school in Oklahoma?
The Food Policy Council survey found food service
directors interested in purchasing many items locally.
Tomatoes were tops on the list, followed by cucumbers,
onions, lettuce, eggs, potatoes, strawberries, ground
beef, cheese and other dairy products.

Food Policy Council Chairperson Jim Horne hopes
the project can expand in future years to include many
more farmers and produce items. If Oklahoma schools
bought even half of their fresh fruits and vegetables
locally, purchases could reach $6 million per year,
according to one estimate. With such potential, a
statewide farm-to-school program could do much to
revitalize Oklahoma’s struggling rural communities.

“Farm-to-school programs keep dollars circulating
in local communities,” he says.

Meanwhile, the project can help children understand
the connections between their own health and where
and how their food is grown.

“Farm-to-school programs
keep dollars circulating
in local communities.”

— Jim Horne

The Oklahoma Department of Agriculture’s Ag in
the Classroom program is working hard to make
sure that they do. The program has a curriculum
of 166 lessons, based on agriculture but covering all
subject areas. The program has developed special
lessons for the farm-to-school project.

One, called “Melon Meiosis,” teaches basic genetics
by explaining how seedless watermelons are produced.
Others focus on vocabulary, geometry, botany, geog-
raphy, and math. The lessons also cover nutrition,

a critical topic in light of the state’s growing child
obesity crisis. [3]

Oklahoma-grown watermelons are a natural choice for school
lunches.

Winners All Around

At Cheyenne Middle School in Edmond the kids
savoring the watermelon had a wide range of guesses
at how far the other food on their trays had traveled
to get there. One said two hundred miles; another,
two thousand.

The second guess is closer. According to a study by
lowa’s Leopold Center, the typical piece of food in
the U.S. travels 1,500 miles from farm to table. [4]

In contrast, the truck hauling the Oklahoma melons
the 70 miles from field to table burned just a fraction
of the gasoline needed to deliver the typical food
item, all the while cutting pollution and greenhouse
gas emissions, and conserving expensive fossil fuels.

Thriving farm communities, a cleaner environment,
and a healthier and more food-savvy population
sound like a pretty tall order for a truckload of
watermelons.

But the more local Oklahoma’s food system becomes,
the more it will realize all those benefits. The farm-
to-school pilot project is a strong first step on the
long road toward such a system.
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Children’s Health and Food Education

Goal: Improve the diets of Oklahoma's children through increased consumption

of farm-fresh fruits and vegetables.

Public Policy Priorities:

« Establish and expand comprehensive farm-to-school
initiatives in school districts throughout the state.

= Aggressively and continually recruit additional
school districts, farmers, and crops to Oklahoma’s
existing Farm-to-School program.

< Incorporate locally grown produce into summer
feeding programs.

= Address barriers to the use of farm-fresh foods in
Oklahoma schools

« Create a competitive grants program to fund
pilot models for:

« farm-to-school program districts to develop
on-site preparation capacity for local foods.

= farmers to develop season-extension and storage
techniques to expand the season of fresh pro-
duce availability for farm-to-school programs.

= Incorporate instruction about food, agriculture,
nutrition, cooking, and gardening into elementary
and high-school curricula as a necessary component
of, and complement to, farm-to-school programs.

« Continue to expand the scope of, and funding,
for the Oklahoma Ag-in-the-Classroom program.

< Expand and develop programs through the
state’s career techs and universities to train
youth in small scale agriculture and food
production.

« Establish a program that funds farm tours for
teachers, food service and school wellness
committees.

< Promote the development and use of school
gardens, cooking classes, and food tastings in
school districts throughout the state.

» Conduct school gardening workshops for
teachers and parents.

» Create a statewide competitive grant program
to start or expand school instructional gardens.

< Encourage Extension to work with schools and
community groups to establish school gardens.

= Make food and nutrition education part of the
core curriculum in the lower grades.

= Incorporate cooking and gardening into after
school programs.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Stop the Supersizing of Oklahoma’s Student Bodly:
Integris Health CEO and the Fit Kids Coalition Lead the Way to Healthier

Choices for Kids

he black-and-white photo of a puffy faced kid

with a serious expression and sprinkling of

freckles across his nose captures the attention
right away. He could be anybody’s child, the kid
next door, a nephew, even one’s own child.

Then comes the provocative headline, “How to Stop
Supersizing the Student Body,” and facts about the
health risks associated with childhood obesity, the
growing crisis, and possible solutions. The experts
catch the eye next, scrolling photos of pediatricians
accompanied by quotes about the complications
associated with childhood obesity.

The website’s clickable words “Wake up” launch the
reader further into the plethora of information and
once there, an impressively organized array of infor-
mation designed to compel action takes a tenacious
hold. And reading through the info, one begins to
understand just how pervasive obesity has become and
why is it so threatening to Oklahoma on a number
of levels.

This isn’t the website of “Good Morning America,”
CNN or the New York Times. It’s a homegrown, 100
percent Oklahoma-initiated website organized and
backed by the Oklahoma Fit Kids Coalition, a group
of more than 90 organizations that takes Oklahoma’s
growing obesity problem very seriously.

The Fit Kids coalition is the brainchild of Integris
CEO and president, Stan Hupfeld. Hupfeld heads
the state’s largest Oklahoma-owned health system,
with hospitals, rehabilitation centers, physician
clinics, mental health facilities, independent living
centers and home health agencies throughout much
of the state.

In a 2004 interview he noted that after successful
work on State Question 713 in 2004, which raised
cigarette taxes by a net 55 cents per pack and is
estimated to raise $200 million a year for health-
related initiatives, Fit Kids turned its attention to

HOW TO STOP SUPERSIZING THE STUDENT BODY
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Oklahoma Fit Kids Coalition’s web site.

Oklahoma’s growing obesity crisis.

A number of Integris pediatricians had expressed
concern about the number of pre-teens and teens
they were seeing with Type Il diabetes, historically a
disease seen in adults aged 40 plus, often as a result
of obesity. Hupfeld says as the doctors began to look
at national statistics, they were alarmed at what they
found. The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention reported an increase in diabetes of 33%
nationally, with eight to forty-five percent of children
with newly diagnosed diabetes having Type I1.

Further, as the U.S. population becomes increasingly
overweight, CDC researchers reported that they
expect Type |1 diabetes to appear more frequently

in younger, pre-pubescent children. The statistics
dovetailed with what Integris pediatricians were
seeing in their practices in Oklahoma.

In addition to the many unpleasant and often life-
threatening consequences obesity exacts on individu-
als and families, obesity threatens the economic
health of Oklahoma and the nation. For instance,
the Washington, D.C.-based National Business
Group on Health (NBGH) estimates that obesity
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costs employers $12 billion a year. Armed with such
data, Hupfeld said Integris felt compelled to act.

“We began to ask ourselves basic questions. As the
largest provider of health services in Oklahoma,
ought we to be taking proactive positions in public
health issues? And if not us, then who?” says
Hupfeld. “Our answer was, ‘Yes,” we should take a
more proactive role.”

Hupfeld led the charge in forming the coalition as a
public interest group that could affect opinions and
legislation. He also serves as chairman of Fit Kids.

Once the coalition formed and began meeting, it
recognized obesity as a societal and family problem
but also realized that, as with any problem, it’s
important to find a starting point.

“We thought the easiest place to grab hold was in
the school system. While at the same time under-
standing it’s certainly family and societal based,
schools shouldn’t make the problem worse,” says
Hupfeld.

A number of Integris pediatricians
had expressed concern about the
number of pre-teens and teens they
were seeing with Type Il diabetes,
historically a disease seen in adults
aged 40 plus, often as a result of obesity.

Working with several partners, and contracting with
the Oklahoma Institute for Child Advocacy to pro-
vide administrative services, the Coalition researched
what other states were doing, collected data, and
conducted field work, actually going to a middle
school in the Oklahoma City metro area and taping
the food being served in the cafeteria.

“We were absolutely appalled by what our kids were
being fed, both in the regular line and particularly in
vending machines,” said Hupfeld. “In our judgment

Jim Horne, Stan Hupfield and Anne Roberts

the schools were in fact making the obesity issue
worse by what they fed kids, both in the cafeteria
and in vending machines, and by the fact that many
of them had eliminated physical education as part of
their curriculum.”

The Coalition’s solution? When it makes sense, pro-
pose legislation to effect change. And during the last
three legislative years, Fit Kids has done just that,
leading the charge on six bills, five of which have
passed.

The first, SB 1627, created the Healthy and Fit Kids
Act of 2004 by providing for the establishment of
local Healthy and Fit School Advisory Committees,
which get parents involved firsthand in working with
school administrators to address health and fitness
issues.

The second, SB 265, limits students’ access to junk
food by mandating healthier food choices for vend-
ing machines by 2007. And the third, SB 312,
addresses physical fitness by requiring mandatory
physical and health education in grade schools and
elective physical education in junior high and high
schools.
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“You start with a good cause, something that makes sense
to do, and you put some organization behind it and raise
an effective following that will call and
write letters, and you can make changes.”

— Stan Hupfeld

In the 2006 legislative session, the coalition lobbied
for SB 1459, which provides additional resources for
the Healthy and Fit Schools Committees. Another
coalition-backed measure, which establishes a state
farm-to-school program, HB2655, passed both
houses unanimously. The only strikeout was a bill
that would have urged school districts to test students
for fitness.

The ability to overcome powerful opposition in such
a short time not only demonstrates the persuasive
skills of the coalition, but shows that the issue
reached critical mass in the minds of public, says
Anne Roberts, executive director of the Oklahoma
Institute for Child Advocacy and project director for
the Coalition.

“For an organization as young as Fit Kids to be able
to be so successful at the legislature is a testament to
the urgency of the issue and the widespread support
we got from parents, superintendents and physicians,”
says Roberts.

The greatest opposition to the Coalition’s work came
when they addressed unhealthy snacks in vending
machines. Schools dependent on revenue from vend-
ing machines to fund vital programs like debate and
band, as well as vending machine and snack compa-
nies, vigorously fought what they saw as a direct
assault on their economic livelihood. The Coalition
was able to work with the schools and vending
machine and snack companies, contending that
providing healthier snack foods wouldn’t change

the revenue stream of the schools and companies.

“We're not asking Pepsi to go away; we’re asking
Pepsi to replace bad Pepsi products with good Pepsi
products,” says Roberts. “I think it’s a win/win for
everyone.”

Hupfeld fully realizes that the measures that Fit Kids
has championed are controversial and jokes about
being labeled “Food Nazis,” but says in the end the
process of debate on the issue itself is healthy, a
means of getting all the stakeholders to come to

the table and work on what’s best for the kids.

Roberts maintains that a key ingredient to the
Coalition’s success is the coordinated efforts of so
many partners, members and individuals with
courage.

“The Oklahoma Fit Kids Coalition has been
remarkably successful in its legislative efforts. The
University of Baltimore publishes a report card
comparing all 50 states’ efforts to fight childhood
obesity. In one year, Oklahoma rose from an ‘F’ to
a ‘B,” and is now ranked as one of the top 12 states.
We improved our ranking by getting junk food out
of schools and reinstating physical education,” says
Roberts. “It was a textbook example of citizen-gen-
erated change....”

Ruminating on the lessons learned in the short life of
this remarkable organization, Hupfeld, meanwhile,
appears well suited for the next battle in helping
Oklahomans live healthier lives.

“This is really a textbook case of a public health
issue getting enough organization and impetus —
which includes money, time and people - that you
can win out over the vested interests, and that's
never easy,” says Hupfeld. “You start with a good
cause, something that makes sense to do, and you
put some organization behind it, raise an effective
following that will call and write letters, and you
can make changes.”
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Poverty Rates and Number of School Districts per County Interested in Farm-to-School

Oklahoma:
Rates of Poverty, 2003

|:| Less than 10 percent
- 10 to 14 percent
- 15 to 19 percent
- 20 percent or more

School districts interested in participating
in a farm-to-school program compiled from
the 2002 Institutional Food Service Survey in
The Oklahoma Farm-to-School Report.

Farm to School Programs 2004-2006 and County Poverty Rates

School District County Years Participating Poverty Rate (%) Child Poverty Rate
State average  14.6 21.1

Sayre Beckham 2006 16.1 219

Binger-Oney Caddo 2006 188 26.9

El Reno Canadian 2006 9.2 131

Mustang Canadian 2006

Tahlequah Cherokee 2004, 2005 19.2 27.0

Moore Cleveland 2006 10.2 131

Noble Cleveland 2006

Norman Cleveland 2006

Tupelo Coal 2006 185 26.3

Bishop Comanche 2006 16.6 228

Bristow Creek 2006 138 19.7

Arnett-Ellis Ellis 2006 119 185

Pond Creek - Hunter Grant 2006 13.0 18.6

Ponca City Kay 2006 159 237

Kingfisher Kingfisher 2006 10.5 14.0

Davenport Lincoln 2006 14.0 20.4

Wellston Lincoln 2006

Thackerville Love 2006 131 195

Turner Love 2006

Muskogee Muskogee 2005 17.8 26.3

Morrison Noble 2006 133 19.2

Edmond Oklahoma 2004, 2005, 2006 155 22.6

Luther Oklahoma 2006

Midwest City-Del City Oklahoma 2006

Oklahoma City Oklahoma 2006

Western Heights Oklahoma 2006

Beggs Okmulgee 2006 18.3 273

Stillwater Payne 2006 17.0 19.5

Bethel Pottawatomie 2006 15.0 231

Shawnee Pottawatomie 2004, 2005, 2006

Comanche Stephens 2006 143 211

Broken Arrow Tulsa 2004, 2005, 2006 132 186

Liberty Tulsa 2006

Sperry Tulsa 2006

Tulsa Tulsa 2005, 2006

Dewey Washington 2006 12.2 181

Mooreland Woodward 2006 12.8 18.1
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Chapter Four: The Cost Of Good Food

Getting What You Pay for: Affording Healthy Food

oday’s food-insecure and hungry Oklahomans

face a web of paradoxical barriers in their

attempts to eat enough, and eat right, on limited
incomes. (See Chapter 3 for a definition and discussion
of food insecurity).

The people with the least money to spend on food
are often also among the most likely to suffer from
obesity and all its related health risks. They pay
the highest prices for food, yet can least afford it.

Such self-contradictory obstacles to community
food security are woven from several closely con-
nected causes: some economic, some geographic,
and some educational.

Enough to Go Around?

The first obstacle to food security is the dollars-
and-cents kind: how much money do people need
to afford a healthy diet? The affordability of good
food is perhaps the most commonly recognized
(and most debated) barrier to food security, as
food-aid advocates battle budget cutters in state
and federal governments.

The question is a crucial one for the future of
Oklahoma, as is a related one: What can individuals
and communities do to make it possible for low-
income people to eat a healthy diet? Is it just a
question of money, or are there other approaches
that would help?

For produce, fresh offerings
are often cheaper...

Oklahoma needs to find answers. The state leads
the nation in some measures of hunger, and ranks
well above national averages for several obesity-
related diseases. [1] In Oklahoma, only 15% of
adults eat the recommended five-a-day of fruits
and vegetables.

Empty Pockets, Empty Calories

People with less to spend tend to go for whatever’s
cheapest — and in the U.S. food system, the cheapest
calories are definitely not the healthiest. For instance,
according to USDA research, fats and oils are the
foods that most need cutting back in the U.S. diet.
[2] Yet these are also the cheapest products on this
country’s supermarket shelves. [3,4]

In contrast, people in the United States don’t eat
enough fruits and vegetables, and low-income
households consume fewer still. Part of the reason
is cost. [3] With less money to go around, people on
lower incomes spend more of their disposable
income on food, but less per person on fresh fruits
and vegetables.

Households in the lowest 20% of incomes in the
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With less money to go around, people
on lower incomes spend more of their
disposable income on food, but less per
person on fresh fruits and vegetables.

country spent about 50 cents per person per day
on fruits and vegetables, compared to 68 cents for
people in the top 20% income bracket. [5,6]

However, the proportion of lower income households’
food spending that goes to fruits and vegetables
(17.9%) is about the same as that of someone in a
higher income tax bracket (17.5%). The actual
dollar amount spent in that category — and thus the
amount of those food consumed — is lower simply
because less affluent people spend less on food
overall. [5,6]

Recent studies back this up. The USDA's Economic
Research Service found that “there were major income-
related differences in the consumption of lettuce
and lettuce-based salads, melons, berries, and other
fruit.” Women in the highest income group were
twice as likely as the women in the lower-income
group to eat salad and fruit on a given day. Other
USDA surveys have also found that higher quality
diets went hand in hand with higher income. [7]

This begs the question: Given the lower amount of
money available to them, can low-income people
afford to eat a healthy diet?

Opinion among public health researchers and advo-
cates is divided. Some say it may be necessary to
spend more money, [7] while others point to education
as key to achieving a healthy diet.

Not What You Make, But How You Spend It

Because lower income people are less likely to eat
healthy diets, they therefore suffer from some of the
highest rates of obesity and Type Il diabetes. They
stretch their food budgets by buying so-called
“energy-dense foods” — foods high in sugar and/or
fat (such as potato chips, chocolate and doughnuts)
which are cheap and also well liked. [7]

Because the cost of food is an important factor in
food-buying decisions, especially for low-income
people, [8] some government and private programs
attempt to educate low-income consumers about
how to make the most of their food dollars through
careful shopping.

In fact, some USDA research suggests that it may

be possible, by choosing the right items, for shoppers
to spend just 12% (for low-income shoppers, 16%)
of their daily food expenditures on fruits and vegeta-
bles — while still meeting dietary recommendations
(three servings of fruit and four servings of vegetables

per day). [9]

These researchers say that careful grocery shoppers

can zero in on certain fruits and vegetables that cost
less than other seemingly cheaper, and assuredly less
healthy, options.

They also point out that high per-pound prices can
cause shoppers to perceive fruits and vegetables as
more expensive than other choices. But because
many fruits and vegetables contain several servings
per pound, they are more affordable than the price
tag might seem to suggest (see table).

The form of food also influences its purchase price.
For produce, fresh offerings are often cheaper than
canned, frozen, or other preserved alternatives. [9]

Thus, while fruits and vegetables are still not always
the least expensive offerings on grocery store shelves,
many are much more affordable than they are com-
monly perceived to be. Apples and bananas (at

CLOSER TO HOME



In Comparison: Price of Fresh, Frozen, Canned

Cost per pound and cost per serving for a
few popular fruits and vegetables that can
be grown in Oklahoma. In most cases, the
costs of fresh, frozen, and canned are

also compared.

Blackberries
Spinach
Peaches

Prices per serving are after adjusting for waste [tk
(non-edible rinds, seeds, etc). A pound yields
anywhere from two to fourteen servings.

Based on 1999 average prices. [9,17]

Pears

fruits and 85 fresh and processed vegetables.

Zucchini squash

In How Much Do Americans Pay for Fruits and Vegetables? researchers from USDA's Economic Research Service used 1999 household purchase
data from all types of retail outlets to estimate an annual, national retail price per pound and the price per serving for 69 fresh and processed

More than half of the fruits and vegetables were estimated to cost 25 cents or less per serving in 1999. Eighty-six percent of the vegetables and
78% of the fruit cost less than 50 cents a serving — that's 127 different ways to eat a serving of fruits and vegetables for less than the price of a
3-ounce candy bar. (The authors estimate today’s prices would be about ten percent higher on average.) [17]

Fresh Frozen Canned
$/Ib. $/serving $/Ib. $/serving $/Ib. $/serving
3.94 0.66 297 0.66 271 0.92
135 0.21 115 041 0.62 0.30
0.97 0.21 1.99 0.73 0.93 0.25
1.07 0.19 170 0.32 0.75 0.18
0.88 021 0.95 0.25

142 0.24

eleven and seventeen cents per serving, respectively)
are some of the cheapest fruits; potatoes and cabbage
(six and four cents per serving) are others. [9]

While fruits and vegetables are still
not the least expensive offerings on
grocery store shelves, many are much
more affordable than they are
commonly perceived to be.

Even when considering a single food item, the price
differs depending on who's selling it. The places
that are commonly perceived as offering the best
deals can actually be more expensive.

As a comparison of fresh produce prices at Tulsa-
area retail food stores with those at the Cherry
Street Farmers’ Market found, super centers and
supermarkets charge more per pound for most fresh
produce items than local farmers selling direct to the
consumer. [10]

In one study of three Massachusetts community-sup-

ported agriculture (CSA) programs, where consumers
bought directly from farmers, supermarket produce
cost 60 to 150% more than the same items purchased
through a CSA. [11]

That observation opens one path for lower-income
families with access to home food preservation
equipment to stock up on affordable, nutritious food
items while they’re in season, and freeze or can a
surplus to continue eating well during the winter
months.

A Penny Saved Is a Mouthful Learned

While cost is certainly a factor in what low-income
Oklahomans buy at the grocery store, research
shows that other factors also impact food choices.

One important reason that people with less to spend
end up eating fewer healthy foods is that they live
further from more affordable sources of those foods.
In both rural areas and inner city neighborhoods,
food retail outlets with more affordably priced pro-
duce are scarcer than in affluent suburban zones,
[12] as are farmers’ markets. (See Chapter 5.)

Other barriers that keep low-income people from eat-
ing healthy foods such as fruits and vegetables include
the time and effort needed to prepare them, lack of
cooking skills, lack of storage space, and just plain not
liking them or being unfamiliar with them. [12]
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Oklahoma Grown for
5 (or More) A Day

Oklahoma produces an abundance of fresh
produce - so much that it ships large amounts
of some crops to buyers outside the state.
Yet Oklahomans' diets are deficient in many
of the nutrients supplied by these same
fruits and vegetables.

What if Oklahomans got two of their two to
three recommended daily servings of fruit
from Oklahoma blackberries during the
month-long blackberry season?

Per capita consumption of blackberries
would rise from 0.5 servings to 8 servings
of blackberries per person per year.

That increase in demand would take the
acreage of blackberries in the state from
130 to 660, and hoost sales from just over
$1 million to more than $5 million.

Likewise, what if Oklahomans got one-third
of the recommended six weekly servings of
dark green vegetables from spinach grown
on Oklahoma farms?

People would need to eat 83 more servings
of spinach on top of the 17 that they're cur-
rently putting away in one year.

With that increase in spinach consumption,
an additional 2,800 acres would be needed
to grow spinach, over and above the 1,500
already used for spinach farming. Sales
would soar from their current $6.7 million
value to $19.1 million. [18]

Because many fruits and vegetables contain several
servings per pound, they are more affordable than
the price tag might seem to suggest.

Addressing these barriers through education is a good first step to
healthful eating. Exposing families to unfamiliar foods through taste
testing a variety of fruits and vegetables is one strategy, as is teaching
quick and easy ways to prepare them. [12]

Such tips are the stock in trade of the Community Nutrition Education
Program (CNEP), which works to get such knowledge into the hands and
minds of the people who need it most. [13] The Oklahoma Cooperative
Extension Service also has a wide range of educational materials available
to assist lower-income people with dietary decision-making.

Some Oklahoma-based food aid groups also engage in education. With
each of its weekly deliveries of food to needy families, the Oscar Romero
Catholic Worker House also leaves a copy of its Better Times Almanac of
Useful Information, a compendium of smart strategies for buying food
and recipes for preparing it. [14]

The Regional Food Bank of Oklahoma boasts demonstration gardens
and runs Oklahoma City’s community gardening program, on the
principle that the best deal of all on food is growing it yourself. [15]

There’s little doubt that education pays off, literally, in bringing ade-
quate, healthy diets within reach of people of more limited means.
Surveys have found that education has a stronger effect on quality of
diet than income. [7] One USDA study found that the single largest
factor in countering the trend toward reduced spending on fresh fruits
and vegetables, regardless of income, is a college-educated head of
household. [16]

Grasping the thread

Oklahoma’s present tapestry of food insecurity is woven of paradox,
knotted with complicated problems. Yet a community food security
perspective helps to identify certain economic and educational threads
that, when pulled, can bring down the whole sorry curtain, creating
opportunities to weave a new food system that makes healthy food
affordable for all Oklahomans.

CLOSER TO HOME
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The Teacher Only Sets the Table:
The Community Nutrition Education Program

nowledge, the old saying has it, is power. Seen

through the lens of community food security,

knowledge also means empowerment, by way
of improved nutrition.

With precisely those ends in mind, a dedicated group
of Oklahoma health and nutrition professionals are
working to spread knowledge of healthy eating
among the state’s lower-income families.

Their program, called the Community Nutrition
Education Program, or CNEP, teaches limited-
resource families how to eat healthy on a tight budget.

Every week, CNEP educators in 39 Oklahoma
counties, both urban and rural, visit one-on-one
with families, usually in homes, and occasionally in
small “learning circles” in churches, vo-tech schools,
extension offices, commodity sites, and whatever
other locations present themselves. (See map.)

Over 90% of participants recorded
changes toward a healthier diet
as a result of their CNEP education.

Each visit covers a lesson on a topic chosen by the
participants, from a list including topics like food
safety, meal preparation skills, food budgeting, and
general nutrition. All the lesson topics cover the
general theme of eating a healthy diet on a limited
budget.

Families participate voluntarily, and can opt for a
long- or short-term CNEP enroliment. The long-
term program is meant to provide an in-depth edu-
cation to families who are committed to better
health. It runs for six to eleven months, during
which participants complete at least 16 lesson topics.

The short-term program helps families who are more

mobile, or otherwise unable to commit for a longer
period, with short-term nutritional and resource
management needs. Over a two to five month term,
participants complete lessons on the food guide
pyramid, label reading, budgeting, meal planning,
food safety, and one of three optional topics.

On average, participants who complete a CNEP
program are enrolled for seven months and finish 15
lessons. CNEP doesn’t consider its mission complete
if participants only improve their knowledge of
nutrition. Rather, the program tracks the effect that
knowledge has on the food and nutritional choices —
and changes — that they make in their daily lives.

The Power of Change

Those impacts are significant. To measure them,
CNEP uses two main tools. One of these is the 24-
hour food recall, in which participants list the foods
they’ve eaten during the past day.

The other main measurement tool is the CNEP sur-
vey, which records participants’ practices in resource
management, food safety, and nutrition. Participants
measure their nutritional know-how once when they
enter a CNEP program, and again when they finish.

The changes are impressive. In 2005, CNEP reached
nearly 6,000 Oklahoma families, including nearly
14,000 youth. Over 90% of participants recorded
changes toward a healthier diet as a result of their
CNEP education.

CNEP graduates’ consumption of fruits, vegetables,
and calcium/dairy foods went up by an average of 32%.

Forty percent of graduates had enough food to make
it to the end of the month more often than before,
and nearly one third reported that their children ate
breakfast more often.

Their intakes of important nutrients, such as iron,
calcium, and vitamins A, C, and B6, all increased.

45




Oklahoma Counties Serviced by Community Nutrition Education Program (CNEP)
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Those gains are even more exceptional considering
the uphill ground on which they’re won. Families in
lower income brackets commonly contend with a
dietary double whammy: they buy half the amount
of fresh fruits and vegetables that wealthier house-
holds do, and the higher relative cost of produce is
associated with more overweight children. [1,2]

For that reason, fresh fruits and vegetables have
always been a major focus of CNEP’s education. For
example, according to Debra Greene-Garrard, CNEP
Coordinator, the 24-hour recall shows that “people
have no trouble getting the meats. They have the
most trouble getting fresh fruits and vegetables.”

In urban areas, Garrard continues, many residents’

closest source of fresh fruits and vegetables may be

a convenience store with limited selection and rela-
tively high prices. That helps to create a perception
that healthier foods are more expensive.

CNEP works to dispel that myth. For certain fruits
and vegetables, Garrard explains, the per-serving

cost is actually lower than for many seemingly
cheaper (and nutritionally poorer) choices.

To broaden its participants’ options for fresh, afford-
able produce, CNEP educators partnered with the
Kerr Center in 2005 to distribute a flyer showing
the location of every farmers’ market in Oklahoma,
and encouraged participants to incorporate the mar-
kets in their food shopping.

CNEP plans to repeat that approach in 2006. In
addition to the farmers’ market fliers, the educators
will distribute the Oklahoma Nutrition Cookbook, a
mixture of recipes featuring fresh seasonal and
canned/frozen ingredients, hot off the OU press.

On top of that, each of CNEP’s nine service areas
contains at least one farmers’ market, and the pro-
gram’s area coordinators will be organizing carpools
to take participants to the markets’ opening days —
a trip that many will be making for the first time.
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Up Close and Personal

A good part of CNEP’s knack for effecting this kind
of change in the lives of the families it serves is its
unique teacher pool. The teachers, called “Nutrition
Education Assistants,” or NEAs, come from the
same community as their pupils.

Often, NEAS have received public food assistance
themselves in the past, and many are graduates of
CNEP educational programs. This gives families
enrolled in CNEP programs the comfort and con-
nection of knowing that their teachers have faced
similar straits in their own lives.

The close contact of in-home visits reinforces that
bond. “Very few programs actually go into the
home,” says Garrard. “It's more of a teachable
moment — in their kitchens, on their turf.”

Some of these strategies are as simple
as persuading kids to snack on fresh
fruits instead of processed sweets.

Teaching in this setting, she explains, allows NEAs
to become intimately involved as family “nutrition
coaches,” enabling them to devise any nhumber of
personally tailored strategies for overcoming the
obstacles that limit lower-income families’ access to
healthy food.

Some of these strategies are as simple as persuading
kids to snack on fresh fruits instead of processed
sweets. Others are a shade sneakier, such as adding
corn to chili, or grating carrots into the peanut but-
ter part of a PBJ sandwich.

While the cost of food does constitute a barrier to
healthy eating, there are ways to lower it, and those
are another major focus of CNEP’s teaching. Many
food stamp recipients, for instance, simply do not
realize that their food stamp allotment is not intend-
ed to cover their entire food budget.

Others may receive such a small allotment that they
let it go unused, feeling that it won’t buy enough
food to make it worth their while. So one common

CNEP demonstration is to show just how many meals’
worth of food $10 in food stamps can purchase.
(“Several,” says Garrard.)

Transportation can be another major obstacle to food
access, particularly in rural areas where residents
may have to travel several miles to a small grocery
store that has trouble simply keeping fresh fruits and
vegetables in stock.

For program participants who make infrequent food
shopping trips, CNEP educators are trained to point
out how buying a mixture of types of fruits and veg-
etables can alleviate this difficulty. Fresh produce can
be eaten early on, with frozen and canned varieties
making up that portion of the food guide pyramid’s
recommendations toward the end of the month.

Though CNEP’s programs are focused on improving
the lives of their participants, these aren’t the only
people who benefit. The NEAs receive their own
continuing training program as well.

For some NEAs, the job with CNEP is often a leg
in their own journey from aid recipient to sought-
after recruit for other jobs. Beatrice Perez, of Lawton,
was first exposed to CNEP as a program participant.
She went on to become an NEA, moved from that
position to one as director of Lawton’s Child and
Adult Food Care program, and is currently interning
to become an elementary school teacher.

As CNEP’s investment in education and nutrition
enhances participants’ ability to contribute to the
economy, the productivity of the entire state improves.
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Money Where the Mouths Are

That investment comes from varied, and limited,
sources. CNEP’s teaching involves two distinct pro-
grams. One is the thirty-year old Expanded Food
and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP), which
is funded by the federal government through
USDAs Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service. EFNEP serves families with
young children who receive any kind of federal food
aid, such as WIC, food stamps, or free or reduced
school lunches.

EFNEP also reaches out to youth in counties where
half or more of school students receive free or
reduced-price lunches. Among the more than
10,000 third- and fourth-graders the program edu-
cated in 2004, 18% improved their ability to select
nutritious, affordable foods, and 12% became better
at food preparation and safety.

“Very few programs actually go
into the home. It's more of
a teachable moment —
In their kitchens, on their turf.”

— Debra Greene-Garrard,
CNEP Coordinator

CNEP’s second program is the Oklahoma Nutrition
Education (ONE) Program. In its fifth year of
operation, ONE offers nutritional education to
people who receive, or are eligible to receive, food
stamps or commodities, as well as some WIC
recipients and seniors. ONE?’s sponsors are the
USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service, the Oklahoma
Cooperative Extension Service, and the Oklahoma
Department of Human Services, which oversees the
state’s food stamp program.

One of CNEP?’s greatest challenges, according to
Garrard, is maintaining the resources necessary
to support the intensive, one-on-one nature of its

educational outreach. For example, the national
level of funding for EFNEP only allows the
program to reach 2% of the eligible participants.

CNEP’s monitoring of its results shows greater
behavioral changes in participants the longer they
stay enrolled, so another ongoing struggle is the
search for ways around the circumstances that limit
the amount of time that families can afford to devote
to participation in the program.

CNEP thus becomes something of a role model for
its participants, as it is forced to practice what it
preaches about stretching every dollar as far as possible.
CNEP’s strong record of success at improving the
food budgeting and dietary choices of Oklahomans in
limited circumstances makes it a strong model for
programs to increase community food security in
the state.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Meeting the Food Stamp Challenge with Local Foods:
Slow Food for Low and Moderate Income People

Oklahoma Food Cooperative president Robert Waldrop took on the challenge of eating for a week on a food stamp
budget, using as much food as possible from local sources. In this article, he discusses the results. Detailed information,
showing the meals, ingredients, and prices, is at www.bettertimesinfo.org/challengetable.htm.

n November a “food stamp challenge” was posted

on the Community Food Security listserv: eat for

a week on a food stamp budget. We decided to do
this using as much food as we could from local farmers,
so we expanded the challenge to show how the com-
bination of (1) frugal supermarket shopping, (2)
preparing meals from basic ingredients, (3) buying
local foods, (4) gardening, (5) food storage, and (6)
home preservation of food could add up to a healthy,
affordable, practical, and environmentally sustainable
meal plan, even though the local meats, eggs, and
dairy products are typically more expensive than
typical supermarket fare.

And the food had to be satisfying and taste good too;
otherwise, what’s the point? Call this the Slow Food
for the Poor Challenge.

I am happy to report that we succeeded on all
accounts. Here’s the summary of our results:

Total spent on food for week: $60.43
Food stamp allowance, 2 people 1 week  $61.87
Amount under budget $1.44
Food cost average amount per day $8.63
Amount bought from farmers $44.18
Amount from supermarket $16.80
Percent of local foods 73%
Percent of supermarket foods 28%

Besides coming in under budget, we had at least two
more meals of leftovers in the fridge. We had apple
pie filling in the freezer for later. [1]

The meats we ate during the week were buffalo,

100% grass-fed beef,
and pork. Yes, we ate
a lot of ground meat
(sausage, beef, and
buffalo) but we also
had a great pot roast
for a festive weekend
meal. The meats
ranged in price from
$2.95/1b (ground
buffalo wrapped in
butcher paper) to
$4.50/1b for the
buffalo round roast.

Robert Waldrop

We ate ground meat nearly every day, and some
might ask, “Wasn’t that boring?” No, because we
fixed it many different ways. We had Redneck
Salisbury Steaks (ground buffalo patties browned in
a skillet, and then cooked in gravy in the oven),
homemade spaghetti sauce with ground buffalo and
pasta, rice pilaf with ground buffalo, and beef stew
made with hamburger.

Ground meat can take on many different flavors,
depending on the herbs used with it, and we made
liberal use of our garden-grown dried herbs that
week. If we had tried to eat unseasoned hamburger
patties for a week, it would have gotten boring very
fast. Instead one day we were south of the border,
and the next we were dining in Italy and the day
after in southwest Oklahoma.

We were liberal with our use of herbs, onions, garlic,
hot red peppers, habanero pepper salsa, and chipotle
peppers, all from our garden with us-ens doing the
processing (smoking for the chipotles, boiling water
canning for the habanero pepper salsa, dehydrating
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for the peppers, curing for the onions and garlic).

All of that work was done earlier, in the summer and
fall, now we get to eat these items all year thanks to
a couple of hours of work in the summer or fall.

Our eggs were from certified organic, free-ranging
hens, bought directly from a farmer through the
Oklahoma Food Cooperative, costing $3/dozen.
Every day we had home baked rolls or biscuits made
with 100% certified organic stone ground flour,
made with Oklahoma wheat.

We made intelligent use of leftovers, by design.
Sunday’s supper was a delicious hearty winter soup.
It had leftover cabbage and the broth from cooking
the cabbage, leftover beans and bean soup, some of
the rice pilaf, and the gravy from the pot roast, sim-
mered for a couple of hours, and served with fresh
baked whole wheat rolls.

We would not have had such nice treats (apple pie
and apple cobbler) if we had not preserved apples
during the summer that were given to us by a friend
who had picked and preserved so many for her fami-
ly she was out of room in her freezer. So we sliced,
dipped, and froze several bags of apples and each
month we have apple treats.

We did not cut any corners on quality. We used
olive oil and butter, not shortening and margarine.

Our garden and home preservation skills made a
major contribution to our diet. Home grown and/or
preserved items we used during the week included
spaghetti sauce, corn on the cob (bought from a
farmer in the summer and frozen), green beans,
peach and plum jam, chipotle peppers, habanero
salsa, dried herbs, cured onions and garlic. We had
fresh greens (chard) from the garden. Food process-
ing techniques that contributed to our menu that
month included jam making, boiling water canning,
dehydrating, freezing, smoking peppers, and curing
of alliums.

The meats were bought through the Oklahoma
Food Cooperative. Our meat and egg prices are
higher than supermarket fare, but they are lower
than what is generally found in health food stores
and natural groceries.

Supermarket items included pasta, white flour (for
thickening gravies and sauces and for the pie crust,
the cobbler was made with whole wheat flour),
sugar, salt, rice, cabbage, carrots, potatoes, celery,
dried beans, canned tomato sauce (we used the last
of our frozen sauce this week, sigh), butter, and milk.
We are hoping to add carrots to our list of “we grow
all we eat” items next year but in the meantime we
buy them at the supermarket.

Food storage proved its utility, in that | didn’t have
to buy anything except cabbage, carrots, potatoes,
and celery; everything else was on hand.

Preparation

It is a myth that this kind of cooking takes a huge
amount of time. Generally | spent about 15 minutes
active preparation time, on average, for these meals.
The actual cooking time was often longer, but if
something is in the oven, or if dough is rising, |
don’t stand around watching it and doing nothing.

One of the real time saving techniques we used was
planning leftovers.

Conclusions

My conclusion is that depending on the access to
local foods, feeding your family a high quality diet
using many local ingredients is absolutely do-able.
This experiment integrated

« frugal supermarket shopping

= use of many local foods

= preparing meals from basic ingredients
« food storage

 gardening

= home preservation of foods.

Each of these six areas was essential to our ability
to stay within the food stamp budget.

Recommendations;

Based on this experiment, encouraging/helping low
and moderate income people in these areas seems to
me to be most promising of success. | think people
should start with their situation as it is, and over
time add the six basic areas of food security until

CLOSER TO HOME
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they all work together. People will be better able to
take advantage of local foods, for example, if they
have already learned to prepare meals from basic
ingredients. They also need easy access to local foods.

This project grew out of my own personal experience
with poverty. For the 20-year period 1977-1997,
there were only 3 years when my income was higher
than $10,000. The recipes and menus | used were
often based on recipes and menus | used during that
long period of poverty, and it is still the way our
household generally eats today. They are basically
peasant foods, typical fare of rural Oklahoma.

A Note About the Amount of

the Food Stamp Challenge:

The weekly amount of food stamps for two persons

is based on households without any income at all. If

the household has some outside income, the amount
of food stamps available to them drops radically.

The Cost of Good Food

Goal: All Oklahomans, including those
with low incomes, should be able to afford
to buy healthy food. All Oklahomans
should be “food literate”: knowledgeable
about what healthy food is, how, when
and where to buy it, and how to cook it.

Public Policy Priorities:

* Improve low-income Oklahomans’ acceptance
and consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables.

» Expand food education programs such as the
Community Nutrition Education Program.

= Encourage government agencies, charities, churches
and civic groups to help make fresh produce
affordable by

= Subsidizing shares for low-income families in
CSA farms.

= Organizing farmers’ markets and farm stands
in low-income communities and subsidizing
costs.

» Establishing and supporting food buying
clubs and co-ops, such as the Oklahoma Food
Cooperative.

« Providing incentives/support for farmers and
farmers’ markets to provide recipes, nutrition
information to customers, and to conduct
cooking demonstrations.

* Emphasizing the affordability of Oklahoma-
grown produce in promotional campaigns
such as the Grown in Oklahoma Programs.
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Fresh and Affordable:

A Comparison of Farmers’ Market and Grocery Store Prices

In an effort to determine whether the prices at their stand at the Tulsa Cherry Street Farmers’ Market were more
expensive than neighboring grocery stores’, farmers Mike Appel and Emily Oakley of Three Springs Farm decided to
find out for themselves. The following is a revised version of their article, which appeared in the September 2005 issue
of Growing for Market, www.growingformarket.com, the national monthly journal for direct market farmers.

e love almost all aspects of farming.

But there is one challenge we are

never quite sure how to deal with
— farmers’ market customers who complain
about the price of local food.

The overwhelming majority of our
customers are extremely loyal, supportive,
and excited about the opportunity to pur-
chase farm-fresh produce. They make
farming joyful, and their positive comments
far out-shadow the few skeptics. We fre-
guently hear encouraging remarks such as,
“What a bargain!”

Yet each season there are a handful of cus-
tomers who feel our prices are too expen-
sive when compared with the supermarket.

bl 4
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Emily Oakley (right) of Three Springs Farm

We have even had the same gentleman

return two years in a row around the start of tomato
season to try to pick a fight about the price of our
just-off-the-vine, juicy, ripe tomatoes. “I can go to
Wal-Mart and get these for a lot less,” he tells us.

Does he know the tomatoes in the grocery store
were picked green?

Listening to criticism about local food prices bothers
us on more than just a personal level. We have chosen
farming as our profession in order to give our com-
munity an alternative to the food available in gro-
cery stores. When someone grumbles about prices,
it hurts more than our feelings. It hits right at the
soul of why we do what we do.

We began to wonder, are our prices really that much
more expensive? They do not seem outrageous to us.
We decided to put that question to the test.

We selected three area supermarkets with which to
compare our farmers’ market prices: Wild Oats, an
organic/health food chain, as we grow organically
(though not certified); Albertson’s, the most wide-
spread grocery store in town, with eleven locations
throughout the city; and Wal-Mart Neighborhood
Market, with their reputation for low prices. The
produce at the two conventional grocery stores was
not organic (except for the cauliflower at Wal-Mart).

We visited all three stores once in May and once in
July of 2005. We went to each store on the same
afternoon, as we realize produce prices fluctuate
from day to day. With each visit, we made a list of
the items on our farmers’ market table that week and
noted the grocery store’s price.

We started our project in early May with the Wal-Mart
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"Analyzing the data on a price per pound
basis yielded interesting results. While much
of what people buy in the grocery store has a
cheaper price tag than what they purchase at

our market stand, in nearly every case the
grocery store food weighed significantly less.

— Emily Oakley

Neighborhood Market. The first item on our list was
romaine lettuce. At the lettuce section of the produce
aisle we saw that they were charging $1.38 a head

while we were charging $2.50 (which includes sales tax).

On the surface, Wal-Mart seemed cheaper, but those
were tiny lettuce heads. \We took the lettuce over to
the scale, and were shocked to find it barely weighed
one pound. Our romaine weighed three pounds, and
was greener, had fewer culled outer leaves, and had
none of that tell-tale sign of old produce-wilt. Thus,
we refined our research by noting both the price and
the weight of each item.

When adjusted to a price per pound basis, Wal-Mart’s
lettuce would have cost $4.49 if it weighed as much
as ours did.

We compiled the weight and price of 22 spring
items and 20 summer crops that we and the grocery
stores offered in common. From this data we created
a table that calculated the price per pound.

Analyzing the data on a price per pound basis yielded
interesting results. While much of what people buy
in the grocery store has a cheaper price tag than what
they purchase at our market stand, in nearly every
case the grocery store food weighed significantly less.

For the spring crops, our produce was the cheapest
option — eleven of the 22 items were cheaper at our
stand. (See Appendix A.) Only two were most expen-
sive at our stand — broccoli and cauliflower. For the
summer crops, again we had more items (eight)
cheapest.

Our results reveal that it is perception rather than

__u s
Busting a Myth: Farmers’ Market

Produce is Fresh and Affordable

The following items grown by Three Springs Farm and sold at the
Tulsa Cherry Street Farmers' Market in 2005 were either cheaper
than or comparably priced* to produce sold at Tulsa supermarkets.

*25 cents or less per Ib difference between the cheapest of the
grocery store prices and the farmers’ market price.

Basil Romaine lettuce
Beets Green peppers

Bok Choy Red bell peppers
Green leaf lettuce Yellow bell peppers
Chard Poblano peppers
Green garlic Salad mix

Green onion Patty pan squash
Lacinato kale Yellow squash
Leeks Heirloom tomatoes

Red leaf lettuce
Butterhead lettuce

Vine-ripened tomatoes

For a table with a complete price comparison see Appendix A.

Selected produce price comparisons ($/Ib.), Tulsa-area
farmers' market and supermarkets.

FARMERS' MARKET = WAL-MART  ALBERTSON'S ~ WILD OATS

SPRING

Romaine Lettuce $0.76 $1.38 $2.65 $4.55
Turnips $0.91 $1.46 $0.99 $1.99
Green Onions $1.63 $3.26 $4.21 $5.96
SUMMER

Vine Ripe Tomatoes $2.74 $2.84 $2.99 $2.99
Red Bell Peppers $2.74 $4.48 $5.31 $7.99
Eggplant $1.83 $1.54 $1.99 $2.29
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fact which influences the assumption that grocery store food is
always cheapest. It turns out that even that gentleman who thinks he
can get vine-ripened tomatoes for less at Wal-Mart was wrong.

But the point of this article is not to convince the public that local
food is cheap too. Your local farmer is not the place to look for a
bargain. If anything, we should be getting a premium for providing
the invaluable service of food truly picked fresh. When farmers’
market prices are too cheap, the farmer is in essence subsidizing
his/her customer’s grocery bill, making their food artificially dis-
counted.

Moreover, the grocery store prices do not include the hidden costs
of that food. Conventional produce in particular is subsidized by
Farmers’ Markets — Pricing university and industry research, health care and clean up costs of
In 2001 and 2002, Oklahoma Department of pesticide poI_Iutlon, and substandard nge_s for fa.rm I_aborers. Much
. L of the organic produce comes from a similar agribusiness model
B that takes advantage of low wages and minimal regulatory oversight
Kerr Center and the Oklahoma Farmers' Market g g g y g

. in developing countries.
Alliance collaborated on a survey of farmers’ ping

market customers, producers and managers. The reasons for buying locally produced food are compelling. These
The surveys paint a picture of farmers' markets include the benefits of eating fresher, tastier, and more nutritionally
in Oklahoma and point to ways to increase intact food, reducing air pollution and fossil fuel consumption through
their success. [1] decreased transportation miles, greater variety selection, preserving
farmland and open space, and keeping money within the local econ-
From the Survey omy. Grocery store food from half-way around the world can never
How Do Farmers Think About Pricing? compete with the benefits of eating food from your neighborhood.

The most common methods of setting
prices at the farmers’ market:

27%  Grocery store comparisons

22%  Matching other vendors

19%  Cost of production plus mark-up

The top reasons farmers sell at a
farmers’ market:
58%  Receive retail value for products sold
38%  Customer interaction
25%  Convenience
19%  To advertise products
19%  Tosell surplus produce from garden

How do shoppers expect produce at the
farmers’ market to compare to produce
purchased elsewhere?

84%  Higher quality

47%  Greater variety

44%  Same price

Mike Appel on Three Springs Farm, near Tulsa.
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Chapter Five: Access to Good Food

You Can’t Get There from Here:
Community Food Security in Oklahoma’s Food Deserts

saying goes, are location, location and location.
Oftentimes, the same holds true for community
food security.

The three most important things in real estate, the

If the only source of food that people can get to
easily and regularly doesn’t carry nutritious food,

or closes up shop altogether, their odds of being
poorly-nourished or even going hungry will increase.
That could happen, say, to a carless family in an
Oklahoma City neighborhood with no supermarket
near at hand, or to an elderly farm couple whose
hometown grocery store goes out of business when
a Wal-Mart Super Center opens up in the next
county over.

That’s precisely what’s been happening in recent
years in Oklahoma, and across the nation. As retail
food stores get ever larger, with traditional mom-and-
pop grocery stores and supermarkets being replaced
by “warehouse clubs” and “supercenters,” food
sources are literally getting fewer and farther between.

Being There

This trend in the retail food industry has been evi-
dent for over a decade. Between 1992 and 1997,
nine per cent of the grocery stores in Oklahoma
went out of business. [1]

From then until 2002, urban Oklahoma counties
gained a total of 15 new food retail stores — but the
state as a whole lost 28 food stores, overwhelmingly
from less-populated counties.

As smaller and more remote food stores close up
shop, warehouse clubs and supercenters are taking
their places. The number of these doubled during
that same time period, from 26 in 1997 to 52 in
2002. [2] Most of these are opening in the suburban
fringes of Oklahoma’s largest urban centers.

People in both rural and urban areas are affected by
the ongoing sequestration of food in the hands of a
few large retail chains, as those companies locate
their stores according to where consumers’ incomes,
rather than people’s need for food, are highest.

These trends deliver the most affordable food to
affluent areas, while leaving people with less wealth
or mobility marooned in “food deserts,” places
where a quality diet can simply be too far away, or
take too long, to reach. [3,4,5]

It's a Desert Out There

Lack of physical access to adequate supplies of
healthy, affordable food is often seen as an inner-
city issue. In low-income northeast Oklahoma City,
for example, there are fewer grocery stores than in
other sections of the city and selections of healthy
foods in these stores are limited. [6]

While food insecurity and hunger in urban areas are
relatively well-publicized, most people in the United
States do not realize that a higher proportion of
people go hungry in rural areas, where the food that
feeds the nation is grown, than in cities. [7]
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Food Deserts

Inthe United States, most people have physical
access to some form of retail food outlet.
However, the quality and affordability of the food
available at those outlets is not always adequate.
In particular, convenience stores charge higher
prices for a smaller selection of less nutritious
foods. Therefore, lack of access to supermarkets
and supercenters, which offer the most affordable
range of nutritionally adequate food, is considered
the defining feature for food deserts in the
United States.

Technically, a food desert is any place that lies
farther than ten miles from a supermarket or
supercenter (or fifteen miles, if part of the route
follows an interstate highway). A countyisa
food desert county if more of its population than
is normal for the region lives in a food desert.
For the Southern region of the U.S., which
includes Oklahoma, the median percentage of
the population living in food deserts is 24%.
Thus, any Oklahoma county where more than
24% of the population lives in a food desert is
considered a food desert county. Severe food
desert counties are those in which the county’s
entire population lives in a food desert. [8,9]

In the analysis described in this article,
supermarkets are grocery stores with 50 or
more employees. [8]

Contributing to rural food insecurity and hunger is lack of access to
supermarkets and supercenters, which offer the most affordable
range of nutritionally adequate food.

Thirty-two of Oklahoma’s 77 counties are classified as food deserts,
meaning that at least 25% of their population lives ten miles or
more from a supermarket or supercenter (see sidebar). Nine of
those counties are “severe” food deserts, with the entire population
living that far from such sources of food. [8,9]

While lack of physical access to food can also be an issue in urban
areas, the food deserts occur in rural counties.

Three-fourths of Oklahoma’s food desert counties lie west of
Interstate 35, including a solid tier along the state’s western edge
and in the panhandle. The other major concentration of food
desert counties is in the extreme southeastern corner of the state
(see map, p.57).

These are areas where population is dwindling (see table, p. 63),
poverty is rampant, and farm income commonly accounts for 30%
or more of total earnings. [8]

In food desert counties in the South as a whole, studies have found
that fewer households own vehicles, more people suffer from dis-
abilities, and the Hispanic population is double that in non-food
desert counties.

The counties where those trends are most exacerbated are
Oklahoma’s severe food desert counties; again, they are located in
the western parts of the state — with the exception of Hughes
County, barely more than an hour’s drive from the capital. [8,9]

These food deserts are forming due to shifts in the kinds of food
stores, the types of food that they sell, and where they sell it.
Smaller grocery stores are in decline everywhere, and in about the
same proportion.

But the larger supermarkets, while also disappearing, are vanishing
fastest from rural areas - and taking their fresher produce, larger
selections, and lower prices with them (see figure, p.57). [9]

Their replacements — supercenters and warehouse clubs — are strik-
ingly absent from the most remote rural areas, where no comparably
diverse and affordable source of food is appearing to take the place
of the grocery stores and supermarkets (see figure, p.57).

Instead, gas-station convenience stores and “quick marts” are spilling
into the void. These kinds of food stores offer little in the way of
fresh fruits and vegetables, whose scarcity in Oklahomans’ diets
already contributes to so many of the state’s health problems, and they

CLOSER TO HOME
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Counties:

Alfalfa
Beaver
Beckham
Blaine
Caddo
Carter
Choctaw
Coal
Cotton
Delaware
Garvin
Kingfisher
Kiowa
McCurtain
Nowata
Pushmataha
Roger Mills
Seminole
Texas
Tillman
Washita
Woods
Woodward

Food Desert

Food Deserts in Oklahoma

Severe Food
Desert Counties:

Cimarron
Dewey
Ellis
Grant
Greer
Harmon
Harper
Hughes
Jefferson
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Driving a Hard Bargain

yet. [6,12,13,14]

S

In neighboring New Mexico, one study found
that small grocery stores were 70% more
expensive than larger stores. Stores located
20 miles or more from any other grocery store
were 31% more expensive than those in
regional population centers. Both small and
isolated grocery stores were also missing
around 20% of the items surveyed. Thus, as
the report concludes, rural residents “have a
choice of paying a 31% premium for groceries
or traveling at least 40 miles round-trip.”[11]

Nationally, in poorer sections of major cities,
supermarket food prices are higher than in
more affluent suburbs — if a supermarket can
be found at all. More common sources of food
in such neighborhoods are convenience stores
and minimarts, where selections of healthy,
nutritious items are slimmer, and prices higher

Change in Numbers of Food Store Types by Food Desert Status
1998 -2002.

Non food desert Food desert Severe
food desert
Grocery stores -64 -80 -4
Supermarkets -6 -44 -1
Convenience stores +63 +163 +8
Supercenters +17 +6 0

charge higher prices for the little fresh produce that they do carry. [9]

Like the loss of supermarkets and small grocery stores, this trend is
present both in urban centers and rural areas, but it is most exagger-
ated in the most isolated stretches of the countryside (box, above, and
figure, p. 57).

Making the Desert Bloom

In principle, defining food deserts based on how far they are from
supermarkets and supercenters seems like an approach with a built-in
bias, assuming as it does that such stores are the only source of an
affordable, nutritious, quality diet.

After all, farmers’ markets, CSAs, and home and community gardens
can all offer higher quality food, often at a better bargain, than large
food retail outlets. [10]

In practical terms, though, this definition of food deserts still works
for Oklahoma, because these local alternatives to giant food retail
corporations are just as tightly clustered around the state’s urban cen-
ters (see map, p. 60). [8]

Traditional grocery stores’ and supermarkets’ departure has forced
rural residents to make longer drives for affordable, nutritious food —
though the drive is long enough that the cost of gas may cancel any
savings on food prices. [9] The alternative is to stay put and contend
with a wave of convenience stores selling poor quality food at inflated
prices (see sidebar).

The irony in this situation — lack of access to food while food is being
grown all around - is epic and without much mirth. Still, it carries the
seeds of its own solution. If community food security initiatives such
as farmers’ markets, community gardens, and farm-to-school programs
find their way from Oklahoma’s urban areas into its countryside, that
countryside can increasingly come to produce food for the people
currently struggling to get by in today’s food deserts.

CLOSER TO HOME

58




Coupons Worth Clipping

produce, and when located accordingly, can also be effective

Farmers’ markets increase public access to high quality fresh
at providing better food choices for low-income populations.

Case studies of successful farmers’ markets within food-insecure
communities across the nation have found these markets greatly
increase the availability and quality of fresh produce. This is espe-
cially so when these markets participate in the USDA’s Farmers’
Market Nutrition Program (FMNP). [1]

Since 1992, this national program has helped provide fresh locally
grown fruits and vegetables to women, infants and children eligible
for WIC benefits. More recently, low-income seniors were added
to the list of recipients.

The FMNP distributes coupons to eligible participants through federal
grants to states and tribal nations. These coupons, often in $2 or

$5 denominations, can be redeemed at approved farmers’ markets,
roadside farm-stands, and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA)
programs, in exchange for locally grown fruits and vegetables.

Participating farmers can then simply deposit the government-backed
coupons in their bank account, as they would a personal check.

In Oklahoma, the Osage and the Chickasaw tribal nations have
successfully applied for and utilized these federal funds. In fact,
85% of the participants in the Chickasaw Nation’s WIC Farmers’
Market Program indicated they ate more fresh produce than they
did before they participated (see sidebar). [2]

Because four counties (Carter, Coal, Garvin and Jefferson) within
the Chickasaw Nation are considered food deserts, anything to help
increase the availability and consumption of fresh produce could be
worth its weight in home-grown tomatoes.

As part of the Chickasaw Nation Farmers’ Market Nutrition
Program, a variety of educational activities take place in conjunction
with farmers’ markets in Ada, Ardmore, Durant and Purcell.

These efforts include on-site cooking demos and samples using
produce from participating farmers, printed recipes distributed at
the markets, special events around National 5-A-Day Month and
National Farmers’ Market Week, and cooking classes at nutrition
centers in Ada, Ardmore and Purcell. [3]

“All of our nutrition education programs really seem to help people
be more comfortable eating fresh fruits and vegetables,” says Jennifer

In Summary:
Chickasaw Nation FMNP [5]

+ Seven farmers’ markets, 41 farm-stands,
95 farmers

+ 4,590 voucher recipients

« Participating seniors receive fifty $2 coupons
for use May through November.

« Participating WIC mothers receive six $5
coupons.

« $163,390 in coupons were redeemed by
Oklahoma farmers in 2004.

* 70% redemption rate

WIC (Women, Infants, and Children program)
recipients surveyed said: [6]

+ 85% ate more fresh produce than before.

+ 35% had never been to a farmers’ market
hefore participating in the FMNP.

* 97% indicated produce quality at markets
was as good as or better than at their local
grocery store.

* 45% bought a fruit or vegetable they had
never tried before.

* 46% spent money at the market in addition
to their FMNP coupons.

+ 80% will continue to shop at farmers’ markets,
even without coupons.

*93% plan to eat more fresh produce all
year round.
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Food Deserts and Farmers’ Market Access

Oklahoma

I:l Severe Food Desert
- Food Desert
- Non-Food Desert

Number value within counties=
number of reported registered Farmers’
Markets within the county boundaries

Percentage of Oklahomans eating five or more
daily servings of fruits and vegetables:

All Adults: 15% [7]
Seniors: 22%[8]
Youth: 14%[9]
Children: 27%[10]

Hayes, Chickasaw FMNP Coordinator. “A lot of
what we do is just showing simple ways to prepare
these delicious and nutritious foods.”

Three other farmer’s markets outside the tribal
Nation (Noble, McAlester and OSU-Oklahoma
City) also have farmers who accept the Chickasaw
Nation coupons. Between all seven participating
farmers’ markets, over $160,000 of produce was sold
through this program in 2004. “By encouraging our
people to eat healthier,” Hayes says, “we’re also
helping our farmers, too.”

Despite the tremendous success of these programs,
Oklahoma itself is not currently one of the 42 states
participating in either the WIC or Senior Farmers’
Market Nutrition Programs.

In 2005, these 42 states received grants totaling
nearly $39 million for distribution as coupons
redeemable only for fresh locally grown produce.
Some of Oklahoma’s neighboring states who applied
for and received 2005 FMNP grants include:
Arkansas - $331,000; Kansas - $176,000; and Texas -
$1,650,000. [3,4]

The Oklahoma Department of Human Services,
Aging Services Division tried in 2004, but was
unsuccessful in their first attempt to receive a grant
for starting a statewide Senior Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program.

There are some farmers' markets that are not registered
with the Oklahoma Dept. of Agriculture, Food and Forestry;
these have not been included on the maps in this report.
New markets are formed every year; check in your community.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Northeast Oklahoma City’s “Grocery Gap”

Food journalist Shaun Chavis recently completed a Master of Liberal Arts degree in Gastronomy at Boston University.
In this article, she returns to her Oklahoma City stomping grounds for a look at what residents of the city’s northeast
quadrant can and cannot find in grocery stores in their own neighborhoods.

he 45,000 people who live in the northeast

qguadrant of Oklahoma City have fewer options

for buying fresh meat, fish, and produce than
their counterparts in other parts of the city. British
sociologists might call the northeast side a “food
desert” —a rural or urban area where people have
poor access to fresh food. Others might use the
term “grocery gap.”

Grocery stores are plentiful enough in other parts
of Oklahoma City that residents who can’t find
items in one store are just a short drive away from
another. People living near Putnam City North
High School, for example, can choose from Crest,
Wal-Mart Neighborhood Market, Aldi’s, and two
Albertson’s stores, all within an eight minute drive.

In northeast Oklahoma City, though, there are only
two grocery stores: Otwell’s Food Store and
Hometown Market. They are fairly close to each
other; Hometown Market, one of three in the state,
is at 23rd and Martin Luther King Avenue. Otwell’s,
a family-owned independent store, is at 11th and
Martin Luther King Avenue.

People who want to eat a varied, healthful diet have
limited choices in either store, according to surveys
conducted in August 2005.

Both stores had gallon containers of pre-sweetened
punch and iced tea where one might expect to see
cartons of national brand (Minute Maid or Dole)
fruit juices.

There were no organic products to choose from: no
organic milk or free range or organic eggs. Only a
small portion of the bread choices were whole grain.

These products are not simply status symbols for
the elite. Hormone-free milk or eggs that may also
have a lower cholesterol profile are health choices
that northeast residents don’t have an opportunity

to make if they shop within their own community.

Hometown Market sold fish filets and whole fish
(heads removed) wrapped in plastic on styrofoam
trays. Neither store carried fresh tuna or fresh
salmon — fish which the American Heart Association
recommends eating twice a week for the beneficial
omega-3 fatty acids they contain.

There were no cheese counters, no manned butcher
or fish counters. Fresh fruit and vegetable choices
were limited in both stores.

Both stores carried food products that could be
considered specialty items— foods that play a signif-
icant role in African American culture. (According to
the 2000 Census, the northeast quadrant’s population
is 61% black.)

Collard greens were a significant item in the produce
sections of both stores. Otwell’s sells meats that may
be hard to find in other area stores — chitterlings,
beef kidneys, beef tripe, and hog mauls. Both Otwell’s
and Hometown Market sold items such as pig’ feet,
pig’s tails, neck bones, turkey necks, and salt pork.

What these two stores sell is just as telling as what
they don’t sell. On one hand, it seems the choices
are few and limited. On the other hand, the products
are, perhaps, a reflection of the community itself.
Even a mom-and-pop store has to compete for dollars
in a fierce business with a tight profit margin, so
there is no room on the shelf for things that don't sell.

The lack of grocery stores in the northeast quadrant
is not just an issue of access to a needed service.
Though researchers are still developing methodolo-
gies to measure health against access to fresh foods,
many advocates believe there is a correlation between
a lack of grocery stores and disease — making “grocery
gaps” a public health issue as well.
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Access to Good Food

Goal: Easy access to fresh fruits and
vegetables, emphasizing locally grown,
for Oklahomans of all income levels.

Public Policy Priorities:

Poor access to fresh fruits and vegetables is a public
health issue. Make improved access to fresh, locally-
grown fruits and vegetables part of the “Five in Five
campaign (see Chapter 1) with the goal of 75% of
Oklahomans eating five or more servings of fruits
and vegetables per day in by 2012 (five years from now).

= Commission a detailed study of food access
throughout Oklahoma, with particular emphasis on
known food desert counties and urban communities/
neighborhoods known to have few supermarkets,
to identify areas where food access is most limited.

= Based on this research, create a map of grocery
stores, farmers markets, emergency food loca-
tions and community gardens in each county.

= Based on this study, identify barriers to estab-
lishing local food sales outlets (e.g. farmers'
markets, CSA farms, farm stands), barriers to
accessing them and also barriers to farmer
participation in counties or communities with
limited food access.

= Target interventions to overcome these
barriers to accessing affordable, nutritionally
adequate, locally produced foods.

« Expand the Farmers' Market Nutrition Program to
communities statewide as a public health priority.

« Push for the state of Oklahoma's participation
in the federal Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) and Senior Farmers' Market Nutrition
Programs. Identify barriers (such as lack of
staffing) to participation, and fund solutions.

= Encourage tribes to participate in the federal
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) and
Senior Farmers' Market Nutrition Programs.

« Evaluate and adapt the model of Maine's Senior
Farmshare Program, in which Maine’s state agri-
culture department, in cooperation with other
state agencies, uses federal Senior Farmers' Market
Nutrition Program funds to purchase $100 worth
of fresh produce for each of over 7,500 seniors,
from 178 Maine farms.

« Provide grants to farmers' markets to enable their
farmers to accept food stamps.

= Recruit existing farmers' market vendors or farmers
with produce stands to set up "mini* markets near
sites where food program participants get their food
assistance instruments (e.g. Food Stamps, WIC
coupons, etc.) and/or near county health departments
and senior centers.

« Introduce locally grown produce into senior meal
programs (e.g. senior centers that host non-residents
for the noon meal; Meals on Wheels; etc.).

« Link local food sources (e.g. community gardens,
CSA farms, farmers' markets, etc.) with emergency
food programs - as in the example of the Regional
Food Bank of Oklahoma's community garden network.

= Improve public transportation to grocery stores and
farmers' markets in rural and food desert counties, as
well as in urban areas with limited access to food.

< Institute farmers' market ride programs, such as
those piloted by CNEP in spring 2006.

« Make areas with limited food access a priority for
expansion of the state's Farm-to-School Program.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Rural Counties, Population Change, and Food Access Counties in bold are food desert counties.
% population change...

County 1940-2000 1990-2000 2000-2005
Cimarron -13.80 -4.60 -10.00
Tillman -55.30 -10.60 -8.30
Beaver -32.30 -2.80 -8.20
Harmon -67.20 -13.40 -7.70
Grant -60.80 -9.60 -7.10
Harper -44.80 -12.30 -7.00
Jackson 25.20 -1.10 -6.80
Alfalfa -56.80 -4.80 -6.20
Woods -39.10 -0.20 -6.00
Jefferson -54.90 -2.70 -5.20
Coal -52.90 4.30 -4.80
Beckham - 10.70 5.20 -4.60
Dewey -60.40 -14.60 -3.70
Kiowa -55.20 -9.90 -3.70
Custer 13.30 -2.80 -3.60
Roger Mills -68.00 -17.10 -3.60
Kay 2.10 0.10 -3.30
Okfuskee -55.00 2.30 -3.20
Ellis -51.90 -9.40 -2.70
Greer -58.30 -7.60 -2.60
Johnston -34.10 4.80 -2.40
Major -36.80 -6.30 -2.40
Hughes -51.50 8.80 -2.30
Noble -23.00 3.30 -1.80
Garfield 27.10 1.90 -1.50
McCurtain -16.70 2.90 -1.20
Ottawa -7.40 8.60 -1.00
Latimer -13.60 3.50 -0.50
Seminole -59.30 -2.00 -0.50
Stephens 38.90 2.10 -0.50
Cotton -48.70 -0.60 -0.40
Choctaw -45.90 0.30 -0.30
Washita -48.30 0.60 -0.30
Texas 103.20 22.50 0.00
Garvin -12.60 2.30 0.10
Pushmataha -40.10 6.10 0.20
Caddo -27.50 2.00 0.30
Washington 60.30 1.90 0.30
Pontotoc -11.70 3.00 0.60
Craig -29.10 6.00 0.90
Payne 89.10 10.90 1.40
Pittsburgh -10.30 7.30 1.60
Muskogee 5.40 2.00 1.70
Murray -8.80 4.80 2.00
MclIntosh -19.30 16.00 2.60
Kingfisher -10.80 5.40 2.70
Nowata -33.00 5.80 2.80
Mayes 77.10 15.00 2.90
Carter 5.40 6.30 3.30
Haskell -31.90 7.80 3.30
Love -22.80 13.40 3.30
Woodward 13.60 -2.60 3.30
Bryan -4.20 13.90 3.50
Atoka -25.80 8.60 4.20
Pottawatomie 20.50 11.50 4.20
Adair 33.50 14.20 4.50
Cherokee 102.20 24.90 5.10
Delaware 99.40 32.10 5.60
Blaine -35.40 4.40 7.40
Marshall 6.50 21.70 9.70
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Food Deserts and Farm-To-School Interest per County

Oklahoma

- Non-Food Desert
- Food Desert
|:| Severe Food Desert

Number value within

Counties = number

of schools interested
in Farm-to-School

Interest in farm-to-school is taken from
the 2003 Oklahoma Institutional Food
Service Survey, published in the Kerr
Center's Oklahoma Farm-to-School Report.

See Chapter 3.
Food Desert Counties with Schools
Participating in Farm-to-School Program
School District County
Sayre Beckham
Binger-Oney Caddo
Tupelo Coal
Arnett-Ellis Ellis
Pond Creek - Hunter Grant
Kingfisher Kingfisher
Mooreland Woodward
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Chapter Six: Direct Marketing

Direct from the Source:

Direct Market Produce from the Crows' Farm

years of thin profits growing wheat that they

could stand. Then they hit upon the idea of
selling fresh vegetables at the local farmers' market
in Shawnee.

Ricky and Claudia Crow had had about all the

That was nearly two decades ago, and they're still
going strong.

“This has been how we make our living, how we
pay our bills. We had to find a way to make enough
to stay on the land,” says Claudia Crow.

“We don't have enough land to make it on wheat,”
she explains. “And they were starting a farmers’
market in Shawnee.”

In that new market, the Crows sensed opportunity.

The first year, they grew five acres of watermelons,
and another acre of assorted other vegetables. The
following season, they doubled that area. Within
three years, they were growing vegetables on all

40 acres.

Pott County Cornucopia

“We grow everything that can be grown. We're
nuts,” Claudia laughs.

“We start everything from seed,” Ricky elaborates.
“That's the only way we can grow all the varieties
we want. Our early crops are English peas, beets,
turnips, cabbage and broccoli, strawberries. We
grow four different varieties of sweet corn, to
stretch the corn picking out as long as possible.”

“The main things are tomatoes, yellow squash - we
put a planting in the ground every so often, and
have it all through the year,” he adds. “Cucumbers
are real important.”

“We raise a lot of southern peas, which a lot of peo-
ple don't - blackeyes, purple hulls, crowders,”
Claudia adds. “We raise fresh pinto beans too, and
those sell pretty good.”

The Crows’ farm belonged to Ricky's grandparents.
He was raised there, with cash crops of wheat and
alfalfa. As time went by, though, the profits seemed
to leak out of wheat farming.

“We weren't getting anywhere. \We started getting
farther behind,” he recalls.

“At least with vegetables, if you get a hailstorm, you
can go back in and replant. You can't do that with
wheat.”

A New Row to Hoe

Just recognizing the problems with growing wheat,
though, didn't automatically make the switch to
vegetable production smooth, quick, or trouble-free.

“We started with a push tiller and two hoes,”
Claudia remembers.

“We didn't go to the bank and borrow a lot of money,”
says Ricky. “We borrowed some money along, but
never a huge amount.”

“We kept expanding, learning,” Claudia continues.
“We went to any kind of symposium they had. We
worked with OSU Extension. We always tried to
stay on top of the changes, because it's a changing
industry.
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“People in this country are used to having
cheap food. If they don't make some
changes and get real about keeping
the farm going, they're going to
have to import their food supply.”

— Claudia Crow

Among the changes: a hoop house to extend the
season, and adding strawberries, blackberries, and
asparagus to their mix of crops.

Marketing vegetables also had a steep learning
curve. But the Crows started up that one with one
lesson already well learned from wheat - the one
about low returns from wholesale bulk commodities.

Claudia says they have always tried to sell their
crops retail. “If you get into wholesale, there's no
money,” Claudia says.

“If you get into wholesaling, you might as well go
into wheat or something,” Ricky agrees. “We still
do very little wholesaling. Wholesaling to a gro-
cery store is not the same as wholesaling to a
wholesaler. We've sold to Sterling's Produce up
there in the City over the years.”

Changing Times, Changing Tactics
Another marketing lesson learned is that markets
are as ceaselessly changing as production.

“What we've done to stand out,” Claudia explains,
“is to put a huge emphasis on quality. If it's not
USDA grade number one, it just won't get sold.”

“The marketing is changing. Twenty years ago, the
people we marketed to had more of a farm background.
Families ate a lot more at home. They canned more,
so they'd buy large batches of things like beets.
Bushels.”

Nowadays, she says, “They've gotten a little more
educated. They don't mind paying for quality, but
the quantities have gotten less. You have to give
them recipes, tell them a little about how to eat
what they're getting.”

“We're not organic, but unless we absolutely have
to, we don't spray,” Claudia says. “As a rule, we
don't spray our corn. In Shawnee, people are used
to worms [and know it is an indication that the corn
was not sprayed with pesticides]. In the City, they
want worm-free and pesticide-free.”

“We're marketing to a different group of people at
the farmers' market,” says Claudia. Catering to
Generation X, she says, requires a more event-driven
approach. “They want to be entertained, go out, visit
with their friends, sip a little bit of coffee.”

At the Pottawatomie County Farmers' Market in
Shawnee, where the Crows do most of their selling,
she says, “We have a lot of events. We're even adding
music this year. We have some square dancers com-
ing out.”

Growing Growers

The market needs a draw for vendors as well as cus-
tomers. “The downtown Shawnee farmers' market
has had some struggles over the years,” says Ricky.

“There are no young people. | have two sons. How
do I tell them in good conscience, 'Come back and
do this'?” Claudia says.

“We have no health insurance, no retirement plan.
Everything you make has to go back into the farm.
We're overtaxed, overinsured. This country's going
to have to depend on a foreign country for its food

supply.”

Of the Crows’ two sons, one is getting a degree in
horticulture at OSU. But, Claudia says, “I don't
think either one is coming back. It's a lot of work
for too little money.”

The Crows are brimming with suggestions for how
to make direct marketing fruits and vegetables a
more attractive career option.

“They need to let the farmers' markets do what
they're supposed to do, not have the health depart-
ment breathing down their necks. You need variety
- baked goods, and so on,” says Claudia.

“There are too many restrictions. It's too hard for a
small person to come in and meet the requirements
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for their kitchens.”

Regulations are so restrictive, she says, that man's
best friend is no longer even welcome where man
buys homegrown tomatoes. “There are no dogs
allowed at our farmers' market. It's against health
department rules.”

Following the Money

In addition to more reasonable regulations, the Crows
can see ways in which direct marketing efforts could
benefit from a fairer share of the nation's plentiful
food and farm subsidies.

“One thing that would help the farmers' market is
not to have to charge tax,” says Ricky.

“If you can sell on the farm, why can't you take your
stuff to the farmers’ market and sell it without taxing it?”

“Also, the senior nutrition program,” says Claudia.
“The Chickasaw Nation has that, but it's mostly in Ada.
That would help tremendously.” [1] (See Chap. 5)

“One thing that would help the farmers'
market is not to have to charge tax.”

— Ricky Crow

“Tax, phone, garbage - it's all billed at the business
rate, whether you're Wal-Mart or a small mom-and-
pop store,” Claudia says.

“We need a bigger push from the Department of Ag
to have grants to help us do the advertising we need
to do,” she adds. “An ad has to generate a minimum
of an extra $200 a week just to justify the cost of
putting it in the paper.”

“Another thing is fuel costs,” she adds. “There's
nothing we can do here that doesn't cost money.”

“People in this country are used to having cheap
food. If they don't make some changes and get real
about keeping the farm going, they're going to have
to import their food supply.

+ Fifty-six percent of vendors are 55 years of age or younger
(compared with the 47% of all Oklahoma farmers who are less
than 55 years old). [2]

+ Thirty-four percent of vendors are female (compared with the
11% of all Oklahoma farmers who are female).

» Eighty-eight percent are Caucasian (compared with 92% of all
Oklahoma farmers).

* Sixty-nine percent said agriculture is their primary occupation
(compared with the 55% of all Oklahoma farmers whose primary
occupation is farming).

» Seventy percent consider their farmers’ market income as part-
time or extra income.

* Twenty-five per cent consider their farmers' market income as a
portion of full-time income along with sales through other outlets.

+ Seventy-three percent of vendors have an annual household
income below $60,000.

+Vendors have sold at farmers’ markets for an average of almost
four and a half years.

+Vendors travel an average of 28 miles to their farmers’ market(s).

Who Sells at Oklahoma’s Farmers’ Markets? Vendors Speak Out 1

+ Two-thirds said produce was their top selling item at the
farmers’ market.

+ Those who farm grow an average of nearly 6 acres of produce.

« Forty-four percent ranked “receiving retail value for products sold”
as their number one reason for attending the farmers’ market.

+ Over three-quarters are mostly or totally satisfied with their
profitability from their farmers' market sales.

« Two-thirds are somewhat or very interested in expanding
production for sales through their existing farmers' market.

* Nearly two-thirds are somewhat or very interested in attending
asecond farmers' market.

+ Half are somewhat or very interested in expanding production
for sales through other retail outlets.

+ Two-thirds would like to have more customers at their farmers'
market.

« Fifty percent want more produce vendors at their farmers’ market.

« Forty-four percent have found it somewhat or very difficult to
find reliable employees.

+ Forty percent would like more shade at their market.
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“People don't realize how much
money you could make off just
one acre of vegetables.”

— Ricky Crow

Branching Out

Unable to do much about such obstacles besides
cope, the Crows stay busy making sure their farm-
ing situation is as well adapted to them as possible.

“We're lucky because we have water,” Claudia says.
Ricky agrees: “If you're going to do vegetables,
you'd better be set up to irrigate.”

“We have a wash line; we chlorinate and all that.
We have a refrigerated truck, and cold water tanks
that stuff goes straight into, then through the wash
line, and then into the truck. We need to build an
air conditioned room for tomatoes.”

Being able to compensate for drought still doesn't
cover other potential shortages. “We pray every
year that we'll get enough labor,” says Claudia.

“We've talked to the employment office. We've
been down that road too many times,” Ricky elabo-
rates. “We could put an ad in the paper for twenty
dollars an hour to pick. Half of the people who
came out would leave at noon. The other half
wouldn't show up the next day. Even paying above
minimum wage, you're still not going to get enough.”

“Agriculture depends on immigrants,” Claudia con-
cludes.

“We'll probably have to cut back as labor gets more
expensive. We really want to get some goats and
add that to our cattle.” Already, she says, “We've
taken 10 acres out of vegetables and put it into hay.

“We just leased 200 acres for alfalfa,” Ricky adds.
“We sell it for horses, and to a lot of goat people.”

The Crows' efforts at labor management and diver-
sification took an unusual turn six years ago, when
they bought a fruit market in town, calling it
Crows' Main Fruit Market.

“It's been the '"Main Fruit Market' since back in the
forties,” Ricky explains. “It's got a lot of family his-
tory in it. People who came in there as kids bring
their grandkids in now.”

“We sell the stuff we raise; also jams and relishes -
stuff you can't get in the grocery store - things from
Amish groups, specialty items. Chocolates, spices,
apples, oranges, roast peanuts.”

“The store is self sufficient right now. It pays its
own bills. But we give it a lot of stuff - for example,
we grow extra vegetable plants and sell them there.”

What It Takes

To make an approach like the Crows' work, says
Claudia, *You have to be a disciplined person.”

“Variety and consistency,” Ricky concurs. “Be there
every day all day, from the start to the end of the
season.”

“Truck farming used to be a big thing back in the
forties and fifties, and even further back,” he
observes. “Vegetables used to be a lot bigger thing
around here than now. It's kind of interesting how
things have changed over the years.”

“People don't realize how much money you could
make off just one acre of vegetables - more than
from showing a calf. But the school ag programs, all
they push is showing animals.”

At Earlsboro, where Ricky went to high school, the
prospects are even worse than that for rearing a new
generation of vegetable growers. The school isn't
even training kids to show livestock now; its ag pro-
gram was cut in the sixties.

Restoring it - and hundreds of others all over
Oklahoma - could help the state grow a fresh crop of
young farmers. Easing the regulatory and financial
obstacles for small farms and direct marketers could
help them take root.

Until those things happen, people curious about
how to make a living farming vegetables on a small
acreage will still have examples like Ricky and
Claudia Crow, changing with the times, and finding
a way.
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Farm Direct: Direct Sales’ Potential for Increasing

Community Food Security

armers have been hearing that they have to get

big or get out since the go-go days of the 1970s.

By now, many have recognized that line for the
breed of bull that it is. Some have gone further,
grabbing that bull by the horns in a direct approach
— direct farm sales, to be exact.

To understand what’s behind that approach, it helps
to know exactly what direct sales are. A decent rule
of thumb is that if the farmer and the customer see
one another’s faces, whatever business they transact
can be tallied up in the direct sales column.

CSA (subscription) farms are the new kids on the
direct-sales block. [1] Farmers’ markets and farm
produce stands are classic examples, as are pick-your-
own operations.

Agritourism and agritainment are newer names for
another longtime regular in the direct-sales lineup.
Selling the farm experience as much or more than
the crops they grow, these farms encompass every-
thing from corn mazes to cow-chip bingo. [2]

More recently, online farm sales have begun to blur
the boundaries of what constitutes “direct.” If a
transaction takes place entirely in cyberspace, the
farmer and customer may never lay eyes on one
another, hear one another’s voices, or seal the deal
with a handshake.

Yet online sales are growing. That’s plain from the

success of the Oklahoma Food Co-op (see Chap. 8).
USDA direct-sales experts advise that a website is a
fundamental part of the farm business plan. [2,3]

Direct sales over the Internet may not happen
face-to-face, and that highlights another key aspect
of what makes direct sales direct: the absence of
intermediaries between farmers and customers.

Pocketing the Difference

Direct sales’ lack of middlemen is one of their main
attractions from the farmer’s point of view. Nationwide,
for every dollar that shoppers spend on food in
stores and restaurants, only 19 cents makes it back
inside the farm gate. (That’s down from 31 cents
back in 1980.) [4]

Farmers engaged in direct sales can capture a much
higher share of customers’ food dollar, up to all 100
pennies of it.

Those pennies add up. Nationwide, the average
value of direct sales per farm is nearly $7,000. In
Oklahoma, the same number is considerably lower,
just under $2,000 (see figures).

U.S. Direct Sales Farms and Sales, 1982-2002
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Potential Increase in Average per Farm Income from Direct Farm Sales

Region County Type Grocery Spending 5% of Grocery Spending Average Net ...and Potential Increase
in County in County Farm Income... from Direct Farm Sales
CENTRAL
Oklahoma Metro $1,054,057,000 $52,702,850.00 $1,901.00 $41,564
Cleveland* Metro $163,274,000 $8,163,700.00 -$3,683.00 $6,309
Pottawatomie* Micro $40,668,000 $2,033,400.00 -$1,873.00 $1,223
Seminole Rural $23,526,000 $1,176,300.00 $1,864.00 $1,008
Cluster total $1,281,525,000 $64,076,250.00 -$436.82 $11,884
SOUTHWESTERN
Comanche Metro $59,090,000 $2,954,500.00 $3,676.00 $2,487
Stephens Micro $44,333,000 $2,216,650.00 $3,186.00 $1,631
Caddo Rural $23,773,000 $1,188,650.00 $10,590.00 $790
Tillman Rural $6,789,000 $339,450.00 $28,053.00 $573
Cluster total $133,985,000 $6,699,250.00 $1,873.11 $1,443
NORTHWESTERN
Garfield Micro $111,603,000 $5,580,150.00 $19,963.00 $5,152
Major Rural $17,379,000 $868,950.00 $12,336.00 $989
Woods Rural $9,920,000 $496,000.00 $1,841.00 $652
Cluster total $138,902,000 $6,945,100.00 $12,436.38 $2,551
NORTHEASTERN
Tulsa Metro $845,946,000 $42,297,300.00 $1,783.00 $36,909
Washington Micro $46,995,000 $2,349,750.00 1,987.00 $2,774
Nowata* Rural $11,869,000 $593,450.00 -$1,061.00 $669
Cluster total $904,810,000 $45,240,500.00 $967.08 $15,709
SOUTHEASTERN
Leflore Metro $75,344,000 $3,767,200.00 $22,503.00 $1,955
Pittsburg Micro $21,991,000 $1,099,550.00 $2,310.00 $652
Latimer Rural $11,036,000 $551,800.00 $4,421.00 $748
Cluster total $108,371,000 $5,418,550.00 $11,609.13 $1,245

- Assumes 5% increase in direct farm sales.
- Starred (*) counties currently have negative average net farm incomes.

Just bringing Oklahoma farms’ direct-sales receipts
up to the national average, then, would increase the
state’s farm-level income by $9.6 million. [5]

If Oklahomans put just five percent of what they
already spend on groceries toward food bought direct
from local farmers, it would work wonders for
Oklahoma’s agricultural economy, increasing the
income of individual farms by anywhere from several
hundred to tens of thousands of dollars (see table). [5,6]

To reach that five percent, every Oklahoman would
have to spend about $67 on farm-direct foods each year.

That would buy about a pound of vine-ripe tomatoes
each week over the entire season at Tulsa’s Cherry
Street Farmers’ Market. (A survey showed tomatoes
from the farmers’ market could be had for a better

price than at Wal-Mart). [7]

At $2.74 each week, that’s less than many people
spend on soda pop.

Fresh from Your Friendly Local Farmer

Direct sales’ appeal to consumers may be harder to
quantify, but it’s powerful nevertheless. The freshness
and variety of direct-sale foods undoubtedly con-
tribute — think of heirloom tomatoes and bison
steaks, for example.

It may be that all direct sales contain at least a hint
of agritourism, in the brush with farm life that comes
from receiving a tomato from the hands that grew and
picked it, rather than plucking it from the automatically
misted racks in the supermarket produce section.
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There’s nothing wrong with nostalgia for farm ways,
but it doesn’t contribute much to community food
security. Still, direct sales make several important
contributions to CFS.

For one, most forms of direct sales necessarily
involve farmers and customers from the same com-
munity, strengthening the relationships that make
up the local food system.

Again, that relationship is less clear for online sales —
though the Oklahoma Food Co-op is a prime exam-
ple of using internet marketing to enhance food sales
within the state. [3]

Direct sales also meet community food security’s
mandate to keep more farms on the land, offering
supplemental income to many part-time farmers
who might drop out of agriculture without it.

Playing Catch-Up

While direct sales thus offer substantial opportunities
for enhancing community food security in Oklahoma,
so far the state has not capitalized on them to the
same degree as other areas of the country.

Compared to other states with similar populations
and rural demographics, Oklahoma has lower per
capita direct sales — only half the level in neighbor-
ing Arkansas (see table). [5]

Nationwide, the number of farms with direct sales,
and the total value of those sales, have been growing
steadily since 1982. [5]

In Oklahoma, by contrast, farm numbers and direct
sales totals have held fairly constant. [5]

The barriers to the development of direct farm sales
in Oklahoma are physical, institutional, and cultural.

The state’s extreme and quirky weather make farm
production challenging and risky, while the lack of
market infrastructure creates a different sort of
obstacle. [8]

Likewise, direct sales approaches may require a dif-
ferent set of “people” skills than traditional com-
modity crops.

Though real, these barriers are not insurmountable.

A determined effort to overcome them could well
put the growth of direct farm sales in Oklahoma
back on track with the national trend.

That, in turn, could have an impact on Oklahoma’s
community food security that is positive, dramatic —
and direct.

Direct Sales in Oklahoma
and Selected Other States, 2002

Total Value Per Capita Value
State of Direct Sales of Direct Sales
lowa $11,651,000 $3.97
Kansas $9,001,000 $3.32
Kentucky $10,497,000 $2.57
Arkansas $5,674,000 $2.10
North Carolina $17,245,000 $2.07
Alabama $8,039,000 $1.79
Louisiana $4,897,000 $1.09
Oklahoma $3,735,000 $1.07




Local-plicity:

The Large Economic Multiplier Effects of Small Farms

it alleviates rural economic doldrums even as it

Part of community food security’s power is that
forges the links of a more secure food supply.

That argument runs like this: if Oklahomans started
spending an extra ten percent of their $8 billion annual
food budget on Oklahoma-grown foods, that would
be an $800 million boost to the state’s agricultural
income.

But the economic power of local food goes far beyond
simple addition and subtraction. Every additional
dollar spent on Oklahoma food multiplies its own
value many times over.

Both media coverage and scholarly analysis tend to
see such economic benefits in large farms only. For
instance, some studies of confined hog feeding oper-
ations — which have grown explosively in Oklahoma
in recent decades — portray them as a source of sorely
needed jobs and earnings in rural communities.

However, 3,000 hogs can be raised as well on twenty-
odd small farms as on one large one — and the small
farms together will provide jobs for 32 people, against
the large farm’s 21 employees. [1]

In addition to their greater employment capacity,
small farms have deeper economic roots in their own
communities.

Small farms make more of their purchases from local
businesses, thus increasing the level of local economic
activity more, per dollar of output, than larger ones. [1,2]

Small livestock operations in the U.S. have been
reported to make 80% of their purchases within 20
miles of the farm, as opposed to 50% for large farms. [3]

Sharing the Wealth

Economists call these effects economic multipliers —
the amount by which each additional dollar of out-
put increases employment, income, or economic
activity in the local community.

Any enterprise has a multiplier effect, [4] but because
small farms are more tightly linked with other local
businesses, the money they earn stays longer and
circulates more in the local economy.

In other words, smaller farms have larger multipliers.

As one example of economic multipliers in action,
consider farm direct marketing. This option appeals
to many farmers because of its higher profits. [5]

In addition, direct-sales outlets such as farmers’
markets create similar windfalls for the local com-
munities where they sink their economic and
physical roots.

Three thousand hogs can be raised
as well on twenty-odd small farms
as on one large one — and the small
farms together will provide jobs
for 32 people, against the large
farm’s 21 employees.

How large a windfall?

One study found that every dollar spent at an lowa
farmers’ market generated $1.58 in additional sales,
and every dollar earned by vendors translated into
$1.47 in income to others.

For every 100 farmers’ market jobs, 145 additional
jobs popped up elsewhere in the state’s economy. [6]

In Georgia, the estimated farmers market income
multiplier is 1.66. [7]

Because every community develops its own unique
patterns of linkage between local businesses, these
numbers cannot be applied directly to Oklahoma. [8]
Still, they clearly illustrate the economic returns that
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Because small farms are more tightly
linked with other local businesses, the
money they earn stays longer and
circulates more in the local economy.

might reasonably be expected from relocalizing food
systems.

Relocalizing Rural Economies

Those returns extend beyond strict dollar terms to the
very social and cultural fabric of rural communities.

In a classic comparison of two California farm
towns, sociologist Walter Goldschmidt observed that
the one situated in a landscape of small family farms
not only had higher retail trade and family income, but
also more churches, schools, parks, and playgrounds,
than a similarly-sized community surrounded — and
isolated — by large corporate farms. [9] The majority
of subsequent studies have backed up this “Goldschmidt
hypothesis.” [10]

Farms are by no means the only small enterprises
with a hand on the lever of economic multipliers.

In fact, the current structure of Oklahoma’s food
system lends a double-barreled potential to rural
revitalization strategies based on economic multiplier
principles.

Since Oklahoma imports so much of its food, one of
those barrels involves replacing imported food with
the produce of small Oklahoma farms. [11]

The second barrel’s charge would channel some of
the state’s immense production of grains and live-
stock out of raw commodity exports and into small,
locally owned, value-added food processing enter-
prises. [12]

Community food security is both about making sure
that food is affordable, and making sure that enough
small local farms stay in business to grow it — two
goals that can seem contradictory.

As small farms and other local enterprises increase
economic multipliers, that contradiction vanishes.
Economic multipliers increase communities’ material
prosperity, and thus their food-purchasing power.

Multiplied together, these facts make economic
multipliers a powerful concept for completing the
circle of community food security.
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Direct Marketing

Goal: Increase the total value of direct sales made by Oklahoma farmers to consumers
s that farmers and their communities can retain a higher share of their food dollars.

Public Policy Priorities:

« Eliminate sales tax on all direct food sales in
Oklahoma.

 Increase the advertising for farmers’ markets.
Kerr Center market manager surveys suggest
that support for brochures and flyers, direct mail
advertising, and market-day signs and banners
would be most effective.

« Make farmers’ markets a family-friendly
destination through increased support for
special events and family-friendly activities
on market days.

= Increase educational outreach and training for
farmers’ market managers, in such areas as budget
management, liability insurance, farm inspections,
market expansion, community involvement, WIC/
Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program and
food stamps, and market promotions and events.

» Foster coordination between the Oklahoma agri-
culture department and local civic institutions to
increase the support that both provide to farmers’
markets. Cooperation of municipalities to assist in
securing locations with adequate shade, visibility,
and customer traffic are some examples gleaned
from Kerr Center farmers’ market manager surveys.

See Chapters 7, 10, 11, and 12 for more policy
priorities relating to direct sales and small farms.

CLOSER TO HOME 74




Chapter Seven: State of the State’s Farms

Changing with the Times: Oklahoma Farms in Transition

hen farmers make the evening news, it’s
Woften in the guise of an aging, dwindling

population, on a steadily dropping number
of ever-larger farms, raising commodity crops that
bring prices too low to provide a living. While
there are some truths in this portrayal, the overall
picture is more complex — and it’s changing. Here’s

a quick glimpse at some of those trends:

How many farms are there in Oklahoma, and
how big are they?

« The amount of farm land in Oklahoma has been
fairly steady for most of the time since statehood.
However, the number of farms peaked at over
200,000 in the 1930s, before falling steadily, through
most of the rest of the 20th century, by about two-
thirds. Over the same period, the average size of
Oklahoma farms, in acres, more than doubled. [1]

* Between 1992 and 2002, the trend reversed, with
the number of farms in Oklahoma growing by nearly
25%, from 66,937 to 83,300.

* Most of these new farms were less than 180 acres
in size, though the number of the largest farms —
those with 2,000 or more acres — also increased
slightly (Figure 1).

= With roughly the same amount of farmland in the
state, the addition of all these new, smaller farms
reduced the average farm size, from a historic high
of 480 acres to 404 acres.

Who's been farming in Oklahoma?

= Older people: as in the U.S. overall, the average
age of Oklahoma farmers is 56 years.

« Men: 90% of Oklahoma (and U.S.) farmers are male.
* 929% of Oklahoma farmers list their race as “white.”

= An overwhelming majority of Oklahoma farmers
—93% — own at least some of the land they farm. On
the other hand, 40% of them lease at least some of it.

Oklahoma Farm Size, 1992-2002
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* About 40% of the acres farmed in Oklahoma are
rented.

« In 2002, 55% of Oklahoma farm operators listed
farming as their principal occupation, up from 45%
twenty years earlier.

* In 2002, there were 50,134 hired laborers working
on 21% of Oklahoma farms. An individual worker’s
average yearly earnings were $4,730. Of the 17,700
Oklahoma farms using hired labor, 88% hired
workers for fewer than 150 days per year.

Who's new to farming in Oklahoma?

« Older people: the number of farmers has
increased only among farmers aged 45 and up, with
the largest increase being in the 65-and-over age
group (Figure 2).

< Minorities (Figure 3):

= \Women are the largest minority group in
Oklahoma farming, and their numbers doubled
between 1992 and 2002.

= Latinos are the fastest-growing minority group
of Oklahoma farmers. Since 1992, their numbers
have increased sevenfold.
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Oklahoma Farm Operators
by Age, 1982 - 2002
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= Since 1987, Oklahoma’s numbers of Native . . .
American and Asian American farmers have more What kinds of farmmg are growing in
than doubled, and those of African American Oklahoma?
farmers have grown by a quarter. = Traditional livestock and cash grains account for
over 90% of the total market value of Oklahoma
What have Oklahoma farms been growing? agricultural products sold.
In 2003, Oklahoma’s top twenty crops * However, the most rapidly growing sales sectors in
(by value of sales) were [2] Oklahoma agriculture include several groups of crops
. that are not traditionally as important (Figure 4):
1. Cattle and calves $2,374.8 million
2 \Wheat $ 443.3 million * Between 1992 and 2002, the market value of
3. Hogs $ 4415 million vegetable and melon crops sold from Oklahoma
. o farms increased sharply, though the number of
4. Broilers $ 379.1 million farms selling those crops declined slightly.
5. Dairy products $ 177.8 million
6. Greenhouse/nursery $ 167.4 million = Sales of nursery and tree crops grew even more,
o with the number of farms selling them also
7. Hay $ 155.7 million increasing by a substantial amount.
8. Chicken eggs $  72.1 million
9. Cotton $  62.9 million
10. Soybeans $ 410 million Percent Change in Market Value of Farm
11. Corn $ 35.9 million Products Sold and Farm Numbers, Selected
12. Sorghum grain $ 23.2 million Farm Sectors, 1992 - 2002
13. Peanuts $  18.7 million 0
14. Rye $ 5.8 million 200
15. Watermelons $ 5.6 million %150 —
16. Pecans $ 53 million 8 100 | msales
17. Sheep and lambs $ 3.6 million § 50 | -
18. Farm chickens $ 1.9 million ol
19 PeaChes $ 17 m||||0n - Nursery/tree crops Vegetable/melon Fruits/nuts/berries
20. Oats $ 0.7 million :
Figure 4
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* The greatest growth in sales for any nontradi-
tional crop took place in fruits, nuts, and berries,
while the number of farms engaged in producing
those crops grew even more quickly.

= Seventy-two percent of farms growing vegetables
and melons had net gains in 2002. Of farms spe-
cializing in fruits, nuts, and berries, 38% had net
gains. Among nursery and tree crop operations,
73% had net gains.

Are Oklahoma farms making money?

= In 2002, the average net farm income for Oklahoma
was $8,220, compared to $19,032 for the U.S. overall.

« In that year, 44% of Oklahoma farms made money
or broke even, with an average net income of $31,559.

* The 56% of farms that lost money had net losses
of $9,878, on average.

= Although farm incomes nationwide were at record
highs in 2004 and 2005, projections are that they will
decline again in 2006, reflecting the roller-coaster
nature of income from farming. [3]

What kind of support are Oklahoma farms
receiving?

= Seventy-one percent of Oklahoma farms receive
no federal farm subsidy payments.

= Ten percent of Oklahoma'’s federal subsidy dollars
go to less than one percent of the farms in the state.

= In 2002, Oklahoma’s top five most heavily subsidized
commodities were, in order, wheat, livestock, peanuts,
cotton, and dairy. [4]

= While receiving only one percent of Oklahoma’s
government agriculture program payments, farms
specializing in non-traditional crops (including
vegetables and melons, nursery and tree crops, and
fruits, nuts, and berries) contributed about 10% of
the total growth in Oklahoma farms’ sales and numbers
during 1992 - 2002.

Growth and change go hand in hand. Farmers in
Oklahoma have become more diverse (in culture,
gender and experience) and are meeting the challenges
of making a living on the land in diverse ways.

One thing they all have in common is the hard work
it takes to survive in agriculture. Another is that, to
date, the farmers growing these non-traditional
crops are bearing almost all the risk of increasing
Oklahoma’s supply of fresh, home-grown foods on
their own.

Policies that reward and encourage their effort and
innovation would do much to keep Oklahoma agricul-
ture fresh, vital, and competitive in the 21st century.
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CSA in Oklahoma:

Linking Farms and Communities, City and Country

n the prevailing conditions of Oklahoma’s current
food system, some goals of community food secu-
rity seem all but impossible to achieve.

How can agriculture in the state today transition to
a way of farming and eating that provides enough
income to attract new farmers? How can it offer
consumers the option of fresh, locally grown food?
How can it rebuild the connections between the land
that grows that food and the people who eat it?

Unlikely as it may seem, a style of farming that
accomplishes all these things is sprouting from the
cracks in Oklahoma’s food system.

Fittingly enough, that style of farming is called
community supported agriculture, or CSA. Some
of its proponents and practitioners prefer other
labels, such as “community sustaining agriculture,”
or “community shares agriculture.”

The “shares” version offers a hint as to how the
arrangement works. CSA customers pay up-front
for a share of the farmer’s total produce, which is
then delivered to them in regular, usually weekly,
installments over the course of the growing season.

Why Buy?

Payment in advance requires customers literally to put
their money where their mouths are when it comes to
supporting family farms and sustainable agriculture in
Oklahoma. “It’s a way of really solidifying a farmer
for the season, saying, ‘Hey, we want you to stay
around,” says James Cooper, who runs Nuyaka
Natural Farms’ CSA southwest of Tulsa, in Creek
County, with his wife Jennifer.

Some customers buy into CSA for just that reason.
Having the Coopers’ CSA, says one of their mem-
bers, is “just such a gift.”

“l think it’s wonderful,” says one customer of Emily
Oakley and Mike Appel’s Three Springs Farm Tulsa-
area CSA, “and we’ll do all we can to support them.”

“Grows respopsibly witheut th
of herbicides or pesticida

ol

Oakley reports that on an end-of-season question-
naire, many customers listed their favorite thing
about the CSA experience as “Mike and Emily.”

Many CSA farmers keep those personal ties strong
by hosting farm visits and special events. Oakley and
Appel invited members for an heirloom tomato taste
test early in the tomato season last year, whetting
their appetites for the full harvest.

Sharon Miller, who runs a CSA near Norman,

throws a yearly barbecue for her members, and plans
to put a pumpkin patch in this year. “We've tried to
make the farm as family-friendly as possible,” she says.

For other CSA customers, the arrangement’s main
appeal is its pesticide-free produce, which typically
meets or exceeds
USDA organic stan-
dards (see sidebar).

“I didn’t think I'd care
more when | had a
child,” another Tulsa-
area CSA member
explains, “but all the
research points to it
being even more
important for kids.”

Mike Appel and Emily Oakley

CLOSER TO HOME



Variety: Fresh, Local — and Affordable?

On the more mouthwatering side, CSA
farms’ ever-changing mix of fresh, local
produce is a big draw for customers.
Living up to that standard makes diversi-
fication a central part of CSAs’ business
model. Oakley and Appel use a spread-
sheet to avoid repetition in their CSA
baskets’ contents.

The Coopers, by no means atypical, grow
75 different crops. In mid-June, for example,
they fill their members’ baskets with salad
mix, summer squash, beets, arugula, and
blueberries. Come August, it'll be tomatoes,
basil, zucchini, okra, and eggplant.

Like many CSAs, the Coopers also throw in
a weekly newsletter with recipes and other
tips for preparing and storing the current
harvest. Newsletters also let CSA farms
keep their customers up-to-date on what’s
happening at the farm — as well as educating
them about agriculture in general.

When weeds were thick in May, Appel
and Oakley let their customers know,
through the newsletter, that they were
spending their time weeding — and took
the opportunity to explain the difference
between weed control using synthetic
herbicides as opposed to the kind that
takes good old-fashioned elbow grease.

All these attractions notwithstanding, the
up-front cost of CSA can still cause
would-be customers to balk. Nationwide,
the average price for a CSA share is about
$400 for an entire season. In Oklahoma,
the figure ranges from $240 to $450. But
at $15 to $20 a week for a half-bushel bas-
ket of produce picked the same day it’s
delivered, CSA farmers say that’s not such
a bad bargain.

For the quantities, quality, and freshness
of the produce, they may be right. A share
from the Coopers’ CSA, for instance, is

CSAs Bring Affordable
Fresh Food to Low-
Income People

Direct marketing operations, such as
farmers’ markets and CSAs, can be
among the most affordable sources

of fresh produce available to many
people. [1]

This fact is not widely recognized,
however, and CSAs in particular have
sometimes been criticized for catering
to more affluent customers, with little
thought for the nutritional needs of
lower income community members.

James and Jennifer Cooper
of Nuyaka Farm

James and Jennifer Cooper of Nuyaka Natural Farm have worked out a way to meet
part of those needs through their CSA operation. A percentage of the cost of each
paid share in their CSA goes toward a free share for low-income families. [2]

The Coopers are Oklahoma pioneers in such private-sector approaches to improving
access to fresh food. Similarly inspired programs to link local farms with people in
need of fresh produce have sprung up in other locations around the U.S:

In Wisconsin, the Madison Area CSA Coalition (MACSAC) runs a Partnershares
program. MACSAC pays the up-front cost of a share from a lower-income house-
hold’s choice of the coalition’s 16 CSAs, and the customer pays back half that
amount in installments over five to six months. Anannual fundraiser and individ-
ual donations, as well as some grants, cover the remainder of the share price. [3]

In Providence, Rhode Island, the Southside Community Land Trust runs a CSA on
a sliding-scale fee system, with wealthier customers funding a portion of the
share price for the less affluent. Share prices run from $200 individual/$350
family for households with incomes under $25,000, to $450 individual/$600
family for those with incomes above $100,000. [4]

Connecticut’s Hartford Food System operates a similar arrangement, as well as
offering “workshares” in which labor, rather than cash, is exchanged for a CSA
share. [5]

Through Maine’s Senior Farmshare Program, 178 Maine farms provided $100
worth of fresh produce to each of more than 7,500 seniors. Maine’s state agricul-
ture department administers the program in cooperation with several other state
agencies; funding comes from the federal Senior Farmers' Market Nutrition
Program. [6]

In northwest Lower Michigan, the Northwest Food Coalition’s fresh Food Partnership
works with 34 food pantries and kitchens to raise money to buy food from local
farmers. In its second year, the project gathered $21,000, bought 13 tons of food
from 26 local farmers, and served it to 6,500 people in a seven-county area. [7]
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Oakley hopes that the CSA example
will inspire more Oklahoma youths
to return to their home communities
and take up farming as a vocation.

sized to make five vegetable-based meals for two
adults each week. A CSA share, then, could nudge
many Oklahomans’ fresh-vegetable intake closer to
where dieticians say it ought to be — and might even
be paid for out of what they could save by cutting
back on junk food. [1]

The same amount of produce at the grocery store
could cost much more, and without the same fresh-
ness, quality, or returns to local agriculture. [2]

For those unable to afford the up-front cost of a share,
CSA farms’ small-scale, personal nature allows them
to adapt to find solutions. Some offer pay-as-you-go
arrangements. The Coopers offer discounts to
members who get others to sign up, while Oakley
and Appel have developed a debit-card system.

New Beginnings

As they work to make their bounty as affordable as
possible, CSA farmers have to be careful to preserve
their own returns. “We have to work a little harder
for CSA income than for the farmers’ market,” says
Oakley. “The benefits aren't free.”

The implication is that CSA farmers, like their cus-
tomers, are willing to give a little extra for things
that don’t necessarily show up in the bottom line. It
that commitment that gives CSA much of its promise
for re-growing a more sustainable food system.

The first CSA in the United States began in 1986,
modeled after similar arrangements in Europe
called “vegetable box schemes” or “subscription
farming.” The idea spread quickly on both east and
west coasts, as small farmers on the fringes of those
regions’ major cities found a ready urban market for
weekly deliveries of fresh, local produce. In 1999, a

nationwide survey counted over one thousand CSAs
operating in the United States — but none in
Oklahoma. [3]

Three years later, Sharon Miller started her CSA -
Oklahoma?s first — on her aptly named New
Beginning Farm.

Since then, upwards of half a dozen other innovative
Oklahoma farmers have thrown their hats into the
CSA ring — and found a ready market.

Starting small, Oakley and Appel began their CSAs
first season with ten members, mostly family and
friends, before expanding to 30 in the second. Like the
Coopers, they got an early boost from already having
regular customers at the Tulsa farmers’ market.

Now, Oakley and Appel have a waiting list of cus-
tomers in nearby Tulsa; the Coopers expect to dou-
ble their membership next season.

Still, they caution that it’s important to be realistic
about the amount of income a CSA will generate,
especially at first. Few if any Oklahoma CSAs gen-
erate as much as half their farm income through the
CSA itself, even after a few years. “It’s a good thing
to transition into,” says Oakley, “but not as a sole
income.”

Yet despite the cautions, Oakley hopes that the CSA
example will inspire more Oklahoma youths to return
to their home communities and take up farming as a
vocation,

“It is possible,” she says. She and Appel, supporting
themselves by selling the produce they grow on a
couple of leased acres, are living proof of that.

“I'm really surprised to see youngsters getting into
farming as a career,” says one of Oakley and Appel’s
customers.

These “youngsters” could well be an important part
of the future of agriculture (and community food
security) in Oklahoma, but only if their communities
continue to see the value of their way of farming and
support it.

“It’s a lot of labor and a lot of love,” says James Cooper,
“but | couldn’t see myself doing anything else.”

CLOSER TO HOME
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

NONMETRO - NON FOOD DESERT

Creek County

68,794 people in 2003 +2% since 2000 [+2%]

(:{:LN

1 .
1,838 farmsin 2002  -6% since 1997 [-1%]:
459 with net gains, averaging $12,036 =
1,374 with net losses, averaging $6,625
202 with federal subsidies, averaging $1,123
Per capita personal income, 2003; $22,003 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002: -$1,952 [$8,220] [Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
Poverty: 12.9 % [14.5%]  Unemployment: 7.49% [5.66%] figures for comparison.]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 58.1% [54.1%)]
Percentage of county population that is This "snapshot”is a collection of
Underweight/normal: 38.9 [39.9] Overweight; 36.4 [36.0] Obese: 24.7 [24.1] statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
Amount spent in 2004 on N security in the county. It includes
OFOCETIES . ...\t $55.1 m!ll!on indicators of economic well-being
mealsatrestaurants ................. . $41.6 million o
for individuals, households, and
Value of direct sales, 2002 ............. ..o $81,000 farms. Also included is an indicator
Farmers' markets within 75 miles ..................... ... ... ............... 7 of diet-related health (weight) of
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ........................ 3 county residents. Information
) showing the potential for
Major crops: cattle, hay, horses . .
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): pecans(70), peaches(11), apples(9), Increased .Iocal food production
blackberries(8), grapes(6), watermelons(4), and many others and sales is also presented.
See Introduction for more detail,

Percent of farms with gross sales...
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It's Not Quite the Middle of Nowhere:

CSA Goes Country

ost successful CSA farms, in Oklahoma and

nationwide, thrive in the shadow of major

cities, with easy access to a large pool of rela-
tively affluent and educated customers. In a large
and rural state, though, the CSA concept enters
uncharted realms as it attempts to find its feet in the
countryside.

One pioneer on CSA's rural Oklahoma frontier is
Barbara Stroud. A teacher in Elgin, about 15 miles
north of Lawton on 1-44, Stroud first heard of CSA
at a Kerr Center workshop in the fall of 2004. Early
the following spring, she sent letters to fellow teachers
at the school where she works, seeking subscribers
for her first CSA season.

Stroud and her husband Bill farm outside Indiahoma,
20 miles west of Lawton in Comanche County. She
has a lifetime's gardening skill under her belt, and
several years' experience selling vegetables to a near-
by produce stand. Still, she was uncertain of the
guantity of produce she could guarantee.

So she limited herself to ten customers, and wound
up with eight. After completing her first season, she
was more confident that she could carry a higher
number of customers, but the time requirements of
harvesting, processing, and distributing her produce
led her to cap the 2006 season's list at twelve.

More Food, More Farmers?

Stroud has had enough inquiries to more than fill that
self-imposed quota. Some came from as far as 80
miles away - farther than she feels able to deliver,
particularly with gasoline prices climbing. The level of
interest, along with her customers' scattered locations
over a wide swath of southwestern Oklahoma, suggest
that CSA farming has a sizeable potential market in
rural as well as urban areas of the state.

That market could provide both openings for begin-
ning farmers and significant supplemental income

Barbara Stroud and family

for existing farms, like the Strouds'. On their farm's
several hundred acres, the Strouds raise a typical
range of commodity crops, including wheat, hay,
and cattle.

There are also plenty of the pecans common to
Oklahoma pastures, and show hogs for their four
school-age kids' 4-H projects. (Stroud's first CSA
delivery of the season included a bag of pecans, and
she's considered adding beef, pork, and eggs as
optional offerings on her CSA menu.) The five acres
Stroud set aside for her CSA produce generated cash
returns out of proportion to their size in the overall
farm operation.

Accompanying such opportunities, there are also
plenty of puzzles to be solved in adapting CSA to a
rural setting. One, already mentioned, is working out
the harmonies between high-value CSA crops and more
extensive commodity crops. Keeping yearling steers
out of the lettuce is another improvement Stroud
ruefully pledges to make, along with separating farm
dogs and pullets.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Compared to buying the same
quantities at the grocery store,
“it's much more economical.”

Selling the Concept

Another head-scratcher for rural CSA is simply the
unfamiliarity of the concept. Several of Stroud's
customers had never heard of the idea.

Likewise, Stroud can point to large vegetable growers
in the area, long-time suppliers of farm stands, who
have watched her first CSA season without quite
seeming to grasp its potential for their own operations.
She marvels at the quantity of produce one such
farmer grows, saying, “He’s just selling it bit by bit,
for whatever he can get at the time. 1'm not sure he
realizes | already got paid.”

Advance payment is a key advantage of CSA from the
farmer's standpoint. From the customer's-eye-view,
though, it may not look as good. Bountiful harvests
can help to change that perception. Several of Stroud's
customers noted receiving more produce than they'd
expected during their first season in her CSA.
Compared to buying the same quantities at the gro-
cery store, says one, “It's much more economical.”

Her fellow teachers agree, though, that the deal
might not seem so sweet in a poor-harvest year. As
one hedge against that possibility - as well as to
maintain variety, and thus customer contentment -
CSAs typically grow a diverse mix of crops, so that
some are likely to produce no matter what the
vagaries of the weather. If even that should fail to
secure adequate yields, Stroud points out, “There's
always a fall garden.”

Meeting Halfway

A fall garden might be a tricky feat for Barbara Stroud
to pull off. At the end of the summer growing sea-
son, she goes back to her job as special education
director at Elgin Middle School. But the idea

1w

CSps

\

m CSA farms in Oklahoma and nationally tend to be smaller
than average in terms of acreage.
The average Oklahoma farm has 404 acres; the average size
of an Oklahoma CSA farm is 75 acres. [1,2]

Oklahoma CSA farms grow on an average of five CSA acres.
Nationwide, nearly 80% of CSA farms operate less than ten
CSA acres, and 80% own no land of their own. [2,3]

m CSA farmers are younger than average.

Inthe U.S., the average age of farmers is 56 years; the average
age of CSA farmers nationwide is 43. [1,3]

m Alarge percentage of CSA farmers are women.
In Oklahoma, 83% of CSA farmers are female. Women make up
47% of CSA farmers in the U.S., 11% of all farmers in the U.S.,
and ten percent of all farmers in Oklahoma. [1,2,3]

m Many CSA farms use organic growing methods.

Nationwide, about 40% of CSA farms are certified organic, and
another 40% are organic but not certified. [3]

CSA farms also commonly incorporate “agroecological” practices,
like rotations, cover crops, and livestock, suggested but not man-
dated by USDA organic standards. [4]

There is currently one certified organic CSA farm in Oklahoma, but
nearly all use natural or organic practices, and two out of three of
Oklahoma CSA farms surveyed intend to become certified. [2]

m Oklahoma CSA share prices are comparable to the national
average.
On average, Oklahoma CSAs offer 23 shares, at a price of $334
for a 17-week season. Nationwide, CSA farms sell an average of
50 shares at $412 each, over a 23-week season. [2,3]

m CSA farms yield higher incomes.

Nationwide, 60% of CSAs have a gross farm income of $20,000 or
more. For all farms in the U.S., that number is 39%. [1,3]
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demonstrates another feature of CSAs, one that, if
anything, is more important as they move into rural
areas. That feature is their flexibility to adapt to the
needs of both farmers and customers.

Like many CSA farmers, Stroud handed question-
naires to her customers at the season's end, to get
their reactions to their first CSA experience and help
chart a course for the next season. Many of her cus-
tomers are coworkers, she commutes nearly 40 miles
a day, and all the miles are definitely not free.

The five acres Stroud set aside for
her CSA produce generated cash
returns out of proportion to their
size in the overall farm operation.

Hoping to curb the higher fuel cost of deliveries to
that dispersed customer base, Stroud included a
question about whether customers would be willing
to drive to the farm to pick up their weekly shares.
Few were.

But, stopping by to visit at the end of the first day of
school, a couple of them concede that they'd be will-
ing to meet her halfway, at a central pickup point in
Lawton.

Both of these customers froze or canned a goodly
portion of their plentiful CSA produce. They jok-
ingly mention how nice it would be if the produce
came already preserved. Stroud widens her eyes in
mock horror. “No way!” she exclaims. Washing and
bagging, she says, are work enough already. One of
the other teachers offers, half-jokingly, to do the
preserving for a share of the take.

Maybe that idea will come to something, and maybe
not. Either way, it's an important illustration of the
“community” in CSA. The network of exchange is
small and close enough that changes in the operation
- distribution, planting, pricing, and so on - can be
worked out to farmers' and customers' mutual satis-

Barbara Stroud

faction over the tailgate or in the break room, rather
than dictated at a board meeting or pitched in a slick
ad campaign.

Farmers for a Day

In its earliest incarnations, CSA carried the ideal of
community even farther, with customers providing
farm labor in addition to the price of their shares.
Such arrangements have become less common over
time. [1,2] Still, though, Stroud points out that some
of her customers' kids do help her harvest from time
to time, thus getting an exposure to agriculture
they'd otherwise miss.

That personal involvement also helps to maintain,
and raise, people's awareness of how food is grown -
especially among the younger generation. When
parents come out to pick up their shares and bring
their kids along, says Sharon Miller, of New
Beginning Farm near Norman, “It gives them a
whole different perspective.”

That building of connections between people, land,
and food, are values of CSA that apply equally well
in the city and the country. As innovative Oklahoma
farmers continue to develop the CSA concept, those
values can take root and flourish, growing a network
of more secure local food systems for both urban
and rural communities all over the state.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

METRO - NON FOOD DESERT

Comanche County

113,980 people in 2003

1,188 farms in 2002 +2% since 1997 [-1%]:

510 with net gains, averaging $18,726
677 with net losses, averaging $7,662
381 with federal subsidies, averaging $5,769

-1% since 2000 [+2%]

Per capita personal income, 2003 $23,725 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002: $3,676 [$8,220]

Poverty: 14.8% [14.5%] Unemployment: 3.61% [5.66%)]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 49.0% [54.1%]

Percentage of county population that is
Underweight/normal: 38.9 [39.9] Overweight: 36.4 [36.0] Obese: 24.7 [24.1]

Amount spent in 2004 on

OFOCEIIES ... e e $59.1 million
meals atrestaurants ................. . $103.0 million
Value of direct sales, 2002 .. ... $32,000
Farmers' markets within 75 miles ........... . . 4

Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school

Major crops: cattle, grains, milk
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): pecans(12), watermelons(2),
apples(1), apricots(1), collard greens(1), cucmbers(1), and others

Percent of farms with gross sales...

@N

[Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
figures for comparison.]

This "snapshot™ isa collection of
statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
security in the county. It includes
indicators of economic well-being
for individuals, households, and
farms. Also included is an indicator
of diet-related health (weight) of
county residents. Information
showing the potential for
increased local food production
and sales is also presented.

See Introduction for more detail.
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Green Grass and Murray Greys:

Beaver Creek Farms’ Direct

t's a gray March day on Beaver Creek Farms outside

Lawton — blustery, cold, threatening rain — and the

cattle, a breed called Murray Grey, are colored to
blend in.

But ranch owner-operators Carole Brown and Tom
Gunn see, in the green grass everywhere underfoot,
the color of the stuff they’ll use to measure another
successful season of direct-marketing their grassfed
Oklahoma beef.

“The market doesn’t really affect the price we’re
getting for our beef,” says Gunn. “Cattle prices are
high now. Our premium is still higher, but not as
much. But a year from now, the direct marketing
price will still be high — the other prices, maybe not.”

Although — or perhaps because — their eyes never stray
far from the bottom line, Brown and Gunn use an
approach that considers the health of all parts of the
system: soil, water, plants, animals — and customers.

“A lot of the people who buy our beef buy it for the
health reasons of grassfed,” says Gunn. “We get a
lot of interest through grassfed, and a lot through
antibiotic- and hormone-free.”

Not long after they entered the cattle business in
1994-5, Gunn says, “We realized we’d get a better
premium by going a different route. We compared
the price we were getting for cattle and then the
price of steak in the grocery store. There was no
relationship.”

Gunn and Brown eased into the direct marketing
game a few animals at a time. According to Brown,
it took three to four years to build up a stable cus-
tomer base.

Early on, she says, “We gave away a lot of free one-
pound packs of hamburger, because that’s the easiest
thing for people to tell the difference between ours
and what they get in the store.”

The marketing efforts paid off. “We’ve never had a
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complaint about the beef,” says Brown. Today, if
you want to buy Beaver Creek’s grassfed beef, there’s
a place on the waiting list for you.

Even so, says Brown, “We try not to take anything
to the butcher unless it’s already sold.”

Beaver Creek takes a small deposit in July and
August — “just a commitment,” as Brown puts it —
for an animal that will be slaughtered the following
January. “We’d sell a lot more than we do,” she
allows, “but people don’t realize that they have to
plan ahead.”

Over the years, Beaver Creek’s customers have
adjusted to that planning process. Brown and Gunn
have shifted to meet their clients’ needs, too — for
example, by moving their sale date closer to the time
of year when people are getting tax refunds.

Brown and Gunn have tried several different proces-
sors over the years, finally settling on a small USDA
inspected plant 60 miles away.

“We've found that it’s worth the drive,” says Gunn,
citing the importance for direct marketers of locat-
ing a capable, trustworthy processor.

Beaver Creek’s customers are usually local, from
Oklahoma City and Norman, with some from Tulsa.
When their orders are ready, they pick them up at
the processor themselves.

CLOSER TO HOME
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Selling by the quarter or the half, Beaver Creek
needs no permits beyond the inspection sticker from
the processing plant. Says Gunn, “If you can sell it
local, why bother to ship?”

Like its marketing strategy, Beaver Creek’s signature
breed is the result of a gradual conversion sparked
by an early realization.

Brown and Gunn began with Limousin bulls in a
mixed herd of cattle. Their interest in Murray
Greys, an Australian breed currently celebrating its
hundredth year of existence, grew out of an article
the two saw in the Stockman-Grassfarmer magazine.

The article described Murray Greys as gentle, beefy,
suited to all climates, with small, lively calves.

The calves gain well on grass and the bulls test well
for tenderness, say the couple. (They have tail hair
or semen tested for genetic markers of tenderness.)

Stewardship of the land that is the basis for their
success is very important to the couple. In 1998,
Beaver Creek received an Oklahoma Producer Grant
from the Kerr Center, which they used to plant
buffer strips around, and fence livestock out of, a
perpetually muddy pond draining several hundred
acres of continuously cultivated land. As a result,
over the years, the water in the pond has cleared up.

Even with such a successful record, Brown and
Gunn are slow to claim credit. “We only have ten
years’ experience,” says Gunn. “What we don’t
know is amazing.” Still, it’s plain that they’ve found
a niche in more than just the marketing sense when
he says, “We will never give up the beef business.”

Meat and Nutrition

The USDA puts meat, poultry, fish, dry beans or peas, eggs, nuts,
and seeds together in one dietary group.

Meat and beans are high in such nutrients as protein,
B vitamins, Vitamin E, and iron.

The USDA dietary guidelines suggest that adults should eat between
five and six ounce equivalents of lean meat and/or (dry) beans per
day. [1,2] Lean cuts of beef and lean ground beef are recommended.

The guidelines recommend that only a limited portion of the rec-
ommended daily allowance come from foods with higher levels
of saturated fats and cholesterol, such as fatty cuts of beef, lamb,
and pork. [1,2]

Grassfed beef has about four times less fat than meat from cattle on
agrain diet, and is twice as lean as chicken thigh. Bison meat also
has low fat content, in the same range as grassfed beef. [3]

In addition, lean beef lowers levels of LDL cholesterol, the so-called
“bad” cholesterol. [4]

Individuals concerned about their dietary intakes of given food groups
or nutrients should consult a physician or dietician.

For further information:

www.mypyramid.gov/pyramid/meat.ntml#
www.usu.edu/trdhiman/homepage.html
www.wisc.edu/fri/clarefs.ntm
www.eatwild.com
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State of the State's Farms

Goal: Foster the continued entry of diverse new farmers into Oklahoma agriculture.

Public Policy Priorities:

« Comprehensively review all relevant existing regula-
tions for any bias of effects against small producers.
Based on the foregoing review, create a distinct
regulatory framework for diversified small farms
that reflects their particular capacities, challenges,
and needs.

« Evaluate the kinds and amounts of credit available
to beginning, small, and part-time Oklahoma
farmers, and identify ways of increasing their
access to farm credit.
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equivalent number of independent restaurants, at a
price profitable for all parties? [5]

Is it really desirable to have as many small farmers as possi-
ble on the land or just many, many more than there are
today? And, if the latter, then how many more, exactly?

Too Big, Too Small, or Just Right?

Such questions are central to the challenge of identifying
the proper sizes of the pieces in a viable community
food network. Currently, the number of small farms
marketing direct to consumers is too small for them to
start feeding the state s entire population tomorrow, or
perhaps even in a decade.

In the gap between such farms and transnational food
retail corporations, though, a wide range of food enter-
prises, in many different sizes and combinations, could
conceivably fit. Which ones will work, and work best?
Braums relatively unusual situation raises the question of
whether large size alone is reason enough for exclusion
from a community food system.

On the other hand, giving the impetus toward bigness
free rein can leave farmers in the position of having to
choose whether you want your neighbor, or your neighbors
farm, says Dick Thompson of Practical Farmers of
lowa [6], a sustainable agriculture group.

Too often, economic pressures leave little role for choice
in that decision, and as a consequence, food consumers
have correspondingly fewer choices as well. Competition
is a process that tends to eliminate itself at least unless
individual firms are subject to some brake on their own
growth.

Braum s 300-mile delivery radius is one such brake, and
that observation brings the circuitous discussion of size
and sustainability back to its starting point at the theme
of food mileage.

The purpose of Braum s voluntary geographic size limit
is to maintain freshness, but it also has the fortuitous
side effect of leaving room on the field for other players.

How much room, and how many other players, remain
questions to be answered. Food miles provide one way
to find some of those answers, making them a valuable
tool for improving community food security.

Keeping It Closer to
Home: Food Miles
and Regional Markets

Goal: Address the environmental
impacts and vulnerabilities of
cross-continental food shipment by
reducing the food miles of items
consumed by Oklahomans.

Public Policy Priorities:
Examine Oklahomas capacity to provide
locally produced food, from the standpoint
of emergency preparedness.

For more policy priorities that would help reduce
food miles, see Chapters 6, 8, 9, 10, 11.
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Concentration in the Food System

s the means of producing and

distributing food become concen-

trated in fewer and fewer hands,
competition diminishes, and the food
system becomes increasingly fragile.

The danger of such concentration in the
food system grows larger still when a
few companies control a large share of
the market in not just one sector, but
several. Concentration’s risks are also
increased when a single company controls
more than one stage of production
within a single sector — for example,
manufacturing the fertilizer and growing
the seed necessary to produce grain,
and also owning and operating the
mills used to process grain into flour.
This is called “vertical integration”
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Economists measure this concentration of market power in a given industry with a number called the four-firm con-
centration ratio, or CR-4. The CR-4 is the percentage of the market for a given commodity that is controlled by the
largest four companies in that sector. A CR-4 of 40% or more is considered as a sign that competition is reduced, or,
in other words, that the largest companies are beginning to acquire monopoly power. [1] In some food industry

sectors, concentration has been at or above this "monopoly threshhold" for twenty years or more. [2]

The top four firms in certain sectors important to Oklahoma agriculture are shown below. Companies whose
names are in bold type are among the top four largest firms in more than one sector. [2]

BEEF PACKERS (2003 CR-4 = 83.5%)
1. Tyson Foods (formerly IBP Inc.)
2. Cargill (Excel)

3. Swift & Co.

4. National Beef Packing Co.

BROILERS (2003 CR-4 = 56%)
1. Tyson Foods

2. Pilgrim’s Pride

3. Gold Kist

4. Perdue

PORK PACKERS (2003 CR-4 = 64%)
1. Smithfield Foods

2. Tyson Foods (formerly IBP Inc.)
3. Swift & Co.

4. Hormel Foods

FLOUR MILLING (2004 CR-4 = 63%)
1. Cargill/CHS (Horizon Milling)

2. ADM

3. ConAgra

4. Cereal Food Processors

CLOSER TO HOME
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Community Food Security: Snapshot

NONMETRO - NON FOOD DESERT

Grady County

47,439 people in 2003 +4% since 2000 [+2%]

1,804 farmsin 2002  -1% since 1997 [-1%)]:

930 with net gains, averaging $32,269
880 with net losses, averaging $9,301
533 with federal subsidies, averaging $2,825

Per capita personal income, 2003: $22,407 [$25,936]
Average farm net income, 2002: $12,058  [$8,220]

Poverty: 12.4% [14.5%] Unemployment: 4.84% [5.66%)]
Students receiving free and reduced price lunches: 45.5% [54.1%)]

Percentage of county population that is
Underweight/normal: 33.4 [39.9] Overweight: 41.3 [36.0] Obese: 25.4 [24.1]

Amount spent in 2004 on
OIOCEIIES v ettt ettt e e e $52.1 million
meals at restaurants ... $49.7 million

Value of direct sales, 2002 .........coiiii $151,000
Farmers' markets within 75miles ........... .o 9
Number of school districts interested in farm-to-school ...................... 2

Major crops: cattle, milk, grains
Fruit/vegetable crops (on # of farms): watermelons(20), pecans(11),
tomatoes(10), peaches(8), pumpkins(6), sweet corn(6), and many others

Percent of farms with gross sales...
35.0

ILN

[Bracketed figures in italics
are Oklahoma statewide
figures for comparison.]

This "snapshot™ isa collection of
statistics that indicate the level of,
and potential for, community food
security in the county. It includes
indicators of economic well-being
for individuals, households, and
farms. Also included is an indicator
of diet-related health (weight) of
county residents. Information
showing the potential for
increased local food production
and sales is also presented.

See Introduction for more detail.
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Farming and the Environment: The Local Food Connection

behind the two coasts in adopting new attitudes.

Whether or not that is true (or bad, for that
matter), citizens of all stripes in the Sooner State
have not fallen behind when it comes to environ-
mental protection, working hard to preserve the
state's natural resources for future generations to
appreciate and enjoy.

Oklahoma is often accused of being light years

As part of that preservation effort, Oklahoma grass
roots environmental groups such as the Oklahoma
Sustainability Network (OSN) and the Oklahoma
Sierra Club have been strong supporters of inde-
pendent family farms and local food distribution
systems in Oklahoma.

OSN has chapters in Oklahoma City, Norman,
Tulsa, Stillwater, Shawnee and “Green Country”-
northeastern Oklahoma. At their annual conference
the group has featured locally grown food and sessions
on sustainable agriculture. Some chapters have also
sponsored “Oklahoma-grown” dinners, something
new in the Sooner state.

In 2006 the Tulsa chapter published the city's first
“Green Directory” with 700 listings of environmen-
tally-friendly businesses and groups. A large section

%

Sustainability: Maintaining the present
without compromising the future.

is devoted to sources of locally grown food.

In the brochure “How Your Food is Produced...
Matters” the Oklahoma chapter of the Sierra Club
lists reasons to buy locally grown food and support
family farmers. Benefits include: conserving energy
and reducing carbon emissions to help combat global
warming, preserving farmland and open space, and
enhancing genetic diversity. Furthermore, “buying
food locally helps reduce the vulnerability of our
food supply to contamination or disruption.”

In addition, the group asserts that local farmers are
more connected to their communities, and hence
“more likely to preserve the quality of the environment”
than farms owned by out-of-state corporations. [1]

Farmers and environmentalists often disagree about
what is good and what is bad for Oklahoma. Perhaps
they can agree on the value of a locally grown peach,
a bowl of blackberries or an ear of sweet corn. After
all, the way to a man's (or a woman's) heart, is
through his (or her) stomach.

CLOSER TO HOME



On the Menu: A Taste of Oklahoma

ay by day, it is becoming easier to find Oklahoma-
grown and Made in Oklahoma foods on
Oklahoma tables.

Since 2004, the Kerr Center has been serving delicious
Oklahoma-grown foods at conferences and meetings.
Grassroots organizations, such as the Oklahoma Food
Cooperative and the Oklahoma Sustainability
Network, have also featured Oklahoma-grown at their
events. The Oklahoma Department of Agriculture,
Food and Forestry continues to promote foods “made
in Oklahoma.” Chefs such as Kurt Fleischfresser at
Oklahoma City’s Coach House restaurant are creat-
ing a distinctly Oklahoma cuisine.

There are many reasons to “go local.” Serving locally
grown drastically reduces “food miles” (see luncheon

menu for just how much) and minimizes damage to
the natural environment. Serving foods grown
and/or processed in Oklahoma supports family farms,
businesses and rural communities in the state.
Making farm-fresh, locally-grown foods available in
all communities in Oklahoma supports the efforts of
public agencies, food banks, churches and ordinary
citizens working to end hunger and food insecurity
in the state. Eating nutritious, delicious, farm-fresh
fruits and vegetables makes Oklahomans healthier.

Last, but not least, as younger Oklahomans discover
the bounty of the state's farms and ranches, they will
reconnect to the land that their families once belonged
to — Oklahoma, a land that is grand, a land worth
singing about.

KERR CENTER — BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OKLAHOMA GROWN LUNCHEON
Poteau, OK - May 24, 2005

Meats - Natural Farms, Chris and Jeff Emerson, Tulsa, OK

Food Miles [1]

Rump Roasts, Brisket, Beef Italian Sausage, Sliced Beef, Salami Cold Cuts * 368
Cheeses - Christian Cheese, George Christian, Kingfisher, OK 241

Elderberry Wine, White New York Cheddar, Yellow Jalapeno Cheddar*

Lettuces - Ron and Maura’s Garden, Checotah, OK 80
Radishes **— Davis Farms, Charlie and Mary Davis, Webbers Falls, OK 11
Snow peas and green onions ** — JPS Shimack Farm, John and Perla Shimack, Okay, OK 91
Garlic Dill Pickles, Cookies ** — Nettie Ann’s Bakery, Nettie Yoder, Chouteau, OK 115
Pecan Tassies - Baked by Barbara Chester.

Pecans from trees on the campus of Southwestern State University, Weatherford, OK 260
Blueberry Delight — Baked by Barbara Chester.

Blueberries from Kerr Center Horticulture Farm, Poteau, OK 0
Strawberries — Doyle’s Country Gardens, Burl and Margie Doyle, Stilwell, OK 65
Ice Cream — Braum’s 213
Total Food Miles 1,544
Average Food Miles per item 154
Average Food Mile per item through conventional sources [2] 1,494

Good for You, Good for Oklahoma

* Purchased through the Oklahoma Food Cooperative; delivered by way of Oklahoma City to Poteau.
**Purchased at the Muskogee Farmers’ Market.
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