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HONORS COLLEGE studies of four different organizations highlight ways in which food security initiatives are addressing food access within the study region. An analysis

of interviewed organizations and their legal structure compared to the statistic instances of food insecurity revealed that a diversity of legal structures
can enable food access programs to diversely address the most pressing food security needs. When a region has a variety of organizations engaged in
food security work, emergency food acquisition options can increase positively contributing to overall resilience of regional food security efforts.
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How does the legal structure of food security organizations affect regional food access efforts in Camden
County and Gloucester County?

Project Design Definitions of Food Access + Food Security
While there are many measures and metrics designed to understand food access, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)’s Food Environment Atlas serves as a widely
e C(Central to the project design is the recognition that the food agreed upon nexus of measurements and definitions. This project relies heavily on this resource’s data sets and definitions; notedly to describe food access and food insecurity
insecurity data and statistics surrounding food security work (Rhone, 2025).

represent people and their stories.

o This key theme was the catalyst for working together and
a central tenant that we returned to as an evaluative tool
for which to make sure the project remained focused.

Food Access can be defined in a variety of ways to describe a range of indicators affecting an individual’s access to food, such as:

e “Accessibility to sources of healthy food, as measured by distance to a store or by the number of stores in an area;
e Individual-level resources that may affect accessibility, such as family income or vehicle availability; and
e Neighborhood-level indicators of resources, such as the average income of the neighborhood and the availability of public transportation” (Rhone,

e A case study structure was chosen for its alignment with this 2025).
overarching project goal and for its ability to answer the
guiding research question. Food Security Food Insecurity
o Case studies are effective in analyzing phenomena at High food security: no reported indications of food-access problems or limitations. | Low food security:: reports of reduced quality, variety, or desirability of diet. There
individual and organizational levels, allowing for both is little or no indication of reduced food intake.

individual connections and context to emerge (Gagnon, Marginal food security: one or two reported indications—typically of anxiety over | Very low food security: reports of multiple indications of disrupted eating patterns

Y-C, 2010). food sufficiency or shortage of food in the house. There is little or no indication of | and reduced food intake.
changes in diets or food intake.

Food Environment Data Analysis

Food environments are the physical, economic, political, and sociocultural ways in which a consumer interacts with a food system (Franco, M., Bilal, U., Diez, J. 2016). This project analyzed the
regional food environment by conducting a county-level analysis and a regional “foodshed” analysis. A 100-Mile Foodshed map was chosen for this project based on the precedent of DVRPC's 2010
Greater Philadelphia Food System Study, in which a 100-mile radius was utilized in the geospatial component of analysis.
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Methods + Findi
Organization Legal Structure County Location Advantages of Structure Barriers to Structure
e Four organizations engaged with food security work were chosen: one 501(c)(3) » The management structure of
. ) . . . Healthcare provider with food Cooper’s size and resources allow Cooper does not allow the
nonprofit and one for-profit organization in each county. Cooper University Healthcare | assistance programs in Population Camden County trust from a larger group of orogram to have full control of its
e Outreach was conducted to each individual organization to schedule an Health department, receives food recipients to grow. own operations.
. . from Food Bank of South Jersey
Interview.

e Interview questions were developed after reviewing the quantitative

: Needs can be responded to in an
data, ensuring they were contextually relevant. D Y

Programs can be constrained by

Jersey Kebab For-profit local business Camden County context, so long as they operate revenue and operating costs
e Interview questions included inquiries about the following topics: within revenue and costs.
Organizational Goals
Organization Programs - 01(e)s) . Guaranteed and continuous flow
. . s Aelilgioiis el e e EelalE]i: of resources, remainin No substantive barriers to internal
Demographics of Recipients Zallie’s Community Foundation | the charity wing of Zallie’s-owned Gloucester County ’ J

independent of grants and a structure

food stores, which is a for-profit : iy :
changing political environment

Data Collection |
corporation

Legal Tax-Exempt Statuses
Structural advantages and barriers

O O O O O O

o Personal testimonies on food security work Municipal Sigli(g?i) ATl ot Cooperative relationship from the
e Interview notes from each meeting were synthesized into individual case Glassboro Samaritan Center bank, provided with food by Gloucester County Soie 2igs £ 2l seiely het el ) e sulssiEniive seniErs @ Iniemsl
’ support, and TEFAP food keeps structure

TEFAP (USDA) through Southern

studies, and we forwarded these case studies with the individual . el
Regional Food Distribution Center

organizations for qualitative review.

the operations steady
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Zallie’s food stores, which build their self-sustaining nature and allow their food access programs to
utilize resources that would not be provided to nonprofits via state and federal assistance programs
e Nonprofits gain the advantages of being able to receive food from many different programs operating
under different qualifications. Small and local operations such as Glassboro Samaritan Center have the
availability to open new procurement channels.
Given the observed benetfits, challenges, and outcomes of these differences, it can be concluded that the
diversity of legal and tax statuses, available food resources, internal structures, and their individual scopes of
operations positively contributes to the resilience of regional food security efforts.
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