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INTRODUCTION

The North Carolina Association of County Commissioners is pleased to introduce “2015 N.C. County Snapshots:
50 Things to Know About All 100 Counties.” The new “County Snapshots” summary will replace the Association’s
‘Map Book,” and highlight the demographic, social, and educational statuses of all 100 counties, as the go-to
source for the most current data on county characteristics. We have compiled data and figures from the most
reliable federal, state, and private agencies and organizations, and expanded the scope and number of data
indicators to provide a more comprehensive picture of North Carolina counties.

‘County Snapshots” is divided into five chapters: Education, Demographics, Health and Human Services, Justice
and Public Safety, and Economic Development, each with its own subgroups of indicators. Indicators were

chosen based upon criteria of timeliness and relevance to current policy discourse, communications from county
representatives, as well as our own identification of critical characteristics. Our goal is for this summary to serve as a
resource to policymakers and representatives of all 100 counties, assisting you in making the most informed policy
decisions possible based on the highest quality available research.

Each indicator is designated with a map or a chart, as well as a legend, explanation of the indicator, and source
reference to provide context and clarity. The chapters have their own unigue trends, and so the chapters are
outfitted with brief summaries on how to interpret patterns and what can be gleaned from the data.

This summary will allow policymakers to identify the status of their own counties, and draw comparisons among
counties, leading to the exchange of best practices and lessons learmed to the benefit of each county. “County
Snapshots” is available at www.ncacc.org/countysnapshots.

Dr. Linda S. Millsaps Joe Fleming
Research Director Research Intern

Xl S bt

Page 4



CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION

The indicators clustered in the “Education” chapter paint clear regional images of performance
and expenditures in North Carolina schools. Statewide high school graduation rates have reached
the highest levels seen since the state started tracking cohort graduation rates in 2006, with ten
counties boasting rates of at least 90%. Regionally, the Mountain counties—and several Coastal
counties—lay claim to the highest four-year cohort graduation rates. Additionally, Coastal counties
and Eastern Mountain counties have the lowest dropout rates. The Coastal region in general
appears to be comprised of the counties with some of the strongest educational indicators,
hallmarked by Hyde and Tyrrell's 0.00-dropout rates, which is the first time any local education
agency (LEA) has reported zero dropouts for a school year. Coastal counties, select Mountain
counties, and Orange, Durham and Chatham counties have the highest per-average daily
membership (ADM) educational expenditures, with investments of more than $3,000 per student.

On a related financial note, local school fund balances vary significantly, and not necessarily in
relation to expenditures or performance. Many of the Eastern Mountain counties have limited
school fund balances, often below $1.0 million, or equivalent to less than $10 per resident. On the
other end of the spectrum, 23 county school systems carry a fund balance of more than $100 per
resident.

Not surprisingly, the more robustly urbanized areas of the Piedmont are home to the counties with
the most charter schools, as well as the counties with the most community college enrollees —
Buncombe County being an exception.
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES)

| County Expénditures
Per Pupil ‘

Alleghany
3,204

SZ 061

Forsyth
$2,344
32 895 $3 521 $3 481
‘Wake
Chatham '
$3,195

Moore
$2,230

County Expenditures

$855 m $4,425

South
Carolina

Explanation: County per pupil educational expenditures (includes salaries, employee benefits,
purchased services, supplies and materials, and instructional equipment)

Source: Department of Public Instruction, Statistical Profiles (2013-2014)
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES)

[Total Expenditures | "

Per Pupil ‘

Polk
$11,061

County Expenditures

$855 m $4,425

Warren
$11,151

sese L

$11,200 Showan
- ashington
$10,367 ETEED Dare
510,679

#
$12,618

$1)
Graham
1 $11,159

South
Carolina

Explanation: Educational expenditures (includes salaries, employee benefits, purchased
services, supplies and materials, and instructional equipment) from county, state, and federal
funding sources

Source: Department of Public Instruction, Statistical Profiles (2013-2014)
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES)

School Fund Balance
by LEA

Explanation: Funding
reserves for each local
educational agency (LEA)

Source: North Carolina
Department of Instruction,
Fiscal Year 2014

School Fund Balances

$0.01M $89.91M

ptiap contributors

$900,000,000

$800,000,000

$700,000,000

$600,000,000

$500,000,000 467,177,605

458,520,825

447,285,923

SFETT

449,822,174 .~

B L T T R———

SFE Totals

$400,000,000

$300,000,000

$200,000,000

$100,000,000

569,448,442

858,088,364

710,837,783
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (Epucational ExpendiTURES

Four-Year Graduation

Alleghany
92.2%
Surry Stokes Rocking
p gham Caswell Person 82.9%
B Gz 86.2% 75.5% 77.2% 76.0%
Granville -
74.6%
Wikes
88.7%
Yadkin
o Forsyth
86.6% y
A 8o.5% Cuta Franklin
- 88.5% Alamance | Orange [ Durhar iz
79.0% 86.3% | 815% R
Caldwell 77.4%
90.9% Alexander Davie Edgecombe
Madison 84.9% 87.6% 77.6% Tyrell
80.4% David Washington 88.2%
Iredell (el 830%
89.3%
o Randolph ng(g;um Wilson bre
wba 87.4% 77.8% £
90.8% 3%
Haywood
84.0%
. Johnston
Lincoln Greene
81.4% EE 87.3% Beautort
Rutherford Cloveland e B":yg:
78.6% levelan 89
Cabarrus Montgorery Wayne
e st 88.1% o 79.5%
Jackson 89.5% Bgs 2/: Mecklenburg’
& 85.1% Lenoir
77.3%
Macon "
Cherokee 83.2% e
e & Craven 872
. o Cumberiand Jones §5.5%
. . 81.2% 83.1%
ichmond
79.2% Duplin
4-Year Cohort Grad Rate 781%
Scotland
[ . 78.3% Carteret
70.7% 95.0% LIFCED
Onslow
89.2%
Robeson
85.0%
Pender
88.3%

Columbus
82.7%

lew Hano(er
81.4%
Brunswick
82.1%

Explanation: Percentage of ninth graders who graduated from high school four years later

Source: North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, North Carolina Graduation Results Web
Site — Data as of October 2, 2014
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES)

Alleghany -
254
Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person Warren
2 0 1 3 = 1 4 286 1.81 3.80 0.75 3.89 V;‘g;" 4.87
Granville -
Watauga 345
213
e G;’?g‘;"‘ Alamance| Orange | Durham F'g’ggi"
3.5 2.27 2.88 .
y Caldwell

r . 1.60 Ale;%r;der Edgecombe

2.39 45 i i -

i @

2.89 _

it Anson Richmon

- 275 -
— 1.96
. Johnston
s " G{eﬁ;‘e o
| ¢ 224
> w.
Graham ) 3.40 Cllzvetzne Cabarrus / Stanly 286
407 269 o 171 3.19
75 asion] Mecklenburg
y ) ) 184 231 Lenoir
337 2.06 )
Cherokee . 3 Pazrg\lc
1.02 :
d Sampson
----------- ‘ { 1.96 3.27 334
~ Scotland
1 (;’:010 4|_Dropout Rates - 418 Carteret
B . 229
. + Onslow
Robe Bladen 144
. Pen
248

N

Dropout Ra'tﬂes """ '

Ashe

Cumberland
222

Clay
Union

der
gver

Brunswick
3.20

Explanation: Dropout rate is calculated as (100 x Number of 2013-14 Dropouts) divided by
(20th Day Membership 2013-14 + Number of 2013-14 Dropouts)

Source: State Board of Education, Department of Public Instruction, “Report to the Joint
Legislative Education Oversight Committee,” March 15, 2015
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (Misc. EDUCATIONAL INDICATORS)

| Charter Sch&)ls in | )
Each County ‘

Guilford

Charters Per County
0

Explanation: Number of charter schools in each county

Source: Department of Public Instruction, Office of Charter Schools (2014-15)
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CHAPTER 1 - EDUCATION (Misc. EDUCATIONAL INDICATORS)

|County Enroliment in
Community Colleges

College Enroliment

South
Carolina

Explanation: North Carolina students enrolled in the community college system by home county

Source: North Carolina Community Colleges, Annual Statistical Report 2013 to 2014
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

The chapter on demographics focuses primarily on each county’s population. While we have
analyzed data tracking population changes from the onset of the Great Recession in 2008 through
2014, the make-up of each county’s population is represented by the most current data. The
largest population increases in the past few years have been in the Piedmont and southeast
regions of the state. Northern counties and the Northern Coastal region have experienced the
largest percentage decreases in population, though it is not clear how many of those individuals
migrated to other counties within the state, or if they left the state altogether.

Wake, Union, Mecklenburg, Onslow, Harnett and Johnston are among the “youngest” counties

in the state, with the highest ratios of residents under the age of 18 to residents over the age of
65. Wake, for example, has an age ratio of 1.50, meaning that their under-18 population is 1.5
times (or 50%) larger than the county’s 65-and-over population. Along the same vein, Mecklenburg
and Central Piedmont counties have the highest urban to rural population ratio, meaning that their
residential make-up is considerably more urtban than rural—though not surprising in itself.

Mecklenburg and Central Piedmont are home to the largest foreign-born non-citizen and veteran
populations in the state. Foreign-bom non-citizens make up the largest percentage of local
populations in the most metropolitan counties—such as Mecklenburg and Wake —as well as the
counties with the highest agricultural output, such as Duplin and Sampson.
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

{Population Chahge ----------------- s _{

Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person W
( 20 08 - 2 01 4) -0.18% 0.24% 0.15% 273% oo\ s
Granville
‘Watauga -0.70%

6.92% Wikes

1.63% Yadkin
3 Avery 0.73% oo
-0.52% Alamance B
6.10% Nash
Caldwell %
0.67% Alexander Davie T Edgecombe
Madison Yancey 2.96% 2.98% 0.54%
5.09% -0.16% Davidson
3.03%
Burke Randolph Wilson
McDowell c
g -0.87Y atawba i
1.28% B 2.28% Rowan 283% 225%
1.53%

553
Graham
1 2.34%

Cherokee
0.64%

Lincoln Lee Greene
Rutherford 586% 4.78% ” 1.64%
ayne
151% C!)e ;?;n Stanly 4.7);%
’ Gaston KD 0.38%
3.74% Lenoir.

-0.93%
Clay
4.38%

’ Pamli
Cumberland -
5.88% Sampson 95%
1.91% D"gli%rf
. 5.7
Population Growth g
-6.26% 15.88%

Bladen
R ey 0.36%

Columbus
1.90%

South
Carolina

Explanation: A county’s population change from 2008 to 2014 expressed as a percentage

Source: North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management Provisional 2014 Population
Estimates, and Smoothed 2008 Estimates
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

{Under 18 & 65 and Over | e N T e ,

Gates
0.2x
Hertford

Alleghany
L] - -0.2x
Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person W
Populations (Ratio) SR R
Granville
Watauga 04x
-0.1x
Guilford X
0.6x
0.4

Caldwell
r . 0.2x Alexander s
Madison 2% D
“0.1x
Iredell R
Burke ®Es ’
MCOD;’:"“’" 0.1x Catawba
Buncombe . 0.4x Rowan
Haywood 0.1x
-0.2x m
Cleveland
0.3x
gy Gaston
. 0.6x .

Randolph
0.5x

Beaufort
0.0x

Rutherford
0.1x Cabarrus / Stanly
(ky Merigomar

Henderson Polk
.2x

Jackson -0.4x
.0x

Cherokee -0.3x
-0.3x Clay
-0.4x

0.4x
Population by Age
-0.4x i 2.7x

Carteret
-0.2x

Bladen
Robeed 0.2x

Pender
0.2x
Ne gver

Brunswick
-0.3x

0.2x
Pasquotan
0.
Perquiman
, 0.2x
Bertie
0.1x 80
ashington
0.1x

Currifuct
Camdgn 0.5
0,5x

Explanation: Size of a county’s under-18 population compared to its 65-and-over population,
expressed as a ratio. A county with a figure of 0.0 would have equally large under-18 and
65-and-over populations. A county with a figure of 2.0 would have an under-18 population

2x as large as its 65-and-over population. A negative number indicates a larger 65-and-over
population.

Source: North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management Provisional 2014 Population
Estimates
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

Foreign-Born Non-Citizen el
Population

Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person Warren
1.3% 3.1% 1.1% 2.0% V;SSZ 1.8%

Forsyth

‘Yadkin
48% 6.6% Guilford
6.1%

Franklin

Orange
Alamance g 3.4%

5.5% 8.1%

Caldwell ) 3.4%
17% Alexander Davie : Edgecombe
Madison 9 2.9% 0% Tyrrell
1.1% ’ 6.2%
Iredell ) 16%
36%
Randolph Chatham Wilson L
Catawba i 6.9% 5.6% %
Lincoln pornetey
Harnett W Hyde
37% i 27%

Cabarrus
5.0%

Gaston
3.4%

Jackson
3.2%

Cherokee 3.8%
1.4% Clay

20% Sampson

Richmond

2.3% 7.3%

Foreign Born Population

0.7% [ 11.0%

Onslow
1.8%

Bladen
4.4%

Robeson
4.8%

Pender
27%

Columbus
2.5%

Brunswick
2.3%

Explanation: Foreign-bomn residents in the county who are not U.S. citizens as percentage of
total county population

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates;
National Association of Counties
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

Urbanizati
A Aleghany [ [ r B
J -1.0x Northampton
f Ashe Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person Vance! Warren 0 9xp
0.7x -0.4x -1.0x 0.7x 0.2 -1.0x
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X
Granville ¢ -0. i}
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i -0.6x Yadkin Perquimans
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~/ Saided Alexander Davi
avie
Madison 0.9x 20.6x o Edggc;mbe
08 Davidson ’ /ashington
Iredell ok -0.5x
06
3x

6x
McDowell TR0 Catawba :
Buncombe o E e Ax
Haywood 2.1x
0.2
Joporﬁ(:n G-r‘egze Beaufort
Rutherford b
-0.4x
1.0x

Currifuck
Camdegn -1.0;
0x

Randolph Chatham
20.2x -0.5x

Cabarrus  / Stanly M
o/ Gay [ Mortgomery

{7

Jackson
-0.6x

Macon

Cherokee -0.6x
1.0x Clay
1.0x

Cumberland
5.5x S:

ampson
-0.8x

0.6x
Cleveland
Henderson Polk R0ZX
i -0.9x
Pransylvania
-0.3x
02 i
- 0.8
Urban/Rural Divide p
— Carteret
-1.0x . 88.9x 1.4x
Onslow
Bladen 1.8x
-0.9x
Pender
-0.5x

Columbus
-0.8x

Brunswick
0.3x

Explanation: Size of the county’s urban population compared to its rural population, expressed
as a ratio. A county with a 0.0 figure would have equally large urban and rural populations. A
county with a figure of 2.0 would have an urban population 2x as large as its rural population. A
negative number indicates a larger rural population.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

Projected Veteran

Alleghany
897

Populations (2015)

orthampton Gates
Warren 1,500
1,545

Iredell
11,935

McDowell Randolph

Chatham
1,631 6,204

10,901

Buncombe
19,638

Haywood
6,346

Johnston
14,234

Rutherford
5427

Gaston
16,305

Jackson
3,059 Lenoir

4,479
Craven 0
4,748
Sampson
3,770 Duplin
3,489
Carteret
8,439
Onslow
30,329
Pender
6,092
Ne dver

Brunswick
13612

Pransylvania
3,419

Macon
Cherokee 3,552

2,678 Clay

1,040

------- = 7 ) 13,404
A Veteran Populations

6 [ ] 59297

Robeson
8,092

Bladen
3,031

Columbus
3,785

Ashe Sury Stokes Rockin
\gham Caswell Person
1,882 4,496 3904 7,619 1,979 2912
Granville i 1.848
Watauga 4,977 7
2,494 )
. Yadkin i
Forsyth
p Avery 2,493 " ) 1,545
; 1,128 2208 3;"5'“3‘? Alamance| Orange | Durham Franklin Bertie
: 11378 | 6367 | 15558 4,983 Nash 1,148 628
3 . Caldwell 8,206
Alexander L
Madison Yancey G2 2,779 Edgaeg%nbe
3,444 1,469 e ) ‘ashington
13,794 913
09
oene Beaufort
Wayne ; 3,827 Hyde
Cabarrus 13,286 388
13285 / 4 1,939

o)

Explanation: County veteran population projections for Fiscal Year 2015

Source: U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, National Center for Vieterans Analysis and Statistics
2014
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CHAPTER 3 - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

According to the County Health Rankings program by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation,
Orange and Wake counties rank as the top two counties in terms of residents’ health outcomes.
The rankings equally weight both quality and length of life. The Central Piedmont region similarly
grades well in poverty measures, the self-reported health status of adults, teen pregnancy rates,
smoking rates, and primary care physician, dentist and mental health provider ratios. Conversely,
Southern Piedmont and the 1-95 corridor counties fare poorly in measures of health status. Each
of those regions has comparatively high food insecurity rates, childhood and general poverty rates,
and adult obesity rates. Furthermore, those regions have particularly high rates of children in single-
parent households, and children taking free/reduced meals in schoaols.

Mountain counties have particularly high figures of SNAP benefits per household (though the
average may be skewed given those counties’ small populations), as well as their high rates of
uninsured residents, which mirror rates in the Coastal region. It is important to note that recent
county level data on uninsured populations does not account for the changes brought about by
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. It is not clear how that policy has affected uninsured
rates in regions across the state.
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S (OveraLL HeaLTH OuTCOME RANKINGS)

CHAPTER 3 -

County Health Rankings

County

snqunjo)
2 xejijeH
3 pueoos
| uon
puowyary
2 uosaqoy
S [ uiems
(IR
weyei
> uojdweyioN
S Jious]
S 1| seuop
3 uape|g
5 aquwo2abpg
pueaAs|)
llomsed
uosuy
EENIEITE)
apeg
weybunjooy
uiep
ualep
Aueys
N | uoisen
uemoy
[ 119MOaoN
NS piogeH
S ——————
§ piopiayny
< lIsmpled
e uosdwesg
3 Kaouep
997
SaNIIM
Q| sajen
3 ayung
aphAH
2 Joyneag
o sa0Is
uemoyy
suewinbiad
3 | uospireq
yseN
119U
8 poomAeH
3 KiawoBjuop
aukep
3 Aung
S aysy
5 upjpes
3

100

®
o

I

o

86
82838485

81

7980

©

©
~
©

60 61

57

54

Japuexaly
2 EIEETTSY
Keig
M oH
uipjuesd
2 | eqmeien
Nouley
Q yuejonbsed
9 undng
pry uos|iMm
uooel
| nid
ydjopuey
5 [ uojbuiysem
g yoimsunug
FEYETE)
3 | souewely
Q |1 Aueyboyy
| uoysuyor
ujoour
9llAues
Q | Uihsio4
uosipep
N uosiad
NonuIngy
Kiany
S uosyoer
S uanei)
N I MOISUO
ooljwed
15 Jspuad
@ [| uspwe)
© [ (1P
= Aiod
© 2100\
© aleq
e ———
uosJapusy
o alneq
= I weying
© | P.0J/INS
S weyieyo
« [ 1oAoUEH MaN
~ I Snueqed

© ejuenjAsues)

48

County rankings of health outcomes—weighted equally between quality and length of

life—with added measure of county populations

Explanation:
Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, County Health Rankings & Roadmaps 2015
1,013,290

28

Population Range
2526

4,135

21

| 5.1/19 1429 0

< aouep
) ebBnejepy
~ I 1
abueig
5

1000K

uone[ndod

Page 20



CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

| Food and Nutritibn ________________________________________
Services Cases by ‘
County (Active)

Active FNS Cases

South
Carolina

Explanation: Number of county residents enrolled in Food and Nutrition Services

Source: North Carolina Division of Social Services Program Statistics and Reviews, FNS Case
Data (as of June 2015)
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CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

SNAP (Food Stambs) |
| Benefits Per Household | (e s =
(Avg.) e

re
1538

Household SNAP Benefits

$2,890 $7,554

South
Carolina

Explanation: Average Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) transfer per SNAP
recipient household

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Personal Current Transfer Receipts Data, 2013, National
Association of Counties

Page 22



CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

__ Food Insecurity IE{ates

Food Insecurity Rates

11.8% 26.3%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Food insecurity is defined by the USDA's measure, which includes reports of
reduced quality, variety and/or desirability of diet, with reduced food intake.

Source: Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap — 2013 data
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CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

| Students on Frég/
Reduced Meals

Free/Reduced Meals

34.9% 94.9%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Final average daily membership (ADM) divided by the local educational agency’s
(LEA) number of free and reduced meal applications

Source: Department of Public Instruction, Data & Reports (2013-2014)
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CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

| Population in Po\)érty

Population in Poverty

9.5% l 34.1%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of total number of people in the county living in poverty

Source: U.S Census Bureau Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates 2013
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CHAPTER 3 - S (PovERTY AND HUNGER)

|Children in Pove&&?

Children in Poverty

13.4% 45.8%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of children under the age of 18 in the county in families living in poverty

Source: U.S Census Bureau Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates 2013
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CHAPTER 3 - S (FAMILY STRUCTURE)

‘| Children in Foster Care

__________________________

Children in Foster Care

South
Carolina

Explanation: Rounded annual average of the number of children open for foster care services in
the county (and not tallied as adopted children)

Source: North Carolina Division of Social Services, 2014 Master Child Welfare Data Book
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CHAPTER 3 - S (FAMILY STRUCTURE)

[Children in Single-
Parent Households

22.0%

Children of Single Paren..

69.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of children who live in a household headed by a single parent (male or
female head of household with no spouse present)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,
Robert Wood Johnson Founaation County Health Rankings

Page 28



CHAPTER 3 - S (FAMILY STRUCTURE)

‘| Teen Pregnancy ﬁates

Teen Pregnancy Rates

South
Carolina

Explanation: Average rate of teen pregnancies (ages 15-19) per 1,000 female residents in the
county between 2009 and 2013 (values were rounded to nearest whole number)

Source: North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, North Carolina State Center
for Health Statistics
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEaLTH BEHAVIORS)

| Adults Repoﬂiné Fair | s gl
or Poor Health > | | @ e

Reported Health Status

10.7% 38.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of adults who rated their health as “fair” or “poor”

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
2006-2012, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation County Health Rankings

Note: Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEaLTH BEHAVIORS)

| Adult Uninsured
Populations

Uninsured Population

18.0% 33.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of uninsured county residents ages 18-64

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Health Insurance Estimates 2013
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEaLTH BEHAVIORS)

[Adult Obesity Rates

Adult Obesity

21.0% 40.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of adults that reported a BMI of 30 or more

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System,
U.S. Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program (2011), Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

County Health Rankings

Note. Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEaLTH BEHAVIORS)

[Adult Smoking Rates | |

Orange | Durhat
11.6% 13.6%
Wake Martin
12.9% 11.8%
Wilson
12.1%

WA

Smoking Rate

11.6% 44.2%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of adults in the county that reported currently smoking

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
2006-2012

Note: Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEALTH ACCESS)

| Reported Cost 'Barriers .................. N e I e L St
to Health Care Access ‘

Health Cost Barriers

11.0% 37.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of adults who could not see a doctor in the past 12 months due to
cost

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
2006-2012, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation County Health Rankings

Note: Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEALTH ACCESS)

{Doctors Per Capita | G S A

Doctor Ratio

South
Carolina

Explanation: Ratio of county residents per primary care physician
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Area Health Resource File 2012

Note: Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 - S (HEALTH ACCESS)

‘| Dentists Per Capita ----------- el L

Dentist Ratio

South
Carolina

Explanation: Ratio of county residents per dentist
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Area Health Resource File 2013

Note: Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 3 -

S (HeALTH ACCESS)

‘| Mental Health B O S ,
Providers Per Capita

Mental Health Ratio

South
Carolina

Explanation: Ratio of county residents per mental health provider

Source: Centers for Medicare & Medlicaid Services, National Provider Identification 2014
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CHAPTER 4 - JUSTICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY

The Sandhills region shows the strongest concentration of violent and property-related crimes, with
high rates also present in Vance County, as well as more populous counties. There are Mountain
region counties with populations comparable to some [-95 corridor counties and similarly high
property and violent crime rates. However, their crime rates are not as high as they are in the 1-95
corridor, nor are there as many “high-crime” Mountain counties as there are “nigh-crime” |-95
corridor counties. The Sandhills region does stand out in terms of food insecurity, percentages

of children and total population in poverty, and unemployment rates, which may point to a
correlational relationship. However, the presence of those factors alone is not sufficient to claim a
causal link.
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CHAPTER 4 - JUSTICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY

Property Crimes

Ashe
1,308

Walauga
1359
Yadkin
Avery 2,619
1,306 il Alamance| Orange | Durhatn
3319 | 2206 | 4,391
Caldwell Alexander Davle
2114
el Daz"'z‘ﬁs;"
918

Stokes Rocklngham Caswell Person Warren
2,577 1,932 2,348 \é"";';; 3,014
Granville
2,848

Nash
3,600

Madison Yancey
1,374 918

Chatham
McDowell Camwba Rz"ggg’“ are
3,300 Rowan " P
P— 2,783
3,257
. Johns(on
Llncnln
z 181 2082 5357“7";"
3 2,692 Clevelan Cabarrus  /Stanly Montgomery
: 2,268 2236 / 2,808 2,661 Moore
2,050 ; Mecklenbu o 215
2688 i, : 602 Lenoir
herok Macon 1,859 3,983
erokee 2,814
8 Craven
2449 / Clay Cumberland 3431
2,507 . Hoke 5,570 Sampson
B SN o ' | Anson 1,478 2,539
{ 4,089 DUP""
7 nulland
= Carteret
i 3,042
. Onslow
Property Crime Rate Bladen 2,439
Robeson 3.559
608 6,025 : Pender
1,837

Columbus
4,460

Brunswick
3,134

Explanation: Rate of property crimes (including burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, and arson)
per 100,000 people in the county (values were rounded to nearest whole number)

Source: North Carolina Department of Justice, 2013 Annual Summary Report

Note. Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 4 - JUSTICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY

rthampte
Agge Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person Vance Warren " ;érgp o 9%
294 215 191 322 650 224 d A
Granville X =
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fize 366
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s Forsyth "
o/ Avery 25 ioh Guilford i =
148 424 Alamance | Orange | Durham Bere
395 147 600 (53 330
Caldwell
: 156 Alexander Davie Edgecombe
Madison Yancey 195 165 741
= = ' ashington
Davidson 398
87
Buncombe Pitt J
247 4
e Hs::gvzood 468
@iz Beaufort
) Rutherford 35
173
163

Harnett
284

Macon 130

Cherokee 180
169 Clay
205

Iredell 1
249
Chatham
Catawba Ra;‘gg'p“ bt
267 Rowan
367
Johnston
Lee 166
228
Cleﬁlsan Cabzaérus Stanly Montgomery 302
1 132
Jackson Gaston Mecklenburd 169 rv1‘o702re
244 407 556 Lenoir
632
Craven
83
83
Carteret
282
Violent Crime Rate Onslow
RafiEs Bladen 187
40 792 o 293
Pender
172

- Cumberland
Richmond 100 562 S
465 2
Scotland
792
Columbus

487

Brunswick
206

Explanation: Rate of violent crimes (including murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assaullt)
per 100,000 people in the county (values were rounded to nearest whole number)

Source: North Carolina Department of Justice, 2013 Annual Summary Report

Note. Counties for which data were unavailable were excluded from the map.
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CHAPTER 5 - EconomIic DEVELOPMENT

As one might expect, Mecklenburg and the Central section of the Piedmont region have shown

the most robust economic performance, according to the listed indicators. They boast some of the

highest housing values, job growth rates, per capita incomes, and rates of residents’ educational
attainment, as well as the lowest unemployment rates. As a point of context, these areas also
require the highest living wages, compared to many of the Mountain and northermn counties —
Currituck being the exception.

Aside from those aforementioned areas, few counties in the state have recovered to their
pre-Recession level of jobs, with the vast majority of counties still lagging. Notably, while the
westernmost Mountain counties and the southernmost Coastal counties have had relatively
strong job growth numbers between 2013 and 2014, their unemployment rates still remain high in
comparison to the national rate of 5.3 percent.

In terms of where county residents are working, most Piedmont residents work in counties other
than the one in which they reside, with Mountain and Coastal county residents mostly working in
their county of residence. The data do not indicate which counties residents are commuting for
work. However, Mecklenburg, Cumberland, Wake, Onslow, New Hanover, Guilford, Forsyth and
Pitt stand out has having the highest proportion of residents working in county versus working out
of county.
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD WEALTH)

{Per Capita Peréonal ............... ..

Income

Gates
Hertfore 529,879
$29,418

Edgecombe
$28,968

Mitcheli~ Avery
$28,583 | $30.193
' L Caldwell
Madison L Yancey $29,012
$29,928 528,221

$28,459

Rutherford
o lontgomer
$30,966

Harnett
$30,787

Anson  Richmond
$26,821  $29,159
SCo
$30,140

Robeson
$26,899

Per Capita Income

$26,821 $53,336

Columbus
$30,745

South
Carolina

Explanation: Measure of income calculated as the total personal income of an area’s residents
divided by the population of the area

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Data, Local Area Personal Income and
Employment -- 2013 data
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD WEALTH)

Full- and Part-Time

Alleghany
5878
e Stokes Rockingham Caswell Person Sorihamplon
7,294
J 0 b S 12,950 12,390 36,024 5,662 13,541 Yence Y
Granville "’
Watauga 22
30,704 Wikes
. 29,504 Yadkin Forsyth
o 15,169 226,616 Guifford
344,793 Alamance| Orange | Durham:
g 80307 | 86306 | 242,669 Nash
‘ ol Alexander Davie Sl
Madison Yancey ’ 14,444 16,037
et 6,603 Davidson
Iredell

85,332

Randolph

McDowell 58,756

Chatham
19,120 BC212

Catawba
97,826

Lincoln
26,680

Cleveland
44,674
Gaston
98,472

Buncombe
Haywood 164,442

25,522

Johnston
71,366

Harnett

Rutherford

Cabarrus
Montgomery
96,911
Jackson 2=t
2,462

Pransylvania
Macon 14,004
Cherokee 16,762
12,454 Clay
3,706

Sampson
23,818

Full- & Part-Time Jobs

Bladen
16,628

1,938 768,065

Columbus
24,255

Brunswick

Wilson
46,955

Hyde
3429

9
Craven 9
50,249

Carteret
35,441

Onslow
111,856

Pender
16,549

Explanation: Estimates of the number of full-time plus part-time jobs, counted at equal weight

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Data, Local Area Personal Income and
Employment -- 2013 data
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD WEALTH)

...............

Averaée Weekly Wage

Average Weekly Wage

$471] $1,291

Explanation: Average weekly wage in the county, averaged over the year

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (2014)
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD WEALTH)

nnnnn

...............

Living Hourly Wage

$9.36 $12.97

South
Carolina

Explanation: Living wage that an individual must earn to support him or herself in the county,
given that they are working full-time.

Source: Massachusetts Institute of Technology Living Wage Calculator (values reported in 2014
dollars)
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD WEALTH)

nnnnn

Unemployment Rate

D 4.5% [T 12.0%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Ratio of unemployed to the civilian labor force expressed as a percent

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Map (as of May 2015)
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM |C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD VWEALTH)

{Changein |
Unemployment
(12 Month)

aaaaaa

Unemployment Change

1.1% —. 1.5%

Explanation: 12-month net change in unemployment rate from May 2014 to May 2015

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Map (as of May 2015)
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM |C DEVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHOLD VWEALTH)

1201314 Jobs  ===u B e
Growth Rate |

Job Growth

-0.80% 3.20%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Year-over-year total jobs growth rate, representing both full- and part-time jobs.
Total jobs, not employed people, are counted.

Source: Moody's Analytics, National Association of Counties 2014
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CHAPTER 5 -

ECON OM |C D EVEI_OPM ENT (EmPLOYMENT & HouseHoLD WEALTH)

Recovery (Pre- vs.
Post-Recession)

|Economic |

Regained Lost Jobs?
No

|:| No job loss in Recession

Yes

umberland

South
Carolina

Explanation: Has the county recovered to its pre-Recession level of jobs by 20147 Total jobs,

not employed people, are counted.

Source: Moody's Analytics, National Association of Counties 2014
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (WorkrFORCE CHARACTERISTICS)

| Where Residénts iy i

= Alleghany
2.50x
Work (Ratio e
1.63x
Forsyth
920 Alamance | Orange | Durhan
1.13x 0.34x

Randolph
0.38)

Rockingham
0.58x

Cg!gg: ! Alexander
-0.05x

Iredell
1.30x
Catawba
2.78x
Cleveland
1.65x
Gaston
0.53x

®Richmond

2.39x

Working Divide @
0.45x
-0.62x 13.05x o

Columbus
2.49x

Cabarrus  /Stanly
0.05x 0.77x

Moore
1.97x

Sampson
0.83x

............ Duplin
0.82x

Brunswick
1.10x

Explanation: Ratio of the county’s residents who work in their county of residence, versus those
who work in another county. A figure of 0.0 indicates that the numbers of both groups are the
same size. For example, a county with a figure of 2.0 would have 2x as many of its residents
working in county as it has residents working in another county. A negative number indicates that
more residents work in another county.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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C HAPTER 5 - ECO N O M |C D EVE I_O PM ENT (WorkrFORCE CHARACTERISTICS)

|High School | T —
Graduates

Northampton

Bertie

mmmmm

Residents with Diplomas

nnnnnn

71.4% 91.6%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of the county’s population ages 25 and older who have graduated
high school

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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C HAPTER 5 - ECO N O M |C D EVEI_O PM ENT (WorkrFORCE CHARACTERISTICS)

V

1College o e
Graduates

Rockingham
12.9%

Wilkes
12.5%

Alexander
11.7%

Caldwell
12.5%

Edgecombe
10.5%

Randolph
13.8%

Greene
11.6%
Montgomery
15.1%

Lenoir
14.0%

Duplin
10.4%

Residents with Degrees

Bladen
B 10.5%

Columbus
12.2%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Percentage of the county’s population ages 25 and older who have a bachelor's
degree

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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CHAPTER 5 - EcoONOMIC DEVELOPMENT o s

PROPERTY)

| Residential

Building Permits

Haywoo
1

R
18
6

ms onigome
9

Caba
1.2

Macon
107

0 [ o 75

sssss

Chatham
587

Hoke
219

. ‘9
o Moore
668 608
Building Permits mm

Explanation: Number of new housing units authorized by building permits

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Building Permits Survey 2014
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (HousiNG AND PROPERTY)

‘| Median Home
Value

ene
375 400
oo
,900
enoir
0
Rlenmond !
sm 00 $77,500 uplin
877 100

589 200

Median Home Value

568 800

66,800 293,900

South
Carolina

Explanation: Median respondent homeowner’s estimate of how much their property would sell
for if it were for sale

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (HousiNG AND PROPERTY)

Subsidized | >

Caswell Person DR aren
4 " 10 5

Granville

- Allsgzhsny
I I 0 u SI n Stokes Rockingham
5 15
Watauga
3
L] Alexander Davie
2 3
Davidson
Iredell
s 14

1

Beaufort

: %
Craven 4
11

Cherokee
3

1 McDowell
4
- Buncombe
R Haywood 19
Rutherford
8
lenderson
Jackson 4
3 Fransylvania
Macon 1
2
Clay
3

Affordable Housing Units Robeson Bladen

Explanation: Number of federally subsidized housing developments listed by U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (as of July 2015)
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (HousiNG AND PROPERTY)

; Homeownershmi-p
Rate

Wataugd
54.9%

Orange [Durha
60.5% | 55.0%
4 Mecklenbu
59.5%
Cumberlan
............ K s 54.8%
v"l'r

Homeownership Rate

54.4% 86.4%

South
Carolina

Explanation: Homeownership rate is calculated by dividing the number of owner-occupied
housing units by the number of occupied housing units or households

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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CHAPTER 5 - EcoNnomic DEVELOPMENT

(Economic PERFORMANCE)

Gross Domestic
Product (GDP)
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Columbus
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Dare
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Explanation: Total value of the goods and services produced by the county’s economy

Source: Moody's Analytics, National Association of Counties 2014
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (Economic PERFORMANCE)

T s e e — -
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Alamance| Orange | Durham

S $163.8M | $168.6M | $657.2M

Caldwell
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Davidson
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Iredell $142.8M $1,883.0M

$212.6M

Chatham
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Expenditures

McDowell Randolph
$50.8M
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Rowan
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Northampton
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Wilson
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Columbus
$49.6M
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$84.2M
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are

§3.0M

Explanation: Travel expenditures by county. Travel expenditures are defined as the goods and
services the traveler purchases as part of his/her trip.

Source: North Carolina Department of Commerce, “The Economic Impact of Travel on North
Carolina Counties 2013”
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOM'C DEVEI_OPMENT (Economic PERFORMANCE)

County
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County Rankings of Cash Receipts 2012 -- NC Dept. of Ag. & Con. Services &

Agricultural Cash
Receipts

Agricultural Receipts

173,023 N B
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$1,225.91M
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$210.11M
$196.98M
$189.78M
$186.25M
$174.15M
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$142.24M
100M 200M 300M 400M 500M 600M T700M 800OM 900M 1000M 1100M 1200M 1300M 1400M
Total Cash Receipts -- 2012 (Incl. livestock, crops, gov't payment)

28 OM

Explanation: Total cash receipts in the county (including receipts for livestock, dairy and poultry;
crops; and government payments), with county rankings by cash receipt totals. Only the top 25

counties are included.

Source: North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services — Summary of
Commodities by County 2012
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CONCLUSION

Thank you for taking the time to read this year's “County Snapshots.” To restate our interpretations of the data,
there are clear regional disparities and trends within each of the clusters of data. We might presume that certain
indicators and trends are interrelated, and they may influence one another. However, given the limitations of the
data collection, we cannot definitively identify a causal link between any of the data presented in this book, but we
can demonstrate clear demographic, social, and economic profiles of each county and region, and provide strong
contexts for understanding the overall statuses of each county.

Indicators related to how counties are managed are conspicuously absent in these visualizations. The Association
would like to produce future reports that would evaluate the efficacy and quality of certain county management
indicators, which would serve as a complement to “County Snapshots.” Our readership can expect future editions
of this report, equipped with updated data and new indicators, depending upon what is garmering attention in
federal, state and local government administrations, and depending upon the feedback we receive about this year's
edition.

‘County Snapshots” is available online at www.ncacc.org/countysnapshots.
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