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Executive Summary

This evaluation was an extension of the 1998 Faamifty Research Project in Green Bay,
conducted by the University of Wisconsin Coopetixtension (UWEX), Brown County office.
There were several goals of the study, howevemtingose of this report is to examine in detail the
characteristics of households at-risk for food msgy (i.e., households using food assistance
programs)in Green Bay. Findings pertaining to food secuaity reported iffood Security Survey of
At-Risk Households in Green Bay, Wisconsin, Spring 1999.

The USDA Food Security Survey was used to meassfondents’ food security status. The
survey was modified to include questions pertaintgelevant demographic information, such as,
household size, age, and employment status. Rdsptmwere also asked about the reasons for their
food insecurity and were asked to identify whichiatives would help them better access food.
Eleven different sites—all serving households sk for food insecurity—were included in this
evaluation: two of the sites were meal sites, sxenffood pantries, two were WIC offices, and one wa
Head Start. The total number of individuals askeparticipate in the study was 760. The total
number who agreed to participate was 566, yieldmgverall response rate of 74%.

Overall, most respondents were female (83%) ane weung (60% were less than 30-years-
old and 81% were younger than 40). Those older B@eaccounted for less than 10% of the sample.
Most respondents were Caucasian (63%); 14% wengaHis, and Hmong, Russian, Native American
and African-American groups each represented lems 10% of the total sample. All of the minority
groups were disproportionately over-representetierpopulation of individuals served at the food
assistance programs compared to the percentage geheral population of Brown County.

Most respondents resided in households with childr&%). More than half (56%) lived in
households with two or more adults and one or mabildren, 22% resided in single parent
households, and 8% lived alone. Males were routjitge times more likely to live alone than
females and females were more than twice as licehead single parent households than males.
Children accounted for about half (48%) of the undiials in the households interviewed and those
age 65 or older accounted for 2%.

A sizable proportion of respondents did not conglagh school (34%), however, 30% had
some type of schooling beyond high school. Edooataried with ethnicity: most Caucasian
respondents completed high school and lower peagestof minorities reported graduating (just over
half of Native-American and African-American resgents, and 35% of Hispanic respondents).
Almost half (44%) of Hmong respondents did not agrstlis question, however, of those who did,
62% had completed high school.

Most respondents (72%) drove their own car to tioel fassistance site where they were
interviewed, approximately 20% rode with someorse @ borrowed a car, 7% walked or bicycled,
and 4% rode the bus or took a taxi.

Large percentages of respondents received foostasse from a number of sources during the
last year. More than three-fourths of respondesisived WIC assistance (76%), 38% received
assistance from food pantries, 45% received assistiiom friends or relatives, 26% received free or
reduced school meals, and 24% received food stamps.

Most respondents (83%) resided in households #demployment income during the last
month and 75% of respondents had been employed someluring the last year. More than half
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(57%) of respondents less than 65-years-old warerily employed and of those, 75% worked
fulltime. Caucasians, Hispanics and African-Amaniavere more likely to be employed than Native-
American, Hmong and Russian respondents. Nativerfan households were also less likely to
have had income from employment during the previnoath compared to all other households.

The average wage was $7.87 per hour (median = $e5080ur). Hourly wages varied by
respondents’ gender, ethnicity, and education.ed/@arned more per hour than females (median wage
= $8.00 vs. $7.50 per hour). Caucasians' and @&driémericans' median wage was $8.00 per hour;
Hmong and Hispanic respondents' median wage wa® $er hour; and Native Americans' median
wage was $6.50 per hour. Respondents with morea¢idn earned more per hour: median hourly
wage= $8.00 for those with education beyond hiditost; $7.27 per hour for high school graduates,
and $7.10 per hour for those without a high schigmbma.

The most frequent source of income after employmeas SSI (15%), 11% of households
received child support, 10% social security, arss lan 10% received income from unemployment,
disability, pension, welfare or other sources. s&holds without employment income were more
likely to receive social security, SSI, and disipil

Respondents in this study represent a diverse grmypever, summaries for meal sites, food
pantries, and WIC are included because of diffe¥srmmnong the respondents at each type of site.
Meal Sites

In contrast to food pantries and WIC, male and femaspondents were equally represented at
meal sites. Meal site respondents tended to e ¢6F% were 40 or older and the median age was
42) and were predominantly Caucasian (73%), with Native American, 8% African-American and
less than 5% Hispanic. Meal site respondents were likely to live alone (42%) and to reside in
households without children (71%). Fewer respotsldrove their own car (29%) and more either
walked, bicycled or took the bus (61%) comparefbtal pantry and WIC respondents. Respondents
were more likely to be unemployed (62%) and to éesa than WIC respondents (median wage =
$7.05 per hour). Respondents tended to seekarsstsat shelters (66%) more than respondents at
other sites and most received assistance at faatigmduring the last year (71%).

Food Pantries

Most respondents were female (76%) and respondeges'were more equally distributed
across age groups compared to other sites (40%miexere 40 or older and the median age was 36).
Respondents were more ethnically diverse (45% Gaartal6% Hmong, 16% Native American, 8%
African American, and 9% Hispanic). Most livedhauseholds with children (72%) and 36% had
three or more children in their households. Hativeé their own cars and more borrowed a car or rode
with someone else to the site (29%) compared teradspondents. More than half were unemployed
(53%) and individuals at food pantries were madkelyi to work part-time compared to other
respondents. The median wage was $7.05 per lRespondents were more likely to receive food
stamps (36%) and free or reduced school meals (46%jpared to other sites' respondents.
wIC

Almost all respondents were female (86%) and wersger than other respondents at other
sites (76% were less than 30-years-old and theaneje was 24.5). Most respondents were
Caucasian (66%) with a higher percentage of Hisp@ni%) than the other two sites. Eight percent
were Hmong and other minorities each represenssdtlan 5%. Almost all respondents had children
and 29% had three or more children in their houlslshoMost respondents at WIC drove their own
cars (82%) and a small percentage rode with somelseeor borrowed a car (14%). Fewer
respondents were unemployed (37%), and those eegkegrned more than other respondents
(median wage= $8.05 per hour). Fewer receivediasgie at food pantries compared to other sites
(21%).
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Introduction

The mission of the University of Wisconsin-Extems{@ WEX) is to provide, jointly
with the University of Wisconsin institutions arftetcounties within the state, an extension
program designed to apply University research, kadge, and resources to meet the
educational needs of Wisconsin residents, whertesrlive and work. The mission includes a
focus on developing partnerships and on conduetppdied research to address locally identified
issues relevant to specific needs of communitiésoperative Extension faculty and staff work,
both individually and as members of multidisciptypéeams, to design and deliver educational
programs that focus university resources on loeabs.

Brown County UWEX began a Food Security Initiatimel 995 in response to changes in
the political climate regarding welfare and fanslypport programs. A partnership was
developed with the Brown County Hunger Task FOREHTF), an organization founded in
1982 to “alleviate and eliminate hunger in Browrnu@ty”. Through the efforts of this task
force, the Brown County Food and Hunger Networkmierly BCHTF, expanded its mission:
“To rally action, preventative and corrective, tbe relief of hunger.” It has pursued this
mission through four specific means:

* By providing support to local and world hunger agies;

* By making visible to the community the extent o thunger issue;

* By increasing the concern and participation in $f¢o prevent and alleviate hunger;

and

* By supporting, through participation and coordioaticommunity and state efforts to

deal with hunger.

The Food Security Initiative in Brown County fiistzolved a shift in the mission of the
Hunger Task Force from short-term emergency relieirts to community food security, which
in addition, embraces long term planning and misiciglinary systems approach in addressing
the problem of hunger. The anti-hunger approachdes on supplying immediate food-related
needs. In contrast, the food security approadizesi strategies of building partnerships,
developing a process, initiating successful prejeand affecting public policy to offer solutions
to local hunger issues.

Food security initiatives are part of a nationahtt, generated by the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Community Food 8ety Initiative launched in 1995, to
embrace a more holistic approach to addressingdrureeds. The USDA Community Food
Security Initiative focuses on recognizing and eagdting USDA'’s partnerships with
communities to help reduce hunger for the more filtamillion American families who are food
insecure. The initiative, whose goal is cuttingnéstic hunger in half by the year 2015, focuses
on seven major areas:

» Creating new, and expanding existing, local infraures that boost food security;

* Increasing economic and job security;

* Bolstering food and nutrition assistance;

* Improving community food production and marketing;
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* Boosting education and awareness;
* Improving research, monitoring, and evaluation; and
» Bolstering federal nutrition assistance safety net.

A national USDA food security survey in 1998 shoveddut 10.5 million U.S.
households (10.2 percent of all households) werd fosecure, meaning that they did not have
access to enough food to fully meet basic needl atnes. About 36 million persons lived in
these food-insecure households, with children aatbog for nearly 40 percent of this group.

Despite the strength of the U.S. economy, the natioutrition safety net and local
grassroots efforts to reduce hunger, this surveychented that in 1998 many American
families and individuals still struggled to meeslzaneeds. In response to this data, Brown
County wanted to examine food security at a loeatl and determine what steps could be taken
to improve it. In 1998, UWEX conducted a studylatermine the extent and degree of hunger
in Green Bay, using the USDA Household Food Sec&itrvey developed by Tufts University.
The results are being used to effectively plangumtsj and address policy issues which could
result in local solutions to food insecurity.

What is Food Security?

Food security has been defined as “access by allpeat all times to enough food for an
active, healthy life. At a minimum, this includdg:the ready availability of nutritionally
adequate and safe foods, and 2) the assured dbibiyquire personally acceptable foods in a
socially acceptable way.” In contrast, food ingé@glthas been defined as “limited or uncertain
availability of nutritionally adequate and safe dscor limited or uncertain ability to acquire
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways” (Acaer Institute of Nutrition, 1990).

The concept of food security, then, involves foasib components of the food system:
availability, accessibility, adequacy, and depeiidglof supply. Food secure communities
have six characteristics:

* Availability of a variety of foods at reasonablests)

* Ready access to grocery stores or other food ssurce

» Sufficient personal income to purchase adequate tomeet the nutritional needs

for each household member;

* Freedom to choose personally acceptable foods;

* Legitimate confidence in the quality and safetyaufd available; and

» [Easy access to understandable and accurate infomadtout food and nutrition

(Wagner, Butkus, & Wilken, 1990).

At the community level, food insecurity can be guat in terms of food supply and food
accessibility. Unavailable food can be the restittaving no grocery store within a reasonable
distance for community residents and/or limited ants and variety of foods at a relatively high
cost. Lack of food accessibility refers to havingdequate personal or household financial
resources, transportation barriers or physicalttins that interfere with food shopping or
preparation.
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Purpose of the Evaluation

The Brown County UWEX recognized the need to adelyaletermine the severity of
food insecurity and hunger in Green Bay in ordeaigsist planning efforts with the Food and
Hunger Network and to develop effective programalieviate food insecurity. In Spring, 1998,
(UWEX), in collaboration with the University of Wiensin-Green Bay Social Work
Professional Program, conducted its first food sgcaurvey of government and community-
based programs that serve low-income people infGBag. The sites included in the sample
had low-income eligibility requirements (e.g., Waménfants, and Children (WIC)), were
located in low-income neighborhoods (e.g., famégaurce centers), and/or attracted individuals
in need of food (e.g., food pantries). The primaumypose of the study was to determine the
extent of food insecurity in at-risk households.(ihouseholds using food assistance programs)
in Green Bay. At the same time, the study sougptdovide information about the demographic
characteristics of the population of individualsondre food insecure. Results of this study
indicated that approximately 65% of the househofdadividuals surveyed at low-income
assistance programs were food insecure. Nearlyw€fé food insecure with hunger meaning
either adults and/or children experienced hunger.

The 1999 study was an extension of the 1998 Feodr8y Research Project in Green
Bay and the purpose of this evaluation was thrdetol determine the prevalence of food
insecurity in at-risk households in Green Bay axahgne how it compared with that of 1998; to
better understand the reasons for food insecufifg-ask households; and to determine what
types of initiatives would increase the availapilind accessibility of food. Consistent with the
CFS approach to addressing hunger issues, thedgsaadrthird goals of this evaluation sought to
identify food availability and accessibility probts in the community.

This report examines in detail the characterissidsouseholds at-risk for food insecurity
in Green Bay. It also compares these charactgigiithose of individuals included in the 1998
study. Findings pertaining to food security angorted inFood Security Survey of At-Risk
Households in Green Bay, Wisconsin, Spring 1999.

Description of the Food Security Scale

The Food Security Survey used in this study waldped by Tufts University Center
on Hunger, Poverty, and Nutrition Policy for theitdd States Department of Agriculture. Its
reliability and validity as a measure of food insety have been established and each of the 16
guestions in the survey is concerned about huregelting from limited income. This survey
was expanded to address issues of demographicsn@&aeeasons for food insecurity and
solutions to this problem.

Research has shown that four specific behaviost @xhouseholds that are food
insecure. The behaviors or conditions vary inléivel of food insecurity that they indicate and
households that are food insecure may exhibit arayl ©f these four behaviors:

1) Anxiety that the household food budget or food $yppay be insufficient to meet

basic needs

2) Perceptions by the respondent that the food eatéroisehold members was

inadequate in quality or quantity

3) Instances of reduced food intake by adults in theskhold, or consequences of

reduced intake such as the physical sensationrgfdrwor loss of weight; and

4) Instances of reduced food intake, or consequerfaesioced intake, by children in

the household.
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The questions in the Food Security Scale followstguence of these behaviors and
conditions thereby identifying the level of foodaturity that any given household is
experiencing. First, households experience andgtihey realize their food supply and
financial resources are inadequate. Food budget$omd quality are altered. The next stage
occurs as adults in the household reduce the anoddiobd they eat. Available food is for their
children first while they go hungry. In the firgthge, children eat less and may experience
hunger and their caregivers’ reduction of food msiées.

Audiences for the Evaluation
The primary audiences for this evaluation of tedf security of at-risk households

include:

* University of Wisconsin Cooperative-Extension, Niidn Education Program

* Brown County Food and Hunger Network

» Service providers at food pantries, meal sites, Vdlt@l Head Start in Green Bay

* Green Bay community

» Statewide and national groups working on hungerradtion

Evaluation Questions
The primary questions guiding this evaluation were
1) What are the characteristics of households atfoiskood insecurity in Green
Bay?
2) How do the characteristics of at-risk households989 compare to those of
1998?

Limitations

First, though the sites include a diverse poputatibfamilies and single adults, the
sample does not include all sub-populations ofskttiouseholds in Green Bay. For example,
individuals living in homeless shelters were natrially sampled although they may have been
interviewed at the meal sites or food pantriesnilarly, food stamp recipients as a group were
not interviewed because of logistical problems.oéttone fourth of respondents in this sample,
however, did receive food stamps during the laat.ye

Exact population sizes were unavailable for moghefsites and, consequently, estimates
were used in determining sample sizes and analypengata. Because the results of this study
are influenced by the population estimates at sdgehthe accuracy of the findings depend in
part on the accuracy of the estimates.

The survey was translated into Hmong, Spanish ars$iBn and it is unknown whether
the meanings of any of the questions were chang#teitranslation process. A small number of
respondents completed the survey on their own wia@slators were unavailable and their
understanding of the survey questions may have théenent had they been directly
interviewed. Additionally, several individuals veemot sampled because of lack of interpreters
or translated surveys. Most of these individuafgp(oximately 10) were Russian at Paul's
Pantry.

While overall response rates were very high, Priestan and Resurrection Lutheran
Food Pantries had response rates of less than Higsviewers indicated that individuals at
these sites declined to participate for a variéeasons. At Presbyterian Food Pantry many
respondents did not have time to complete the gureeause they needed to return to work and
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at Resurrection Lutheran Food Pantry a numberd¥iduals had already completed the survey
at other sites. A number of individuals at Pa&&ntry who declined were Hmong
(approximately 8) or Russian (approximately 3) andrpreters indicated that some of these
individuals feared losing their benefits or beidgntified from their responses in some way. As
a result, these sub-populations of individuals t@glightly under-sampled.

Further, given the personal nature of some of thestions, response bias is likely in
some cases. This is particularly of concern wipatidic ethnic groups view the interview
process as threatening, as was the case with sotime elder Russian and Hmong individuals at
Paul's Pantry.

Lastly, although researchers made every effomitierview only one person per
household, there is no assurance that this wasrgistied given that multiple sites were
sampled. Of the individuals sampled, 5.7% declinechuse they had already completed the
interview at another site.

Methods
Sample

Eleven different sites were included in this ea#ilbn. The sites, both governmental and
private, were chosen because they met two makriexit

1) They serve low-income individuals. They have aitbe/-income eligibility

requirements (WIC and Head Start), and/or primatityact people in need of food
(food pantries and meal sites).

2) The program participants were at the sites dutedime period in which the survey

was conducted.

As Table 1 on the following page indicates, twdha sites were meal sites, six were
food pantries, and one was a WIC office (the dateevgathered at two sites and combined).
Because a representative sample from Head Starimeasilable to participate in the study, data
gathered from this site was not included in thalfemalyses. All but one food pantry in Green
Bay were included in this sample. Food stamp rentp as a group were not included in the
sample because there was no feasible way of ieteing these individuals.

Exact population sizes were unavailable for moshefsites with the exception of Paul's
Pantry and WIC. Consequently, estimates were tesddtermine appropriate sample sizes and
to weight the data (see Analyses). For meal ditestotal number of individuals served during
any given meal was used as the population estintaied pantry population estimates were
based on the number of different households seduedg a one-month period. The population
size of WIC was based on the total number of hanigshregistered. Sample sizes were based
on these estimates although meal sites and fodtiggwere over-sampled to ensure a
minimum sample size of 20 from each site for stia$purposes.

The total number of individuals asked to partiogoiait the study was 760. The total
number who agreed to participate was 566, yieldimgverall response rate of 74%. The final
data set consisted of 541 households (71% of thasgpled). Individuals were omitted from the
data set if they completed only the first five dimss in the survey.

Population demographics were unavailable for séwétthe sites, however, comparisons
between the sample and population characterisirs available for the two largest sites—
Paul’'s Pantry and WIC. For Paul’'s Pantry, the darmapd population were well matched in
terms of household size and ethnicity with one pioa. Caucasians are somewhat
underrepresented in the sample compared to thdgimpuat Paul's Pantry (37% vs. 52%). At
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WIC, the sample was also very similar to the popaorteserved in terms of household size and
ethnicity. Finally, as discussed in the Limitagasection, the Russian population is
underrepresented primarily because of lack of pmeters at Paul's Pantry.

Table 1. Estimated number of households servadbeuinterviewed and percent of
households served at each site.

Site Estimated Number of Number Interviewed
Households Served | (% of households served

Salvation Army Meal Site 150 (zeé%/o)
Room at the Inn Meal Site 70 (4?:,(3/0)
Total Meal Sites 220 (3??@)
Trinity Lutheran Pantry 40 (23?%)
St. Patrick’s Church Pantry 215 (2‘(1)%/0)
Resurrection Lutheran 130 35

Pantry (27%)
Presbyterian Food Pantry 50 (13%)
Salvation Army Pantry 200 (2‘1%&)
Paul's Pantry 670 (219902)
Total Pantries 1305 (235%/20)
WIC 2700 (éf,f)
TOTAL 4225 (153%2)
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A substantial percentage of respondents recemed &ssistance from multiple sources,
thereby increasing the probability that they wdoddinterviewed. Overall, 81% of respondents
received assistance at one type of site, 18% asit@s, and 2% at all three types of sites. Figure
1 shows the percent of respondents at each typigeoivho visited one, two or three sites.
Seventy-three percent of meal site respondents,&f&od pantry respondents, and 21% of
WIC respondents visited more than one type of decause respondents who visited more than
one type of site were more likely to be interviewend data were weighted or adjusted to reflect
these differing probabilities (see Analyses segtion

Percent of respondents at each site who received
assistance at 1, 2, or 3 types of sites (n=503)

3%

WIC (n=145) 18%
79%

f00d ] 7% O 3 sites

ood pantries . .

2 sit
(n=292) 44% W 2 stes

49% 01 site
8%
meal sites (n=66) 65%
27%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 1.

Table 2 presents the number of individuals intereie at each type of site. The final
data set included information from 66 individualshee meal sites, 315 at food pantries, and 160
at WIC. Female respondents far outnumbered malsepe at meal sites where they were
equally represented. Table Al in Appendix A shttwesnumber of respondents by age group
and Table A2 in Appendix A shows the number of cesfents by ethnicity.

Table 2. Number of respondents interviewed at s@ehby gender.

Gender Meal Sites Food wIC Total
Pantries
Males 34 73 22 129
Females 32 237 138 407
Total 66 315* 160 541

*5 interviews conducted at food pantries did mmude information about the respondent’'s gender.
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Survey Instrument

Respondents were first asked the series of qussivbich measured their food security
status. To gain a more thorough understandingeopopulation at risk for food insecurity,
respondents were then asked a number of questsrtarpng to demographic information, such
as, size of household, gender, ethnicity, educatibackground, age, sources of income, and
sources of food assistance they have used durenigshyear. Finally, respondents were asked
about the reasons for their food insecurity andthrea number of potential food assistance
initiatives would be helpful to them. Questionstapming to food assistance initiatives, income
and, in part, reasons for food insecurity were e jointly by the researchers and nutrition
specialists at the Brown County UWEX office.

Procedure

Twenty-five upper level undergraduates in the &dslork Professional Program at the
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay conducted intews at 11 sites during a four-week period
in Spring, 1999. Hmong, Spanish and Russian ireegps were available at sites where non-
English speakers were present. Students and iaterp were trained to conduct the interviews
prior to data collection. Students interviewedomlents throughout each site's hours of
operation to help ensure that a broad range o¥ithaials was interviewed. Each interview lasted
approximately 10-15 minutes and small incentivashsas, boxes of cereal bars, candy, and pen
and paper sets were used to increase response rates

At sites where individuals were able to visit iy, such as meal sites, interviews were
conducted during one meal period to reduce theilpibgsthat individuals would be interviewed
more than once. Interviews were conducted at B&adhtry everyday during the course of one
week because most individuals served there visisite once a week. At Paul’'s Pantry and the
two meal sites students sampled every other holgeldad all other sites students asked every
available person to participate in the study algfoanly one person from each household was
interviewed.

Analyses

First, for statistical purposes the data were weiglaccording to the procedure described
in Lee, Forthofer, and Lorimor (1989) This was done because the probability of angmjiv
household being selected varied by site. The fibtyaalso varied by individual because some
respondents visited more than one type of sitee rébults reflect the weighted data although the
reported "n's" are the total number of respondiet¢sviewed. See Table A3 for the calculation
of site weights and response rates for each site.

Where appropriate, statistical tests of signifi@nere conducted. Most of the analyses
consisted of two-tailed chi-square tests. A chiesg test assesses the likelihood that two
variables are related to one another.

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to examineamédifferences. If a relationship
is reported as significant, this means the proliglmf occurrence by chance is less than one in
twenty, (symbolized as p<.05); less than one in {§00.01); or less than one in 1000 (p<.001).

Respondents at the two meal sites were not stgmifiy different from one another in
their food security and similarly, respondentshat $ix food pantries did not differ from one
another in this regard. Thus, for ease of integpi@n data from the 10 individual sites were
combined into three types of sites: meal sites foantries and WIC.
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Results
Gender
Overall, 83% of the respondents were female. dregnt of males and females varied
significantly by type of site (p<.001). Male arehfale respondents were equally represented at
meal sites whereas females far outnumbered mafesdpantries and WIC offices. Figure 2
shows the total percent of males and females il@ed at each site. Fifty-six percent of
respondents were female WIC participants while 283e females at food pantries. Table C1

in Appendix C shows the percent of male and femedpondents at each of the three types of
sites.

Percent of respondents by site and gender (n=536)

OMeal Sites (n=66)

Males 3% W Food Pantries (n=310)
T WIC (n=160)
Females 3% 56%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 2.
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Age

The mean age of respondents was 30.5 and the med&@7. More than half (60%) of
the respondents were younger than 30 and 81% weeireggr than 40. Those older than 50
accounted for 8% of the sample. These overalirigglwere the result of a large population of
WIC respondents most of whom were younger than 40.

As Table 3 shows, respondents' average age vageificantly by site (p<.001). The
median ages for respondents at meal sites, foadiggrand WIC were 42, 36, and 24.5,
respectively. Sixty-seven percent of meal sitpoasients were 40 or older compared to 40% of
food pantry respondents and 6% of those intervieat@IC. Meal site respondents tended to
be older than the other types of sites whereas paodry respondents represented a wide range
of ages that were more equally distributed acrgssgaoups. WIC respondents tended to be
younger with 76% of the respondents being less 8fayears old.

Males' average age was older than females' (p<.00¥4@ median age of males was 30
years old compared to 26 years old for femaledlelr@2 in Appendix C shows the percent of
respondents by gender in each age group.

Females at meal sites tended to be older than rfeded~igure 3 on the following page)
while at food pantries and WIC the ages of malesfamales were very similar.

Table 3. Percent of respondents at each site &ygamyp.

Age Meal Sites | Food Pantries WIC Total
(n=64) (n=308) (n=152) (n=524)

19 or younger 0% 4% 15% 12%
20-29 years old 16% 21% 61% 48%
30-39 years old 18% 36% 18% 21%
40-49 years old 40% 22% 5% 11%
50-59 years old 16% 10% 1% 5%
60 or older 11% 8% 0% 3%

10
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Percent of meal site respondents by gender and age group
(n=66)

<30-years-old M Females (n=32)

OMales (n=34)

30-49

67%

37%
50 or older
17%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 3.

Ethnicity

Caucasians accounted for 63% of those intervievirglre 4 shows that 14% of
respondents were Hispanic, 8% were Hmong, 6% wate& American, and African-American,
Russian, and Other ethnicities each representesdiaa 5% of the sample.

Percent of respondents by ethnicity (n=524)

Other

Russian

Native American
Caucasian 63%
Hispanic
Hmong

African-American

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 4.

Table C3 in Appendix C shows the percent of respatwat each site by ethnicity. Meal
site respondents were predominantly Caucasian (;A8#b) 14% Native American, 8% African-
American, and less than 5% Hispanic. Minoritiesenauch more represented at food pantries
with 45% of respondents being Caucasian, 16% Hmbsfh Native American, 8% African

11
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American, and 9% Hispanic. WIC was also predontiga@aucasian (66%) with a higher
percentage of Hispanic respondents (17%) thanttie owo types of sites. Hmong respondents
represented 8%, and African-American, Native Anariand Russian respondents represented a
small percent (<5% each) of the WIC sample.

Comparison of Population and Sample Ethnicity

Figure 5 compares the percentage of individuateerpopulation of Brown County to
the sample in this study by ethnicity. While ethdiversity is more pronounced in Green Bay
compared to Brown County, recent statistics weteamailable for this comparison. As is
evident in Figure 5, all of the minority groups aisproportionately over-represented in the
population of individuals served at the food assisé programs included in this sample.
Conversely, the percentage of Caucasians in tmplgais considerably less than the percentage
of Caucasians in the general population. Agaiis, itnportant to note that the population
percentages are derived from Brown County of wicken Bay is only a part. The population
estimates may also not reflect the recent increiasthe Hispanic population or the ethnic
groups with smaller populations (Bureau of the ©sn4998).

Comparison of the percent of respondents in the sam ple
and population by ethnicity

. . 6%
Native American %

: 63%
e —

Hispanic F LRt

0
| Osample (n=524)
Hmong 8% .
0 H population of Brown County
African-American c;(')%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 5.

Household Size

Table C4 in Appendix C shows that 8% of the respotsllived alone and 44% resided
in households with a total of two or three peofew respondents (10%) lived in households
with a total of seven or more people. Males amddies differed significantly in the size of
households in which they resided (p<.001). Malesawthree times more likely to live alone
than females.

Respondents were also asked how many adults aldlezhresided in their households.
Overall, 48% of the individuals in the household®iviewed were younger than 18-years-old

12
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(28% less than 6-years-old and 20% between theddeand 17). Only two percent were 65 or
older and 50% consisted of adults younger than 65.

Type of Household

Households were then categorized into one of igpe's: single adult, multiple adults
without children, single adult with children or rtiple adults with children. Most (78%) of
respondents resided in households with childreablelC5 in Appendix C shows that overall,
56% of respondents reported living in householdb wvo or more adults and one or more
children. Almost a fourth (22%) live in single pat households and 8% live as single adults
without children.

The percent of respondents in each type of houdetasled significantly across the three
types of sites. Table C5 in Appendix C shows thaal site respondents were much more likely
to live alone or in households without children gared to respondents at food pantries or WIC.
In contrast, at food pantries 72% lived in housdbalith children and at WIC 85% of the
households had children. Fifteen percent of WiKpoadents lived in households with no
children and these individuals would have beenmaagduring the interviews.

Figure 6 shows that the percent of respondentdingsin each type of household varied
significantly by gender (p<.001). More than adhi86%) of males lived in households without
children compared to 20% of female respondentsnates were more than twice as likely to
head single parent households compared to malés ¥8510%) and males were three times
more likely to live as single adults without chadr(20% vs. 6%).

Percent of respondents by gender and type of househ  old
(n=517)

Two or more adults _ 55%
with children 55% | M Females (n=393)

OMales (n=124)

Single Adult with 25%

children

Two or more adults
without children

Single Adult 20%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 6.
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The percent of males and females in each type wddtwld also varied by site. Figures
7, 8, and 9 show the percent of respondents byageardl type of household at meal sites, food
pantries, and WIC, respectively. At meal sites fmudl pantries, males were more likely to live
alone than females. At all three sites, femalagweore likely to head single parent households.
At meal sites, females were more likely to livehmuseholds with other adults and no children.
At food pantries, a higher percentage of femalesdlin households with multiple adults and at
least one child, whereas males were more likehgsade in households with multiple adults and
no children. At WIC, a higher percentage of maéssded in households with multiple adults
and children, reflecting the fact that a highercpatage of females live in single parent
households.

Percent of meal site respondents by gender and type of
household (n=66)
Two or more adults 15%
with children 17% W Females (n=32)
O Males (n=34)
Single Adult with 20%
children 6%
Two or more adults 35%
without children 22%
. 30%
Single Adult 56%
T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents

Figure 7.
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Percent of food pantry respondents by gender and ty
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Two or more adults
without children

Single Adult

pe of
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51%
37%

28%

B Females (n=237)
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Figure 8.

Percent of WIC respondents by gender and type of
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60%
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B Females (n=138)
OMales (n=22)
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Figure 9.
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Number of Children
Half the respondents resided in households withartwo children (see Table 4).

However, the number of children in each househalikd significantly by site (p<.001). Most
meal site respondents (73%) resided in househattiewut children and very few (8%) resided in
households with three or more children. In contrd8% of food pantry respondents and 29% of
WIC respondents had three or more children in theirseholds.

Table 4. Percent of respondents by site and nuoflgrildren in household.

Number of children*** Meal Sites Food WIC Total
(n=66) Pantries (n=153) (n=525)
(n=306)
0 73% 28% 15% 23%
1-2 19% 36% 56% 50%
3-4 8% 22% 20% 18%
5 or more 0% 14% 9% 9%
***n<.001
Education

Respondents were also asked about their educhtiackeground. Figure 10 shows that
34% of respondents reported not finishing high s¢H26% completed high school, and 30%
said they had some type of schooling beyond higbalc Men and women were closely
matched in terms of level of education as wereardents across the three types of sites.

Percent of respondents by education completed (n=48  2)
o o _
30%
school
school/equivalent
9th-11th grade _ 24%

Less than 9th F 10%
grade

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 10.

16



Characteristics of At-Risk Households
1999 Evaluation Report

Educational attainment, however, varied signiftbahy ethnicity (p<.001). Figure 11
shows the percent of respondents by ethnicity vdmpteted high school. Most Caucasian and
Russian respondents had high school diplomas (#@P8@%, respectively). In contrast, only
35% of Hispanic respondents, 56% of Native-Amerigad 52% of African-American
respondents reported having completed high schdahy (44%) of Hmong respondents did not
answer this question but of those who did, 62% wa#etl high school. Of all 69 Hmong
respondents, including those who did not answerdbestion, only 35% reported that they had
graduated from high school. Almost two-thirds (§4%%Hmong respondents who did not
answer this question were over the age of 40.

Percent of respondents by ethnicity who
completed high school (n=479)

Other (n=20)
Russian (n=6) 80%
Native American (n=54)

Caucasian (n=281) 77%
Hispanic (n=55)

Hmong (n=28)*

African-American (n=35) 52%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

*Only 56% of Hmong respondents answered this guest
Figure 11.
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Type of Transportation Used

Respondents’ use of various types of transportatias also examined. Table 5 shows
that 72% of respondents drove their own car tddbd assistance site where they were
interviewed. Eighteen percent rode with someose et borrowed a car, 7% walked or
bicycled, and 4% rode the bus or took a taxi. Bedpnts’ means of transportation varied
significantly by site (p<.001). Most respondernt$\dC (82%) drove their own cars compared
to 51% of those at food pantries and 29% of thoseeal sites. Meal site respondents were
much more likely to walk, bicycle or take the baghe food assistance program whereas
respondents at food pantries were more likely todvoa car or ride with someone else to the
site.

Table 5. Percent of respondents by site and typamsportation used to get to food
assistance program.

Type of Meal Sites Food wIC Total
Transportation*** Pantries
(n=65) (n=310) (n=153) (n=528)
Walk/Bicycle 37% 11% 3% 7%
Bus, Taxi or Other 24% 9% 1% 4%
Drove own car 29% 51% 82% 72%
Rode with 11% 29% 14% 18%
someone/borrowed car
***p<.001
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Types of Food Assistance Received

The percent of respondents who received each tiyfo®d assistance during the last year
varied across the three types of sites (see Tabl&lte differences across sites were significant
in many cases. Overall, most respondents (76%)wed WIC assistance during the last year,
38% received food assistance from food pantrie¥; & eived assistance from friends or
relatives, 26% received free or reduced school sneald 24% received food stamps.

Meal site respondents were more likely to recessstance at shelters (66%) and 71%
received assistance at food pantries during the/éss. Food pantry respondents were more
likely to receive assistance from free or reduagtbsl meals (46%) and food stamps (36%)
compared to respondents at the other two sitesie Mhan a third (36%) of these individuals
received assistance at WIC and 23% went to mesd diiring the last year. WIC respondents
were less likely to receive assistance at foodrpgmand meal sites.

Table 6. Percent of respondents at each site edeved each type of food assistance
during the last year.

Type of Food Assistance Meal Sites | Food Pantries WIC Total
(n=66) (n=304) (n=160) (n=530)+
WIC*** 11% 36% 100% 76%
Friends/relatives 42% 42% 47% 43%
Meals on wheels 3% 3% 1% 2%
Free of reduced school 24% 46% 22% 26%
Shelters*** . 66% 18% 1% 8%
ﬁ:mmfr lunches in the 16% 19% 4% 8%
the Resource Conters* | 8% 5% 1% 2%
Local meal sites*** 100% 23% 4% 9%
Food Pantries*** 71% 100% 21% 38%
Food Stamps** 24% 36% 23% 24%

**p<.01; **p<.001

+ Total n varies from 510-530
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Current Employment Status

Respondents were also asked about their currguibgment status. Overall, more than
half (57%) of respondents less than 65-years-ol@ waerrently employed. Of those employed,
75% worked fulltime. Thus, overall, 43% of respents were unemployed, 43% worked
fulltime, and 14% worked part-time. Three-fourtigespondents also reported that they had
been employed some time during the last year. &egmts were also asked how many
employed adults resided in their household. OVe3abo lived in households with one
employed adult, 27% with two employed adults, atgvidith three or more employed adults.

Figure 12 shows that employment status varied ogimtly by site (p<.001). About
25% of respondents at the meal sites and foodipantere employed fulltime. More than half
were unemployed at food pantries and meal site% &3d 62%, respectively). In contrast, at
WIC, 51% were employed fulltime and 37% were uneayetl. Individuals at food pantries who
were employed were more likely to work part-timengared to individuals at meal sites or
WIC.

Percent of respondents at each site
by current employment status (n=495)
1
| 51%
employed fulltime 27%
26% O WIC (n=150)
. M food pantries (n=285)
11% @ meal sites (n=59)
employed parttime 21%
12%
37%
unemployed 53%
62%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents

Figure 12.

Employment status also varied significantly by dgm(p<.05) with males being more
likely to be employed than females (68% vs. 56%gmales were also more likely to work part-
time compared to males (27% vs. 16%) althoughdifisrence only approached statistical
significance.
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Lastly, employment status varied significantlydifinicity (p<.001). Figure 13 shows
that for respondents less than 65-years-old, higherentages of Caucasians, Hispanics and
African-Americans were employed compared to Na#fiveerican, Hmong, Russian and Other
respondents.

Education was significantly and positively cortethwith employment status. Of the
individuals who graduated from high school, highercentages were currently employed
compared to the overall percent of respondents@yeglin each ethnic group. This was
particularly true for Native American and Hmonglngchool graduates where employment rates
were 15% above those of the overall sample for #ténicity (see Figure 13). African-
American high school graduates were more likellgg@mployed than the overall sample for
their ethnicity (75% vs. 65%), and Caucasian arsphinic graduates showed slightly higher
employment rates (5% increase for each group).

Percent of respondents who are currently
employed by ethnicity*

Other (n=20
( ) Ml all respondents (n=518)

O high school graduates
(n=305)

Russian (n=6)

Native American (n=54) 58%

Caucasian (n=283) —ﬁ‘l"e{%%
Hispanic (n=54) _@“’&%
Hmong (n=66) h%%%

African-American (n=35) 65% 75%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%
Percent of Respondents

*n's represent the total number of respondentsdch ethnicity.

Figure 13.

Hourly Wage

If respondents were employed they were also askedmuch they earned per hour.
Data were included only from respondents who wese than 65-years-old and whose earnings
did not depend on tips. The average wage was $e8four (median = $7.50 per hour). The
average hourly wage varied significantly amongttiree sites (p<.001) with respondents at WIC
earning more than those at meal sites and foodiparimedian wage = $8.05 vs. $7.05 per
hour). Hourly wage data were grouped into quartiteestablish the wage categories shown
below. As Table 7 shows, males earned signifigantire per hour than females (median wage
= $8.00 vs. $7.50 per hour; p<.05). Thirty-fourgant of males earned more than the median
wage compared to 26% of females.
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Table 7. Percent of respondents by gender andyhaage.

Hourly Wage* Males Females Total
(n=111) (n=359) (n=470)
Unemployed 32% 44% 42%
$4-6.75 per hour 11% 15% 14%
$6.95-7.50 per hour 18% 13% 14%
$7.52-8.76 per hour 9% 14% 13%
$8.85-16.25 per hour 25% 12% 14%
**p<.055

Wages varied also by ethnicity with Caucasiansiggrsignificantly more per hour than
Hispanics and Native Americans. Compared to theiamewage of $7.50 per hour, Caucasians
and African Americans earned more (median = $8é¥thpur); Hmong and Hispanic
respondents earned less (median = $7.00 per rend)Native Americans earned the least
(median = $6.50 per hour). Table 8 shows the pe¢i@lerespondents in each ethnic group who
earn more or less than the overall median wagertyHive percent of African-American and
33% of Caucasian respondents reported earning tihanethe median wage per hour.
Conversely, 40% of Hispanic and 35% of Native Arcami respondents earned less than the
median wage.

Table 8. Percent of respondents by ethnicity andlit wage.

Hourly Wage*** African- Hmong Hispanic Caucasian Native
American American
(n=32) (n=63) (n=52) (n=248) (n=52)
Unemployed 40% 59% 42% 42% 59%
$4-7.50 per hour 25% 24% 40% 25% 35%
$7.52-16.25 per hour 35% 17% 18% 33% 6%

**n<.001

Finally, results indicated that educational atta@mt was significantly and positively

correlated with wages earned (p<.001). The avenage for individuals with more than a high
school education (median = $8.00 per hour) wasfggntly higher than wages for individuals
with a high school diploma (median = $7.27 per haumo high school diploma (median wage
= $7.10 per) (p<.001).
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Sources of Income
Respondents were also asked about their housglsolafces of income during the last

month. Overall, 83% said their household recemegloyment income, 15% Supplemental
Security Income (SSI), 11% child support, 10% daseaurity, and less than 10% received
income from unemployment, disability, pension, \aedfor other sources (see Figure 14).

Percent of respondents whose household received
each source of income during the last month (n=517)

Welfare

Pension

Other

Disability/worker's comp.

Unemployment

Social Security

Child Support
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Employment
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Figure 14.

Respondents whose household did not receive emglotyincome during the last month
were more likely to receive disability, social setyy and/or SSI (see Figure 15).

Percent of respondents whose household received eac h
source of income last month by employment income
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Figure 15.
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The percentage of households with income from eympént during the last month
varied significantly by ethnicity (p<.01). Figui® shows the percent of respondents currently
employed and whose household had employment inclumeg the last month by ethnicity.
Less than two-thirds (64%) of Native American hdugds had income from employment
compared to at least 75% of all other househokdmost all Hispanic and Russian respondents
reported that their households had employment irrcduaning the last monthlrable C6 in
Appendix C shows the percent of respondents byi@thrmvhose household received each
source of income during the last month.

Respondents' current employment status is alsershoFigure 16. Among the five
largest ethnic groups in the sample, the perceplayead fulltime ranged from 31% (Native
Americans) to 52% (African-Americans) while smalp@rcentages were employed part-time
(4% Hmong to 16% Caucasian).
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*Qverall n varied slightly between the two question
Figure 16.
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Summary
Overall
Gender
* 83% of respondents were female

Age

* 48% of respondents were between the ages of 2@%nd

* 81% were younger than 40

* males were older than females (median age = 3G\a@drvs. 26-years-old)

» age of respondents varied by site (median age ak sites=42, food pantries=36,
WIC=24.5)

Ethnicity

*  63% of respondents were Caucasian

* 14% of respondents were Hispanic

 Hmong, Russian, Native American, and African-Amanigroups each represented less
than 10% of the sample

» all minority groups were disproportionately ovepiresented in the sample compared to
the population in Brown County

Household Size

* 44% of respondents resided in households with ttbree people
* 38% of respondent resided in households with fowix people

* 48% of household members were less than 18-yedrs-ol

* 2% of household members were 65 or older

Type of Household

* 78% of respondents resided in households with mild

* 56% respondents lived in households with two oreramtults and one or more children
» 25% of female respondents resided in single pdrenseholds

* 8% lived as single adults (20% of males and 6%epnfdles)

Education

» 34% of respondents had not completed high school

» education varied by ethnicity with higher perceetagf Caucasian and Russian
respondents graduating high school

* 56% of Native-American, 52% of African-American,daB5% of Hispanic respondents
completed high school

» of the 56% of Hmong respondents who answered thesttpn, 62% reported completing
high school; of all Hmong respondents, even thdse aid not answer this question,
35% reported completing high school
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Type of Transportation Used

* 72% of respondents drove their own car

* 18% rode with someone else or borrowed a car
* 7% walked or bicycled

* 4% rode the bus or took a taxi

Types of Food Assistance Received

* 76% of respondents received WIC assistance dunidpst year
» 45% received assistance from friends or relatives

» 38% received food assistance from food pantries

» 26% received free or reduced school meals

» 24% received food stamps

Current Employment Status

* 75% of respondents reported that they had beenogeghlsome time during the last year

* 57% of respondents less than 65-years-old weremilyremployed and of those, 75%
worked fulltime

* males were more likely to be employed than females

» Caucasians, Hispanics and African-American wereertikely to be employed than
Native-American, Hmong and Russian respondents

Hourly Wage

» average wage was $7.87 per hour (median = $7.50que})

¢ males earned more per hour than females (mediaa w&8.00 vs. $7.50 per hour).

« median wage for Caucasians and African Americars$8200 per hour; for Hmong and
Hispanic respondents median wage was $7.00 per andmative Americans' median
wage was $6.50 per hour

* median wage for individuals with more than a highaol education was $8.00 per hour;
for those with a high school diploma median wage §&27 per hour; for respondents
without a high school diploma median wage was $pdi0

Sources of Income

*  83% of respondents resided in households thatwed@come from employment during
the last month

* 51% of respondents resided in households with on@ayed adult, 27% in households
with two employed adults and 8% with three or memgployed adults

e overall, 15% respondents received Supplementalrbgtacome (SSI), 11% received
child support, 10% social security, and less tha# teceived income from
unemployment, disability, pension, welfare or otbeurces
respondents whose household did not receive emm@onl/income during the last month
were more likely to receive disability, social setyy and/or SSI

*  64% of Native American households had income frompleyment compared to at least
75% of all other households

26



Characteristics of At-Risk Households
1999 Evaluation Report

As is evident in the overall summary, respondemthis study represent a very diverse

group of individuals. Brief summaries for meaésitfood pantries, and WIC are included below
because of differences among the respondents latgae of site. It is important to remember
that 73% of meal site respondents, 51% of foodrgaespondents and 21% of WIC respondents
reported receiving assistance at more than onedfypge during the last year.

Meal Sites

male and female respondents were equally reprasente

67% of meal site respondents were 40 or older

respondents were predominantly Caucasian (73%), Wito Native American, 8%
African-American, and less than 5% Hispanic

a large proportion of respondents lived alone (43%@) most respondents resided in
households without children (71%)

males were more likely to live alone while female=re more likely to head single parent
families or live with other adults and no children

29% drove their own car; 61% walked, bicycled amktthe bus, and 11% rode with
someone else or borrowed a car for transportation

large percentages received food assistance fraaniety of sources during the last year:
shelters (66%), food pantries (71%), friends/rekxi(42%), free or reduced school meals
(24%), and food stamps (24%)

26% were employed fulltime and 62% were unemployed

median wage was $7.05 per hour

Food Pantries

76% of respondents were female

25% were less than 30-years-old, 40% were 40 arp&hd 8% were 60 or older

45% of respondents were Caucasian, 16% were HnM@&%g,Native American, 8%
African American, and 9% Hispanic

72% lived in households with children and 36% Haeée¢ or more children in their
households

a higher percentage of females lived in househwltts multiple adults and at least one
child or as single parents, whereas males were hketg to reside in households with
multiple adults and no children or as single adults

51% drove their own car, while 29% borrowed a calode with someone else

large percentages received food assistance fraaniety of sources during the last year:
friends/relatives (42%), free or reduced schoollmg%), WIC (36%), meal sites
(23%), and food stamps (36%)

27% were employed fulltime, 21% part-time and 53&sewunemployed

median wage was $7.05 per hour
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86% of respondents were female
76% of respondents were less than 30-years-old%ndere 40 or older

66% were Caucasian, 17% were Hispanic, 8% were lgnamd other minorities each
represented less than 5%

85% had children and 29% had three or more chilgréneir households

a higher percentage of males resided in housemotdsmultiple adults and children
while a higher percentage of females resided iglsiparent households

82% of respondents drove their own car; 14% rodke 8o6meone else or borrowed a car
respondents received food assistance from a varfetgurces during the last year:
friends/relatives (47%), free or reduced schoollmER%), food pantries (21%), and
food stamps (23%)

51% were employed fulltime and 37% were unemployed
median wage was $8.05 per hour
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Notes

! For each site, the percent of total householdgesiewas calculated, the percent of total respoisdgarnpled was
calculated, and an adjustment factor or site weigttt calculated. The site weight is the ratichefpopulation
distribution (column 2) to the sample distributi@molumn 3). A second weight was calculated to stdjor
differential response rates at the sites. Thigiads the inverse of the response rate for edaeh #i third weight
was calculated that reflected the number of diffetgpes of sites each respondent visited. Thividual weight is
the inverse of the probability of being select&dr respondents who visited one, two or three tgfeite, the
weights were 1, .5, and .33, respectively. Thesmetweights were multiplied together to createrafgosite weight
for each case. When analyses are presented bptwite, the individual level weight is excludedrh the
analysis.
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Table A1. Number of respondents interviewed ahesite by age group.

Age Meal Sites Food Pantrieg wWIC Total
19 or younger 0 13 22 35
20-29 years old 12 58 92 162
30-39 years old 12 110 28 150
40-49 years old 25 69 8 102
50-59 years old 9 31 2 42
60 or older 27 0 33
Total 64 308 152 524*
*Information regarding age was not available fibrespondents.
Table A2. Number of respondents interviewed ahesite by ethnicity.
Ethnicity Meal Sites Food Pantries| wWIC Total
African-American 25 S 35
Hmong 0 57 12 69
Hispanic 28 25 55
Caucasian 47 137 100 284
Native American 43 3 54
Russian 0 S 1 6
Other 14 6 21
Total 63 309 152 524*

*Information regarding ethnicity was not availalbbe all respondents.
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Table A3. Estimated number of households servaehber sampled, site weight, and
response rate at each site.

Site Number of Number Sampled | Site Weight | Response
Households Served (% of total # Rate
(% of total # of sampled)
households served)
. - 150 55 0
Salvation Army Meal Site (0.0355) (0.0724) 0.4901 71%
. 70 36 0
Room at the Inn Meal Site (0.0166) (0.0474) 0.3498 83%
: 220 91 0
Total Meal Sites (0.0521) (0.1197) 0.4349 76%
- 40 11 0
Trinity Lutheran Pantry (0.0095) (0.0145) 0.6541 82%
. 215 49 0
St. Patrick’s Church Pantry (0.0509) (0.0645) 0.7893 86%
Resurrection Lutheran 130 72 o
Pantry (0.0308) (0.0947) 0.3248 49%
- 50 21 o
Presbyterian Food Pantry (0.0118) (0.0276) 0.4283 38%
. 200 49 0
Salvation Army Pantry (0.0473) (0.0645) 0.7342 86%
) 670 249 o
Paul’'s Pantry (0.1586) (0.3276) 0.4840 79%
. 1305 451 0
Total Pantries (0.3089) (0.5934) 0.5205 74%
2700 218 0
wIC (0.6391) (0.2868) 2.2279 76%
TOTAL 4225 760 74%
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ID#

Date
Food Security/Hunger Core Module
FAMILY
USDA, Food and Consumer Service — 2/26/98
Introductory Statement
Hi, my name is and I'm from UWGB. We’'re doing a study to help us improve food programs and

would like to ask you some questions. Your answers will be completely confidential and we will not identify
you in any way. Would you be willing to answer a few questions?

[If NO, record site and gender and go to next pers  on]

I1. If YES, ask “Do you have children in your home?” 1 () Yes
0 () No

If YES to this question, use FAMILY Questionnaire
If NO, use ADULT Questionnaire

2. Site

3. Time:

4. Gender: (1) Male (2) Female

I5. If survey was not finished, why? 1 ( parti  cipant left to get food
participant left to catch bus
participant got bored

participant distracted by friends/family

OO, WN
NN AN AN AN
— N N N

Does not apply—survey completed
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These next questions are about the food eatenuinhgusehold.

1. Which of these 4 statements best describes tltedaten in your household in the last 12 montla,ith
since March of last year:

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

la.

We always have enough to eat and the kinds of food we want;

(go to question 2)

We have enough to eat but not always the Kinds of food we want; (Skip 1b)
Sometimes we don’t have enough to eat; or (Go to 1b)

Often we don’t have enough to eat (Go to 1b)

DK or refused (go to question 2)

(IF OPTION 2 SELECTED ABOVE, ASK) Here are some reasons why people don’t always

have the kinds of food they want or need. For each one, please tell me if that is a reason why YOU
don’t always have the kinds of food you want or need. (READ LIST. MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

1 0 9
Yes No DK

() () () 1. Notenough money for food

() () () 2. Onadiet

() () () 3. Kinds offood (I/we) want or need are not available

() () () 4. Goodquality food is not available

() () () 5. Notenough time to purchase the food

() () () 6. Notenough time to prepare the food

() () () 7. Don'tknow how to prepare the available foods

() () () 8. Kidswon'teatwhat! prepare

() () () 9. Don'like preparing the food

() () () 10.Too hard to getfood (if yes, Why?) (Read list. Mark all that apply.)
() () () a) no car

() ) () b) child care problems

() ) () c) bus driver won’t allow you to ride on bus

() () () d) work schedule

() () ) €) no grocery store in the area

() () () f) Can't get to the pantry during open hours

() () () g) other

() () () 11.Variety of good food not available here.
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1b. (IF OPTION 3 OR 4 SELECTED ABOVE, ASK) Here are some reasons why people don’t
always have enough to eat. For each one, please tell me if that is a reason why YOU don’t always
have enough to eat. (READ LIST. MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

wn
o
U@
A

Not enough money for food

On a diet

No working stove available

No working refrigerator available

Not able to cook or eat because of health problems

Not enough time to prepare the food

Don’t know how to prepare the available foods

Too hard to get food (if yes, Why?) (Read list. Mark all that apply.)
a) no car

b) child care problems

c) bus driver won't allow you to ride on bus

d) work schedule

€) no grocery store in the area

f) Can't get to the pantry during open hours

g) other
9. Don’t have my own apartment/house.

ONoOGRWNE

Il T T e T T T T T I ot T WO NN
— " e e e e N N e e e e e e e e D
AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN N N N N A N o
— " e e e N N e e N N e S N N S

AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN N N N N N N A N

— " e e e N N e e N N e S N N S

2. Now I'm going to read you several statements. damh statement, please tell me whether it was ORTilEN
SOMETIMES true, or NEVER true for your householdhe last 12 months.

The first statement is “We worried whether our food would run out before we got money to buy more.” Was that Often true,
sometimes true, or never true for your household in the last 12 months?

2 () Oftentrue
1 () Sometimes true
O () Nevertrue
9 () DK orRefused

3. “The food that we bought just didn't last, and we didn’t have money to get more.” Was that often, sometimes, or never
true for your household in the last 12 months?

2 () Oftentrue
1 () Sometimes true
O () Nevertrue
9 () DK orRefused

4. We couldn't afford to eat balanced meals. Was that often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 12
months?

2 () Oftentrue
1 () Sometimes true
O () Nevertrue
9 () DK orRefused
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5. Irelied on only a few kinds of low cost food to feed my children because | was running out of money to buy food. Was
that often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 12 months?

() Often true
() Sometimes true
() Nevertrue
() DKorRefused

O©OCOFrN

6. | couldn't feed my children a balanced meal, because | couldn’t afford that.” Was that often, sometimes, or never true
for your household in the last 12 months?

2 () Oftentrue
1 () Sometimes true
O () Nevertrue
9 () DK orRefused
If Question 1 was answered “Often or Sometimes not enough to eat”, or answers to any of questions 2 — 6 were “Often

or Sometimes true”, continue with questionnaire; ot herwise skip to demographic questions (Questions 17 to end).

7. The children were not eating enough because | just couldn’t afford enough food. Was that often, sometimes, or never
true for your household in the last 12 months?

() Often true
() Sometimes true
() Nevertrue
() DKorRefused

O©COFrN

8. Inthe last 12 months, since last March did you or other adults in your household ever cut the size of your meals or skip
meals because there wasn’t enough money for food?

1 () Yes
0 () No (Skip 8a)
9 () DK (Skip 8a)

8a. (IF YES ABOVE, ASK) How often did this happen — almost every month, some months but not every month, or
in only 1 or 2 months?

( ) Almost every month

( ) Some months but not every month
() Only 1 or 2 months

() DK

O©COFrN

9. Inthe last 12 months, did you ever eat less than you felt you should because there wasn't enough money to buy food?

1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK
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10. In the last 12 months, were you ever hungry but didn’'t eat because you couldn't afford enough food?

1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK

11. Inthe last 12 months, did you lose weight because you didn’'t have enough money for food?

1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK

If YES to any of Questions 7 -- 11, then continuet 0 Q12; otherwise, skip to question 17.

12. In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever not eat for a whole day because here wasn't
enough money for food?

1 () Yes
0 () No (go to question 13)
9 () DK (go to question 13)

12a. (IF YES ABOVE, ASK) How often did this happen — almost every month, some months but not every month, or
in only 1 or 2 months?

Almost every month

Some months but not every month
Only 1 or 2 months

DK

O©COFrN
A~ AN
— N N

13. Inthe last 12 months, since March of last year, did you ever cut the size of any of the children’s meals because there
wasn’'t enough money for food?

1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK

14. In the last 12 months, did any of the children ever skip meals because there wasn’t enough money for food?

1 () Yes
O () No (go to question 15)
9 () DK (go to question 15)

14a. (IF YES ABOVE ASK) How often did this happen — almost every month, some months but not every month, or
in only 1 or 2 months?

2 () Almost every month

1 () Some months but not every month
O () Only1lor2months

9 () DK
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15.

16.

17.

In the last 12 months, were the children ever hungry but you just couldn’t afford more food?

1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK
In the last 12 months, did any of the children ever not eat for a whole day because there wasn’t enough money for food?
1 () Yes
0 () No
9 () DK
Which of the following have you or anyone in your household used for food assistance in the last year? (READ LIST.
MARK ALL THAT APPLY.)
1 0 9
Yes No DK
() () () a WIC
() () () b. friends/relatives
() () () c. mealsonwheels
() () () d. freeorreduced school meals
() () () e. shelters
() () () f. summerlunches inthe park
() () () g. summer breakfast atthe Resource Centers
() () () h. local mealsites (If YES, ask 17a.)
() () () i foodpantries (If YES, ask17a.& 17b.)
() () () |j foodstamps  (If YES, ask17c.)

17a. (Only for Food Pantries/Meal Sites) When was the first time you got food from a food pantry/meal site? (READ

LIST.)

1 ( ) Today is the first time

2 () sometime in the last 6 months
3 ( ) 6 months to ayear ago

4 () 1to2yearsago

6 ( ) more than 2 years ago

9 () DK

17b. (Onlyfor Food Pantries) How much of your food can you get from food pantries? (READ LIST.)

1 () Lessthe
2 () About:

3 () Morethan 2
9 () DIK
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17c. (Only for Food Stamps) How much of your food are you usually able to buy with your food stamps? (READ
LIST.)

1 () Lessthe?
2 () About?:

3 () Morethan 2
9 () DK

18. Of the food you eat, how much of it are you able to buy with your money? (READ LIST.)

1 () Lessthe
2 () About
3 () Morethan 2
9 () DIK
19. Which of the following would help you in getting enough food for you and your family? (READ LIST.

MARK ALL THAT APPLY.)
1 0 9
Yes No DK
() () () a Improved transportation
() () () b. Different pantry hours
() () () c. DifferentWIC hours
() () () d. Communitygardens
() () () e. Travelingfood pantry
() () () f Travelinggrocery store
() () () g Grocerystore downtown
() () () h other

20. Do you know of anyone who would get food assistance here but are not able to?

1 () Yes
0O () No
9 () DK

The next few questions have to do with the people in your household.

21. How did you get here today?

1 () walk

2 () bus

3 ( ) drive own car

4 () rode with someone, borrowed car
5 ( ) bicycle

6 () taxi

7 () other

9 () DI

39



22. What is your age?

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

How much school have you completed?

) less than 9th grade

)  9th - 11th grade

) high school graduate or equivalent
) more than high school

) DIK

O~ WNPE
AN AN AN AN

What is your ethnic background?

1 () African American
2 () Hmong

3 ( ) Hispanic

4 () Caucasian

5 ( ) Native American
6 ( ) Russian

7 () Other

9 () DK

In your household:

25a. How many children are under 6 years old?

25b.  How many children are between age 6 and 177
25c. Including you, how many adults are 65 or older?
25d. Including you, how many adults are less than age 65?

Have you been employed anytime during the lastear
) Yes

1(
0 () No (If NO, go to q27)
9 () DK

26a. If YES, are you currently employed?

1() Yes
0 () No (If NO, goto g27)

26b. Do you work full or part-time?

1 () Part-time
2 () Full-time

26¢. How much are you paid per hour?

Including you, how many adults in your household are employed?
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28. Did you or anyone else in your household receive income last month from any of the following: (READ LIST. MARK

ALL THAT APPLY.)
1 0 9
Yes No DK
() () () a Working
() () () b Pension
() () () c Unemployment
() () () d. Disability/worker's compensation
() () () e Social Security
() () () f Child Support
() () () g W2
() () () nh SSl
() () () i Other

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me toddyo you have any questions about the survey?
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Appendix C

Table C1. Percent of respondents at each sitebgey.

Gender*** Meal Sites Food Pantries WIC Total
(n=66) (n=332) (n=165) (n=536)
Males 50% 24% 14% 17%
Females 50% 76% 86% 83%
Total 5% 30% 65% 100%
**p<.001
Table C2. Percent of respondents in each age drpgender.
Age Males Females
(n=125) (n=394)
19 or younger 4% 14%
20-29 years old 45% 48%
30-39 years old 25% 21%
40-49 years old 16% 10%
50-59 years old 6% 4%
60 or older 4% 3%
Table C3. Percent of respondents at each sit¢hioycay.
Ethnicity Meal Sites Food Pantries wIC Total
(n=63) (n=309) (n=152) (n=524)
African-American 8% 8% 3% 4%
Hmong 0% 16% 8% 8%
Hispanic 3% 9% 17% 14%
Caucasian 73% 45% 66% 63%
Native American 14% 16% 2% 6%
Russian 0% 1% 1% 1%
Other 3% 4% 4% 3%
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Table C4. Percent of respondents by householdsidgender.

Size of Household** Males Females Total
(n=124) (n=395) (n=519)
1 person 20% 6% 8%
2-3 people 36% 45% 44%
4-6 people 30% 40% 38%
7 or more people 14% 9% 10%
**p<.001
Table C5. Percent of respondents at each sitgdeydf household.
Type of Household*** Meal Sites Food wIC Total
Pantries
(n=65) (n=305) (n=152) (n=522)
Single Adult 42% 16% 1% 8%
Two or more adults 29% 12% 14% 14%
without children
Slr_lgle Adult with 13% 24% 2204 2204
children
TWO or more adults with 16% 48% 63% 56%
children
***p<.001

Table C6. Percent of respondents by ethnicity whuamisehold received each source of

income during the last month.

Sources of Income African- Hmong Hispanic Caucasian Native
American American

(n=35) (n=63) (n=53) (n=286) (n=54)
Employment** 78% 75% 93% 85% 64%

Pension 0% 2% 0% 4% 3%
Unemployment 0% 7% 3% 9% 11%
Dlsablllty/vv_orker’s 0% 506 50 506 14%

compensation

Social Security 5% 11% 1% 11% 22%
Child Support 9% 0% 1% 14% 11%
Welfare 0% 16% 4% 1% 6%
SS|x** 14% 22% 1% 14% 31%

**p<.01; **p<.001
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