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Executive Summary

This evaluation was an extension of the 1998 Feclirity Research Project in Green Bay,
conducted by the University of Wisconsin Coopetixtension (UWEX), Brown County office.

The purpose of the study was threefold: to detegrttie prevalence of food insecurity in at-risk
households (i.e., households using food assistamggams) in Green Bay and to examine how it
compared with that of 1998; to better understared#asons for food insecurity of at-risk households
and to determine what types of initiatives wouldr@ase the availability and accessibility of food t
those in need.

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 gain better access talfoo
Ten different sites—all serving households at feskfood insecurity—were included in this
evaluation: two of the sites were meal sites, sxenfood pantries, and two were WIC offices. The
total number of individuals asked to participatéha study was 760. The total number who agreed to
participate was 566, yielding an overall resporse of 74%.

Overall, levels of food security in 1999 were vemilar to those of 1998: less than half the
respondents were food secure, about a third wekifesecure without hunger, and about 20% were
food insecure with hunger. Hispanic respondentewignificantly less food secure in 1999 with only
33% reporting food security compared to 57% in 1988&ican-American and Native American
respondents also tended to be less food secu@9B 1in contrast, Hmong respondents were
somewhat more food secure in 1999.

In 1999, 44% of the respondents reported beind &szure, 34% were food insecure without
hunger, and 22% were food insecure with hungeondFecurity status was strongly related to the type
of site at which respondents were interviewed artthé number of different types of sites they eit
More than half of the respondents (52%) at WIC regabbeing food secure compared to 11% of
respondents at food pantries and 21% of mealesfgondents. Only 14% of WIC respondents were
food insecure with hunger compared to 50% of foadtfy respondents and 46% of those interviewed
at meal sites. Respondents who received assistameere than one type of site were more food
insecure compared to those that visited one site.

Results also indicate that females in the 199%$amere more food secure than males.
Respondents between the ages of 30 and 60 tentbedéss food secure compared to younger and
older respondents. Caucasian respondents werefammresecure than ethnic minorities and
individuals in single person households or thogé Wi or more people tended to be more food
insecure with hunger. The food security of housgshwith children was similar to that of households
without children, however, adults living alone reged the highest level of food insecurity followey
single parent households. Respondents with mareagidn were more food secure as well.

Substantial percentages of respondents receiveddssistance from a number of sources
during the last year. Almost all respondents wignenfood secure received WIC assistance (92%)
compared to 66% of food insecure respondents. ddigarcentages of food insecure respondents
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received almost all other types of food assistaarepared to those who were food secure. At least
50% of respondents who were food insecure recagsistance from food pantries or friends or
relatives during the last year. A number of fosdistance programs, however, were used verylhtle
respondents. Only 19% of respondents who were iftgture with hunger used summer lunches in
the park, 4% used summer breakfast at the resgerter, and 18% used meal sites.

Respondents' food security also varied by employmsitus and wages earned; those who
were employed were more food secure than thosewene unemployed. The food security status of
those who were employed part-time, however, wasidentical to that of unemployed respondents.
Respondents who reported earning the median hauadye or less for this sample were also similar to
unemployed respondents in their food security, wotighly 40% being food secure. In contrast, 57%
of those earning more than the median wage wemdeoure.

Because many of the service providers at the faodrigs reported that the number of
individuals seeking food from them had been indrepm recent months, respondents who used food
pantries during the last year were divided into gwoups: those whose first visit was within the las
year, and those whose first visit was more thaea ggo. Higher percentages of African-Americans
and Hispanics began receiving food pantry assistdodng the last year compared to the overall 33%.
Respondents residing in single parent householtsoge with multiple adults and no children were
more likely to have started receiving assistandead pantries during the last year as well.
Respondents whose first visit was sometime withenlast year were more educated and were more
likely to be employed and to earn the median wadess for this sample compared to those who first
visited a food pantry more than a year ago.

In an effort to examine whether food assistancgams were reaching those in need,
respondents were asked if they knew someone whatedesssistance at their site but was unable to
receive it. Substantial percentages of respondeptsted that they did know someone who needed
assistance but wasn't receiving it: 16% overal®o3% female respondents at meal sites, and 26% of
females at food pantries.

Respondents were also asked to identify reasonghayydo not have the kinds of food they
want or need. Those who said that they had enfagghbut not the kinds of food they wanted or
needed gave a number of reasons for their fooadtumgg. About 75% said they did not have enough
money for food; 40% did not have enough time t@gare food; about a third did not have enough time
to purchase food and had children who would notwet they prepared; more than a fourth said that
the kinds of food they wanted or needed were nail@e to them; and more than one in five said tha
good quality food was not available to them.

Almost all of the respondents who reported thaytsometimes or often did not have enough
food said that they did not have enough moneydodfdespite the fact that half the respondents who
gave this reason were employed and more than timdstresided in households that had income from
employment during the previous month. More thahd®d that it was too hard to get food, with
about a third having difficulty because they do Imate a car, because of childcare problems, or
because they could not get to the food pantry duspen hours. Almost a third did not have enough
time to prepare food and a quarter of the respdsdead difficulty getting food because of their wor
schedule. More than one in five said they do matvk how to prepare the foods that are available to
them and that it is too hard to get food becauseetls no grocery store in their area.

When asked which food assistance initiatives welgh them get food, almost a third of
respondents said that a traveling grocery storddvoel helpful to them, more than a fourth reported
that improved transportation would be helpful, ahdost one in four respondents said that community
gardens and a grocery store downtown would helm tipet the food they need. More than one in five
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said a traveling food pantry would be helpful ahdast one in five said different pantry hours would
be helpful.

Respondents who were food insecure with hunger mere likely to view the food assistance
initiatives as helpful compared to other responsledtbout half the respondents who were food
insecure with hunger said a traveling food pantiy a traveling grocery store would be helpful. ®or
than 40% reported that improved transportatioriedéht pantry hours, and community gardens would
be helpful. Almost a third also said that a grgcgtore downtown would be helpful.

Taken together, the reasons respondents gaveifay to®d insecure and the food assistance
initiatives they viewed as beneficial, suggest #wtess to food is a serious problem for this
population. Unavailability of good quality foodisa appears to be a problem for many of the
respondents, particularly those who are food ingeaith hunger.

Recommendations
The 20 recommendations to alleviate food insecumitgreen Bay are grouped according to the
seven major areas focused on by the USDA Comm@oibg Security Initiative.

A. Creating new, and expanding existing, local infiastures that boost food security
1. Provide alternative means of transportation.
B. Increasing economic and job security
2. Expand educational opportunities, especiallyniarorities.
3. Assist low income individuals in obtaining highgaying jobs.
4. Support legislation to increase hourly wages.
5. Provide budgeting training.
C. Bolstering food and nutrition assistance providgchbnprofit groups
6. Establish a traveling non-profit grocery andtmd pantry.
7. Coordinate food pantry efforts city-wide.
8. Consider establishing meal site programs fanietgroups.
9. Increase the variety of foods available at fpadtries to better serve ethnic minorities.
D. Improving community food production and marketing
10. Target community garden outreach to populatiareed.
E. Boosting education and awareness
11. Provide resource information and networkingdtunteers and staff who work with low
income individuals and families.
12. Provide information/referrals to other serviae$ood assistance sites.
13. Provide food preparation training.
F. Improving research, monitoring, and evaluation
14. Establish a standardized method of countinigiestts at food assistance sites in Green
Bay.
15. Evaluate public forms of transportation.
16. Evaluate the establishment of a grocery outldowntown Green Bay.
17. Investigate why households at-risk for foocemgity are unable to seek aid at food
assistance sites.
18. Evaluate food pantries' hours of operation and fgadi needed.
G. Bolstering federal nutrition assistance safety net
19. Provide food stamp outreach education.
20. Publicize food assistance programs availab{eraen Bay.
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Introduction

The mission of the University of Wisconsin-Extems{©WEX) is to provide, jointly
with other University of Wisconsin institutions atite counties 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), founded in 1982 to “alleviate
and eliminate hunger in Brown County”. Through éf@rts of this task force, the Brown
County Food and Hunger Network, formerly BCHTF, &xged its mission: “To rally action,
preventative and corrective, for the relief of heng 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 i$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 finstvolved a shift in the mission of the
Hunger Task Force from anti hunger short-term emrary relief efforts to community food
security, which in addition, embraces long terrmplag and multidisciplinary systems approach
in addressing the problem of hunger. The anti-buagproach focuses on supplying immediate
food-related needs. In contrast, the food secapgroach utilizes strategies of building
partnerships, developing a process, initiating essfl projects, and 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 launched a researbreto determine the extent and degree of
hunger in Green Bay, using the USDA Household Feecurity Survey developed by Tufts
University. The results are being used to eff@tyiyplan projects and address policy issues
which could result in local solutions to food ingaty.

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 physicalttians 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 Wisnsin-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 to those in need.
Consistent with the CFS approach to addressingdriagues, the second and third goals of this
evaluation sought to identify food availability aadcessibility problems in the community.

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 eatéosehold 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.

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
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occurs as adults in the household reduce the anoddiodd 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 hungerrardtion

Evaluation Questions

The primary questions guiding this evaluation were

1) What is the prevalence of food insecurity amongskt-households (i.e.,
households using food assistance programs) in @agnwisconsin and how
does it compare to the 1998 food security results?

2) What are the reasons for respondents’ food insg@uri

3) What types of initiatives would increase the av@lity and accessibility of food
to those in need?

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 sdehthe 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 wita@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
at Resurrection Lutheran Food Pantry a numberdiViduals had already completed the survey
at other sites. A number of individuals at Pa&&ntry who declined were Hmong
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(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 older 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 wasmgistied 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 primaityact 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 séwéthe sites. However,
comparisons between the sample and population diesisdics were available for the two largest
sites—Paul's Pantry and WIC. For Paul’'s Pantrg,gample and population were well matched
in terms of household size and ethnicity with oreeption. Caucasians are somewhat
underrepresented in the sample compared to thdagimpuat Paul's Pantry (37% vs. 52%). At
WIC, the sample was also very similar to the popaorteserved in terms of household size and



Food Security Survey
1999 Evaluation Report

ethnicity. Finally, as discussed in the Limitagosection, the Russian population is
underrepresented primarily because of lack of pnegers 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 (2%%@
Room at the Inn Meal Site 70 (4%(3@
Total Meal Sites 220 (3615?/0)
Trinity Lutheran Pantry 40 (23?%)
St. Patrick’s Church Pantry 215 (24(1)%/0)
Resurrection Lutheran 130 35

Pantry (27%)
Presbyterian Food Pantry 50 (12%)
Salvation Army Pantry 200 (zi%/o)
Paul's Pantry 670 (215090)
Total Pantries 1305 (;5%/%))
WIC 2700 (é&?)
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%
. 7% 0 3 sites
food pantries 44% B 2 sites
(n=292) 0
49% 01 site
8%
meal sites (n=66) 65%
27%
T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 1.

Table 2 presents the actual number of individugksrviewed at each type of site. The
final data set included information from 66 indivals at the meal sites, 315 at food pantries, and
160 at WIC. Female respondents far outnumberedswadcept at meal sites where they were
equally represented. Table Al in Appendix A shtiwesnumber of respondents interviewed at
meal sites, food pantries and WIC by age groupTaide A2 in Appendix A shows the number
of respondents 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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A separate report entitle@haracteristics of Households At-Risk for Food Insecurity in
Green Bay, Wisconsin, provides a detailed description of this sampleeims of demographic
information, such as age, gender, ethnicity, empleyt status, and sources of income.

Survey Instrument

Respondents were first asked the series of qussivbich measured their food security
status. To gain a more thorough understandingeopbpulation 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 durgnigshyear. 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 tged jointly by the researchers and nutrition
specialists at the Brown County UWEX office.

Food Security Scale

The food security scale is a 16-item scale thatsuees food insecurity in terms of
specific behaviors and conditions that exist inveig household. The scale ranges from zero (no
food insecurity in the past 12 months) to 10 (famskcurity with severe hunger). A household
with a scale value of 6, for example, experiencesenfiood insecurity than a household with a
scale value of 3. Additionally, a value of 6 pmgsases all the food insecurity conditions up to
that value. National statistics of the total p@piain of households show that most households
have scale values of 0.0 with only a small propor{4.1%) having high values indicating food
insecurity with hunger (USDA, 1995). See Appen8ifor a copy of the survey instrument.

Food Security Status Measure

The food security scale values are grouped intio dategories for ease of comparison
and interpretation. Table 3 on the following pagews the relationship between the food
security scale values and the food security siEtesgories. The four categories are:

* Food Secure Households show no or minimal evidence of foakaurity.

» Food insecure without hunger Food insecurity is evident in households’ conseand in
adjustments to household food management, inclugidgced quality of diets. Little or no
reduction in household members’ food intake is regab

* Food insecure with moderate hungerFood intake for adults in the household has been
reduced to an extent that implies that adults mepeatedly experienced the physical
sensation of hunger. Such reductions are not ebdet this stage for children in the
household.

* Food insecure with severe hungemHouseholds with children have reduced the childre
food intake to an extent that implies that thedreih have experienced the physical sensation
of hunger. Adults in households with and witholildren have repeatedly experienced
more extensive reductions in food intake.
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Table 3. Food security status category and cooresipg food security scale values.

Food Security Status Category Scale Value
Food Secure 0.0-2.1
Food Insecure without Hunger 2.2-4.5
Food Insecure with Moderate Hunger 4.6-6.6
Food Insecure with Severe Hunger 6.7-10.0

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 interviewedomslents throughout each site's hours of
operation to help ensure that a broad range o¥idhaials 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 holgseldad 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@anere conducted. Most of the analyses
consisted of two-tailed chi-square tests. A chizsq test assesses the likelihood that two
variables are related to one another. We wereagpifiyrinterested in differences among the four
levels of food security and the chi-square test ugzsl to determine the likelihood that
respondents’ food security status was related maogeaphic variables, to reasons respondents
were food insecure, and to initiatives that woulcreéase the availability and accessibility of
food.

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).
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Respondents at the two meal sites were not sugmifiy 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 integti@n data from the 10 individual sites were
combined into three types of sites: meal sites feantries and WIC.

Results
Demographics

Although respondents in this study represent arge/group of individuals, most were
female (83%) and young (60% were less than 30-y&@drand 81% were younger than 40).
Those older than 50 accounted for only 8% of tiepde. Tables C1 and C2 in Appendix C
show the percent of respondents at each typeeobgiggender and age group, respectively. Most
respondents were Caucasian (63%); 14% were HispamicHmong, Russian, Native American,
and African-American groups each represented lems 10% of the total sample. Table C3 in
Appendix C shows the percent of respondents at iypehof site by ethnicity.

Most respondents (78%) resided in households vhildren. More than half of
respondents (56%) lived in households with two oreradults and one or more children, 22%
resided in single parent households, and 8% ligesirggle adults. Males were three times more
likely to live alone than females and females wamre than twice as likely to head single parent
households compared to males. Table C4 in Appe@dikows the percent of respondents at
each site by type of household.

More than a third of respondents (34%) had noshiad high school while 30% said they
had some type of schooling beyond high school.

Most respondents (76%) received WIC assistancegltine last year, 38% received food
assistance from food pantries, 45% received assisttnom friends or relatives, 26% received
free or reduced school meals, and 24% received stardps.

Most respondents (75%) reported that they had begrloyed some time during the last
year. Well over half of respondents (57%) less tba-years-old were currently employed and
of those employed, 75% worked fulltime. The averagge was $7.87 per hour (median =
$7.50 per hour).

Most respondents (83%) resided in householdséeagived income from employment
during the last month. Smaller percentages ofaredents resided in households that received
income from SSI (15%), child support (11%), andiaagecurity (10%) during the previous
month, and less than 10% received income from ut@myent, disability, pension, welfare or
other sources.

10
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Food Security Status
Food security status was calculated for 498 ob#hkrespondents in the final data set.

In cases where there were more than three missilngs among the food security questions the
food security scale score was not calculated. &edgnts’ food security status in the 1999
sample was first compared to the 1998 food secsaltyple. It was then examined as it related
to a number of demographic variables, such as,egeade, ethnicity, and size of household. It
was also related to the sources of food assistasp@ndents’ reporting receiving during the last
year. Finally, it was related to respondents’ searof income and their wages.

Comparison to 1998 Food Security Status
Before comparing the food security results frorB8 8 those of 1999, the 1998 data

were weighted in the same way as the 1999 data.c@mparison includes only respondents
from meal sites, food pantries and WIC as these Wer sites common to both studies.

Demographics
First, the demographics of both samples were coedpaTlable C5 in Appendix C shows

that a higher percentage of males were includedari999 sample (19% vs. 11%) but the two
samples were closely matched in terms of ethniettiycation and household size.

Overall Food Security Status
Overall, the food security status of respondents9@9 did not differ significantly from

that of 1998 (mean=2.64 vs. 2.62, respectivelya @a10 point scale) (see Figure 2).

Percent of respondents in 1998 and 1999
by food security status
]
food secure 44%
44% (11998
1999
food insecure 36%
without hunger 34%
food insecure with
moderate hunger
food insecure with
severe hunger
T T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents

Figure 2.
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Food Security Status at Meal Sites

When comparing the two meal site samples it is @b to note that the sample in 1998
was very small (n=8) so statistical comparisonsnatepossible. Interpretations based on this
sample should be made cautiously as well. Givex) Bigure 3 shows that respondents in 1999

were similar to those of 1998 but were somewhatenhood secure (mean=4.02 vs. 5.07,
respectively).

Percent of meal site respondents in 1998 and 1999b vy
food security status

food insecure 50% W 1998 (n=8)
with hunger 46%

011999 (n=66)

food insecure 41%
without hunger 33%

9%
food secure
21%

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 3.
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Food Security Status at Food Pantries

Food pantry respondents were also similar durir@lghd 1999 although those in 1999
tended to be slightly less food secure and mord hegecure with hunger (mean=4.21 vs. 4.52,
respectively) (see Figure 4).

Percent of food pantry respondents in 1998 and 1999 by
food security status

food insecure 42% W 1998 (n=213)
with hunger 50% 001999 (n=277)

food insecure
without
hunger

41%
39%

16%
11%

food secure

0% 20 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 4.
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Food Security Status at WIC

Finally, WIC respondents from 1998 and 1999 wemdlar as well (mean=2.24 vs. 2.11,
respectively). About 50% were food secure, a thiede food insecure without hunger and
about 15% were food insecure with hunger (see Eigir Table C6 in Appendix C shows the
percent of respondents at each site by food sg@itatus and year sampled.

Percent of WIC respondents in 1998 and 1999 by food
security status

food insecure 17% W 1998 (n=84)

with hunger

food insecure
without hunger

14% 011999 (n=155)

35%
34%

49%
52%

food secure

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 5.

Comparison of 1998 and 1999 Samples by Gendenjdithand Household Size

Overall, the food security status of males andaflesidid not change significantly
between 1998 and 1999. Hispanic respondents Wwererntly ethnic group whose food security
changed significantly between these two yearsl9B8, 57% of Hispanic respondents reported
being food secure compared to 33% in 1999. Inreshtthe food security of Hmong
respondents improved in 1999 (0% vs. 17% food s@¢cthrough the difference only approached
statistical significance (p<.10). Figure 6 on tiext page shows that the percentage of Hispanic
and African-American respondents who were fooddaeeincreased between 1998 and 1999.
Finally, respondents in households with sevennartdividuals were significantly more food
secure in 1999 (22% vs. 48% food secure).
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Percent of respondents by ethnicity who were
food insecure in 1998 and 1999

]
. . 74%
Native American 65%

01998
53%

Caucasian 50% 1999

Hi . 43%
ispanic 67%

Hmong 83%

. . 42%
Affican-American # 52%

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

100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 6.

The food security of the 1998 and 1999 food paatry WIC samples were also
compared by gender and ethnicity. Table C7 in AdpeC shows the changes in the food
security status of food pantry respondents fron81®91999 by gender and ethnicity. The
percent of food secure respondents decreasednfads, as well as Hispanics, Native
Americans, and Caucasians. The percentage ofalfiamerican and Hmong respondents who
were food secure was very low during both yearsdadahot change. Levels of food insecurity
with hunger increased considerably for African-Aroans and Native Americans whereas it
decreased for Hmong respondents.

At WIC, food security improved for African-AmericanHmong, and Native Americans
(see Table C8 in Appendix C). Food security ditdalmnge for Caucasians and worsened for
Hispanic respondents. Males, African-Americans,ofdg) and Native Americans became less
food insecure with hunger while Hispanic responsémicame slightly more food insecure with
hunger.
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Food Security Status and Demographic Characteristg

Overall Food Security Status

In 1999, 44% of the respondents reported beind &szure, 34% were food insecure
without hunger, and 22% were food insecure withgaun Overall, 43% of households had
children and were food insecure and 14% of housishaild not have children and were food
insecure (see Figure 7).

Total percent of respondents by household type
and food security status (n=498)

W households with children
0, 0,
food secure 9% Ohouseholds without children

food insecure 14%

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

Figure 7.

Some of the questions that comprised the food gg@nale pertained to specific types
of hunger events. Respondents were asked to tedidaich of these hunger events occurred in
their household during the last year. As Figush8ws, 28% of respondents indicated that an
adult in their household skipped or reduced the sfza meal at least once during the last year
because there wasn't enough money for food. Gktiadio were food insecure with hunger,
almost all reported that an adult had cut the gfzzmeal or skipped a meal during the last year.
One in ten adults also went without food for arirerday during the last year. Overall, about
5% of respondents reported their children skippatkal or that the size of their children's meals
were cut at least once during the last year. Teragnt of respondents reported that their
children went without food for an entire day durihg last year because there wasn't enough
money for food.

When asked how frequently an adult skipped a &84 of respondents who were food
insecure with hunger said “some months but notyerenth”, and 28% said “almost every
month.” More than one in five (22%) said an adiidt not eat for a whole day during "some
months but not every month" and 14% said this aecualmost every month.
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Percent of respondents who reported that each hunge r event
had occurred in their household during the last yea r

child did not eat for a
whole day

M all respondents

Orespondents food
insecure with hunger

child skipped a meal

cut size of child's meal

adult did not eat for a
whole day

adult skipped or cut
size of a meal

] 87%

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 8.

Type of Site

Respondents’ food security status was relateldddyipe of site at which they were
interviewed (see Figure 9). More than half of tbgpondents (52%) at WIC reported being food
secure compared to 11% of respondents at foodipamind 21% of meal site respondents. Only
14% of WIC respondents were food insecure with lrumgmpared to 50% of food pantry
respondents and 46% of those interviewed at me. sifrable C6 in Appendix C shows the
percent of respondents at each site by food sgaitatus.

Percent of respondents by site and food security st atus (n=498)

14%
WIC (n=155) 34%

[Ofood insecure with hunger
52%

W food insecure w/out hunger

O food secure

50%

Food Pantries

0,
(n=277) 39%

11%

46%
Meal Sites (n=66) 33%
21%

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 9.
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Respondents varied across the three sites whed aglether specific events in their

households during the last year. As Figure 10 showore than

half the respondents at meal

sites and food pantries reported that an adulierr household had skipped or cut the size of a

meal during the last year because there was neigbnmoney fo
respondents and 21% of meal site respondentstsatidn adult i
an entire day during the last year. Small perggdaf the meal
the events relating to children's food intake hecbiored probabl
resided in households with children. Fifteen petad food pant

r food. A fourth of food pantry
n their household did not eat for
site respondents reported that
y because very few of them

ry respondents reported that the

size of their children's meals had been cut ancertian one in ten said a child in their
household had skipped a meal during the last y8aven percent reported that their children did

not eat for an entire day during the last year beedhere was n

ot enough money for food.

Percent of respondents at each site who reported th
event had occurred in their household during the la

child did not eat for a

at each hunger
st year

whole day
aowi
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c
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Figure 10.
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Number of Sites Used
Respondents’ food security status was also refatdee number of types of sites at which

they received assistance. As Figure 11 shows, @Q%spondents who visited one type of site
were food secure. In contrast, 15% of respondehtsvisited two types of sites and 4% of
those who visited three sites were food securesp&adents who visited two types of sites were
more than twice as likely to be food insecure witinger compared to those who visited one
type of site. Similarly, those who visited thrgpéds of sites were three times as likely to be food
insecure with hunger compared to respondents waitedionly one type of site.

Percent of respondents by number of sites used and food
security status (n=472)

1

54%
food insecure with hunger 44%
18% 03 sites (n=27)

W 2 sites (n=185)

) 43% 01 site (n=260)
food insecure w/out 21%
hunger
33%
4%
food secure 15%
[ 49%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 11.
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Gender

Respondents’ food security varied significantlygepder (p<.001). Overall, females
were significantly more food secure than males (48%29%) and males were more food
insecure with hunger compared to females (34% @%)4see Figure 12).

Differences between males' and females' food dgotaried by site. At meal sites and
WIC, females were more food secure than malesHggrges 13 and 15), but were similar to
them at food pantries (see Figure 14). At foodipas) females were more food insecure with
hunger than males (53% vs. 41%). Conversely, nvadee more food insecure with hunger than
females at WIC (29% vs. 12%).

Percent of respondents by gender and food security
status (n=495)

47%

food secure M females (n=378)

Omales (n=117)

food insecure
without hunger

food insecure 20%
with hunger 34%
T T
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Percent of Respondents

Figure 12.

Percent of meal site respondents by gender and food
security status (n=66)
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Figure 13.
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Percent of food pantry respondents by gender and fo od
security status (n=274)

food insecure with 53%
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Figure 14.

Percent of WIC respondents by gender and food secur ity
status (n=155)
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Figure 15.
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Age

The percent of respondents who were food secureecure varied significantly by age
(p<.001). Overall, respondents between the ag86 ahd 60 tended to be less food secure
compared to younger and older respondents. Inaisdin their '40's and '50's were particularly
food insecure. Table C9 in Appendix C shows thegd of respondents by food security status
in six age groups.

Differences in food security by age varied acrbssthree types of sites. At meal sites,
older respondents were more food secure and ledlsiigecure with hunger compared to
younger respondents (see Figure 16).

Percent of meal site respondents by age and food se  curity
status (n=64)

Ofood insecure with hunger
22% . .
50 or older (n=15) 2204, M food insecure without hunger

| 56%|Ofood secure

55%
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30-years-old TR
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Percent of Respondents

Figure 16.
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At food pantries, older respondents were agaimtbst food secure although the
differences were less pronounced (see Figure ATWIC, younger respondents tended to be

more food secure than older ones (see Figure 18).

1

Percent of food pantry respondents by age and food

security status (n=273)

50 or older (n=55)

35%
46%
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Ofood insecure with hunger
M food insecure without hunger
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Figure 17.
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Figure 18.
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Ethnicity

Food security status also varied significantlyeltynicity (p<.001) (see Figure 19).
Hmong respondents were the least food secure (t@fbpared to 35% of Native Americans,
33% of Hispanics, 50% of Caucasians, and 48% dtafrAmericans. Table C10 in Appendix
C shows the percent of respondents by ethnicigairh of the four food security status
categories. Minority groups were more food inseamith hunger (54% of Hmong, 41% of
Native Americans, 34% of African-Americans, and 28PAlispanic respondents) compared to
Caucasians (15%).

Percent of respondents by ethnicity and
food security status (n=490)

Other (n=21) 310 63%

Native Ameri 44 _ 66% [ Food Insecure
e S (n_ ) 3% W Food Secure

. 50%
Caucasian (n=276) 500/2

|

I

167%

Hispanic (n=51) 33%

|

Hmong (n=66) | 83%

17%

0,
African-American (n=32) —jlgsc;/?)b

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

1

Percent of Respondents

Figure 19.

Household Size

Food security status did not vary significantlyhpusehold size. However, as Table 4
on the next page shows, respondents living alome the least food secure (36%) while those
residing in households with two to three peopleenapst food secure (48%). Respondents
living alone or in large households were the mostifinsecure with hunger.
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Table 4. Percent of respondents by food secuidttys and size of household.

Size of Household Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure
without Hunger | with Hunger
1 person (n=84) 36% 30% 34%
2-3 people (n=193) 48% 33% 19%
4-6 people (n=178) 42% 36% 22%
7-10 people (n=55) 48% 25% 27%
11 or more people (n=14 43% 14% 43%

Type of Household

Overall, the food security of households with cteld did not differ from those without
children. Households with children were slightlpra food secure than those without children
(45% vs. 40%). Equal percentages of both housekpks were food insecure with hunger
(22% with children and 23% without children). Hebsld type was also grouped into four
categories by the number of adults and childree: adult with or without children and two or
more adults with or without children. Figure 2@wsis that the food security status varied
significantly across these four types of househ{pes05). Respondents living in households
with two or more adults and one or more childrgroréed the highest level of food security
(48%) while only 34% of adults living alone weretbsecure. Adults living alone and
respondents who headed single parent househol@smae likely to be food insecure with
hunger (37% and 24% of respondents, respectivélgyver percentages of respondents living in
households with multiple adults with or withoutldnen were food insecure with hunger.

Percent of respondents by household type
and food security status (n=489)
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Two or more adults 18%
; ; - ; 31%
with children (n=231) 48%
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Food security status did not vary significantlytbg number of children in households.
Respondents from households with one to two chilavere slightly more food secure than
respondents with no children or more than two chiid'see Table 5).

Table 5. Percent of respondents by food secuidtyys and number of children in household.

Number of children Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger

0 (n=163) 40% 37% 17% 6% 23%
1-2 (n=204) 48% 32% 16% 4% 50%
3-4 (n=98) 41% 32% 22% 6% 18%
5 or more (n=59) 44% 32% 14% 10% 9%

Education Completed

Figure 21 shows that food insecurity varied sigaifitly by education level completed
(p<.001). Well over half of respondents (58%) wWiaal completed education beyond high
school were food secure compared to 30% of thoseommpleted less than th® grade. Table
C11 in Appendix C shows the percent of respondeyfeod security status and education
completed.

Percent of respondents by education completed

and food security status (n=450)
1

42%
58%
55%
45%

62%
9th-11th grade (n=118) 38%
Less than 9th grade
30%
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(n=124)
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(n=163)
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Figure 21.
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Type of Transportation Used

Respondents' food security varied significantlythog type of transportation they used
(p<.001). Respondents who drove their own canéd®od assistance site tended to be more
food secure compared to individuals using otheesyqf transportation. Table 6 shows that 49%
of those who drove their own car were food secorepared to 37% of those who borrowed a
car or rode with someone else, 26% of those wh tio® bus or taxi, and 21% of those who
walked or bicycled.

Table 6. Percent of respondents by food secuiatyis and type of transportation used to
get to food assistance program.

Type of Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure
Transportation*** without with Hunger
(total n=494) Hunger

Walk/Bicycle (n=62) 21% 45% 34%
Bus, Taxi or Other 26% 39% 35%
(n=46)
Drove own car 0 0 0
(n=279) 49% 33% 18%
Rode with
someone/borrowed 37% 27% 36%
car (n=107)

***p<.001

Food Security Status and Types of Food Assistancesgeived

Types of Food Assistance Received

Substantial percentages of respondents receivedassistance from a number of
sources during the last year. Figure 22 on the¢ pa&ge shows the percent of respondents
receiving each type of assistance by food secstéius. Almost all respondents who were food
secure received WIC assistance (92%) compared%odféood insecure respondents. Higher
percentages of food insecure respondents recelneabtall other types of food assistance
compared to those who were food secure. At |2t 6f respondents who were food insecure
received assistance from food pantries or friendelatives during the last year. A number of
food assistance programs, however, were used weybly respondents. Only 19% of
respondents who were food insecure with hunger sseumer lunches in the park, 4% used
summer breakfast at the resource center, and 18&orsal sites. Table C12 in Appendix C
shows the percent of respondents in each foodiggstatus category who received each type of
assistance during the last year. It also show$oibe security status of respondents who
received each type of assistance.
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Percent of respondents who received each type of as  sistance
during the last year by food security status (n=494 )
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Figure 22.

First Food Pantry Visit

Respondents were also asked when they first reddood at a food pantry. Thirty-three
percent of respondents who reported going to fadrjes during the last year said that the first
time they received food at a food pantry was withie last year. Thirty-eight percent said that
the first time they went to a food pantry was miby@n two years ago. Respondents' food
security status was not related to the time ofr thsit pantry visit (see Table 7).

Table 7. Percent of respondents who went to fasdrfgs during the last year by food
security status and the first time they receiveatifat a food pantry.

First Food Pantry Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
Visit without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger (n=355)
0,
Within the last year* 14% 39% 32% 15% (n3=31€9)
1to 2 years ago 9% 46% 21% 24% 17%
(n=52)
38%
More than 2 r 15% 37% 37% 12%
ore than 2 years ago 0 0 0 0 (n=145)
Don't know 13% 42% 42% 4% 12%
(n=49)

*The following three categories were collapsed: &gdsometime in the last 6 months, and 6 montlasyear ago.
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First Food Pantry Visit and Demographic Charastes

Many of the service providers at the food pantregorted that the number of individuals
seeking food from them had been increasing in tevemths. For this reason, respondents who
used food pantries during the last year were dividéo two groups: those whose first visit was
within the last year, and those whose first visaiswnore than a year ago. Demographic
characteristics of these two groups were then coedp@ assess whether distinct sub-
populations in the sample were increasingly see&ssistance at food pantries, and perhaps,
becoming more food insecure.

Table C13 in Appendix C shows the percent of radpats by the time of their first
pantry visit and by ethnicity, age, and househafigher percentages of African-Americans and
Hispanics began receiving food pantry assistancaglthe last year compared to the overall
33%. Further, respondents residing in householttsmultiple adults and no children or single
parent households were more likely to have stadeeiving assistance at food pantries during
the last year.

Respondents' educational attainment was significagiated to the time of their first
visit to a food pantry (see Figure 23). Resporslaritose first visit was sometime within the last
year were more educated than those who had recieddrom a pantry more than a year ago.
Interestingly, respondents who started going talfpantries in the last year were more likely to
be employed and to earn the median wage or leghifosample compared to those who first
visited a food pantry more than a year ago (seer€ig4). They were also less likely to receive
income from almost all sources except employmesd {&@ble 12).

Percent of respondents by education completed
and time of first food pantry visit

0,
36%
W more than 1 year ago (n=175)
0, ithi =
High schoollequivalent 32 /;60/ Owithin the last year (n=121)
(1]

35%

9th-11th grade

Less than 9th grade

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Figure 23.
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Percent of respondents by hourly wage
and time of first food pantry visit
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$4.00-7.50 per hour
38%

63%
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0
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Figure 24.

Amount of Food from Food Pantry

Respondents who received assistance from foodipsuauring the last year were also
asked how much of their food they could get fromdfantries. Food security status did not
vary according to the amount of food respondent®able to receive at food pantries. Thirty-
six percent of respondents reported that they akleto get less than half the food they eat
from pantries. Another 34% reported that theyadetut half of their food from food pantries

(see Table 8).

Table 8. Percent of respondents who went to fiaodries during the last year by food

security status and the amount of food they carirget food pantries.

Amount of Food Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger (n=355)
Hunger

Less than Half 10% 40% 40% 10% 36%
(n=112)

34%

0, 0, 0, 0,

About Half 16% 40% 28% 15% (n=130)
More than Half 20% 40% 23% 17% (rlfé/;)

Don’t know 8% 35% 39% 19% 13%
(n=44)
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Amount of Food from Food Stamps

Twenty-five percent of respondents who receiveatifstamps during the last year
reported that they were able to purchase lesshaHnheir food with food stamps while 41%
said they could buy more than half their food Widhd stamps (see Table 9). Respondents' food
security varied significantly with the amount obtbthey could buy with food stamps. More
than half (53%) of respondents who could buy leas thalf their food with food stamps were
food insecure with hunger and only 6% of them weogl secure. In contrast, 44% of those who
could buy more than half their food with food staamyere food secure and 16% were food
insecure with hunger.

Table 9. Percent of respondents who have recéogetistamps during the last year by
food security status and the amount of food theyleay with food stamps.

Amount of Food*** Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger (n=146)
Hunger

Less than Half 6% 41% 31% 22% 25%
(n=44)

About Half 33% 41% 15% 11% 21%
(n=31)

More than Half 44% 40% 10% 6% 41%
(n=49)

Don’t know 7% 73% 20% 0% 12%
(n=22)

***p<.001

Amount of Food Purchased

All respondents were asked how much of their fhey were able to buy with their
money. Fifty percent of respondents said theyatbuly more than half their food with their
money, 27% said they could buy about half, and 1®86rted they could buy less than half. Not
surprisingly, respondents' hourly wage was sigaifity related to how much of their food they
could purchase (p<.001). Almost two-thirds of @sgents (66%) who earned more than the
median wage for this sample were able to buy ntae half their food. Lower percentages of
respondents who were unemployed or earning theanedage or less were able to buy more
than half their food (45% and 39%, respectivelipout 20% of unemployed respondents and
those earning less were able to buy less tharthetffood, and about a third of both groups
were able to purchase about half their food.
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Respondents’ ability to buy food with their monegsasignificantly related to their food
security status (see Table 10). Almost two-th{@#o) of respondents who could buy more
than half their food were food secure compared®d bf those who could buy less than half
their food. More than a third (38%) of respondemit® could buy less than half their food were
food insecure with hunger compared to 12% of redpots who could buy more than half their
food.

Table 10. Percent of respondents by food secsidityis and the amount of food they can
buy with their money.

Amount of Food*** Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger (n=498)
Hunger
0 0, 0, 0, 19%
Less than Half 19% 44% 24% 14%
(n=149)
27%
0, 0, 0, 0,
About Half 23% 48% 23% 6% (n=164)
0, 0, 0, 0 50%
More than Half 64% 23% 11% 1%
(n=162)
Don’t know 44% 30% 17% 9% 4%
(n=23)
***p<.001

Percent Who Knew Someone Needing Assistance by Site

Finally, respondents were asked if they knew aeywho would get assistance from the
site where they were being interviewed but was lenebfor any reason. Overall, 16% of
respondents reported that they knew someone wiiedesssistance at their site but was unable
to receive it. As Figure 25 shows, respondentsians varied significantly by site (p<.001).
More than a third (37%) of female respondents ailmsiges said they knew of at least one person
and 26% of females at food pantries respondedaiiyil Males at these two sites were less
likely to respond affirmatively. Fewer respondeat&VIC (13%) reported knowing someone
who needed food assistance.

Minority respondents were also more likely than €ian respondents to know
someone who needed assistance at their site buivedie to get it (p<.05) (32% of African-
American, 26% of Hmong, 22% of Native American, 4966 of Hispanic vs. 13% of Caucasian
respondents).
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Percent of respondents at each site by gender who k  new of
someone who would get assistance at that site but i s unable to
(n=501)

WIC M Females
O Males
food pantries
meal sites
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Figure 25.

Percent Who Knew Someone Needing Assistance by Eeodrity Status

Respondents’ food security status was also saanifly related to whether they knew
someone who would get assistance at their sitevasitunable to. Table 11 shows that higher
percentages of individuals who were food insecutk imunger knew someone who would get
assistance at their site, particularly female radpats who were food insecure with severe
hunger. Only 14% of respondents who were foodreeknew someone who needed assistance
at their site compared to 31% of respondents whe ¥aod insecure with hunger.

Table 11. Percent of respondents by gender ardidecurity status who know someone
who would get assistance at that site but is un@able

Gender Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger

Males 5% 7% 25% 17%

Females*** 14% 9% 28% 52%

Total (N=495)*** 14% 8% 27% 46%

*»**p<.001
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Food Security Status and Wages/Sources of Income

Lastly, food security status was examined adatee to respondents’ wages and sources
of income. The relationship between income and ®excurity involves a number of variables,
including household size, current employment statdsother sources of income and assistance.
Nonetheless, results indicate that food securitiedasignificantly with several of these
variables.

Current Employment Status

Not surprisingly, food security status for respamddess than 65-years-old varied
significantly by employment status (p<.05) (seeuF&g26). More than half (52%) of
respondents who were food insecure with hunger weeenployed compared to 38% of food
secure respondents. Almost half (49%) of respotsdeho were food secure worked full-time
compared to 31% of those who were food insecure inger. Similar percentages of
respondents who were food secure and insecure d/qdw-time.

Table C14 in Appendix C shows the percent of redpats less than 65-years-old by
food security status and employment status. Sgwaaven percent of food secure respondents
reported being employed sometime during the last gempared to 48% of those who were
food insecure with severe hunger. Twenty percérgspondents who had been employed
sometime during the last year reported being fogdgure with hunger while 47% were food
secure. Interestingly, the food security of regjmris who were employed part-time was almost
identical to that of respondents who were unemmoye

Percent of respondents by current employment
and food security status (n=523)
|
52%
unemployed 44%
38%
Ofood insecure with hunger
W food insecure without hunger
16%
employed parttime 14% Efood secure
13%
31%
employed fulltime 42%
49%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents

Figure 26.
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Hourly Wage
Respondents’ food security also varied signifiyay their hourly wage (p<.01). Figure

27 shows the food security status of respondentswére either unemployed, earning the
median hourly wage or less of this sample, or egrat least the median hourly wage.
Respondents who reported earning the median haadye or less were similar to unemployed
respondents in their food security status: abobb 4€ported being food secure. In contrast,
57% of those earning at least the median wage f@ecksecure.

Table C15 in Appendix C shows the percent of redpats in each of the four food
status categories by wage group. More than a (88#o) of respondents who were food secure
earned at least the median wage compared to 21éedfinsecure respondents.

Percent of respondents by hourly wage
and food security status (n=470)
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n=86
( ) 57%
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Figure 27.
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Finally, respondents’ food security significanthried with some sources of income.
Table 12 shows the percentage of respondents hlydecurity status whose household received
each type of income during the last month. Halhef households that received income from
employment during the last month were food secundewl 9% were food insecure with hunger.
Similarly, 93% of food secure respondents resideubiuseholds with income from employment
during the last month compared to 50% of resporsdehb were food insecure with severe
hunger. Respondents residing in households witinmaoime from employment during the last
month were twice as likely to be food insecure vhtimger (39% vs. 19%) and were less than
half as likely to be food secure (50% vs. 20%) cared to households with employment
income. Respondents in households with income fsension, unemployment and child
support were more food secure compared to housekald other types of income.
Respondents in households with income from digghilorker's compensation, Supplemental
Security IncomégSSI), or welfare were more food insecure with hurfgeleast 35%) compared
to other households. A large percentage of regratsdvith income from social security also
reported being food insecure with hunger (29%).

Table 12. Percent of respondents by food secsidityis whose household received each
source of income during the last month.

Sources of Income Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger

- 50% 31% 16% 3% 83%
Employment (93%) (80%) (77%) (50%) (n=344)

- 53% 27% 13% 7% 3%
Pension (3%) (2%) (2%) (4%) (n=20)

61% 24% 12% 2% 8%
Unemployment (10%) (6%) (5%) (3%) (n=27)

Disability/worker’s 33% 30% 30% 7% 6%
compensation (4%) (5%) (9%) (7%) (n=34)

. - 36% 35% 16% 13% 10%
Social Security (8%) (11%) (9%) (25%) (n=91)

: . 63% 24% 10% 3% 11%
Child Support (15%) (8%) (6%) (7%) (n=42)

41% 18% 24% 18% 3%
Welfare (3%) (2%) (4%) (11%) (n=22)

Supplemental Security 27% 39% 18% 17% 15%
Income (SSI)*** (9%) (17%) (15%) (45%) (n=114)

Other 12% 71% 6% 12% 4%
(1%) (9%) (2%) (14%) (n=22)

*p<.05; ***p<.001; ( )=percent within food securistatus
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Reasons for Food Insecurity

The first question in the Food Security Surveyealsiespondents to select one of four
statements that best described the food eaterinttbusehold during the last year. The four
statements paralleled the four food status categohiaving enough to eat, having enough but
not always the kinds of food needed or wanted, siomes not having enough to eat, and often
not having enough to eat. In theory, each resparsglanswer to this question should
correspond to their food security status categ®ile this was not the case, the correlation
between respondents’ food status scale score airdatiswer to this question was significantly
positive (r=.58, p<.001). If respondents repottet they had enough food they were not asked
to identify reasons for their food insecurity.they said they had enough food but not always the
kinds they wanted or needed, they were presentédone set of reasons and asked to identify
which ones applied to them. Similarly, if they oeed that they sometimes or often did not have
enough food they were presented with a differenbseasons and asked to identify which ones
explained why they were food insecure.

Reasons for Not Having the Kinds of Food WanteNeeded

One subset of respondents said they had enougtt buenot always the kinds of food
they wanted or needed. All of these respondertsidhave been food insecure without hunger,
however, 36% of them were food secure accordirtbaw food security status score, 47% were
food insecure without hunger, and 17% were fooddnse with hunger. These respondents gave
reasons why they did not always have the kindsodl they wanted or needed. As Figure 28 on
the next page shows, 72% of these respondentsatedithat one of the reasons they did not
have the kinds of food they wanted or needed istiiey do not have enough money for food.
Forty percent said they do not have enough tinprépare food; about a third said they do not
have enough time to purchase food and that théddreh will not eat what they prepare; 28%
reported that the kinds of food they want or neednat available to them; and 21% said that
good quality food was not available to them.

Almost all of the respondents’ reasons for notitigthe kinds of food they want or need
were related to their food security status. Asl@#&il6 in Appendix C shows, of those
individuals who were food insecure with hunger, 9@%orted that they don’t have the kinds of
food they want or need because they don’'t havegmmoney; 56% said that their children
won't eat what they prepare; 45% reported that theypot have enough time to prepare food;
more than 40% said that the kinds of food they veamteed are not available to them, that good
quality food is not available, and that it is h&mdyet food because they do not have a car;
finally, about a third of respondents reported thaariety of good food was not available at the
site where they were being interviewed, that thery'thave enough time to purchase food, that
it was difficult to get food because of child careblems, work schedules, and pantry hours.
Almost a fourth said they do not know how to prepidue available foods.

Respondents’ reasons for not having the kindsaf they wanted or needed were
examined by ethnicity as well. Table C17 in App&r@ shows the percent of respondents by
ethnicity giving each reason for not having thedkiof food they wanted or needed. Differences
included: African-Americans were more likely to v a special diet; higher percentages of all
the minority groups reported that the kinds of foloely want or need are not available to them
and that a variety of good food is not availabl¢htem at the site where they were interviewed,;
Hmong and Hispanic respondents were much moreyltkeleport that good quality food is not
available to them; 75% of Hmong respondents saig tfo not have enough time to purchase
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food; African-American and Hispanic respondentsenmore likely to report that they do not
have enough time to prepare food; 50% of Hispagspondents do not know how to prepare
available foods; transportation is a problem fdystantial percentages of all minority groups;
50% of Hmong respondents have problems getting feaduse of child care; Hmong and
Hispanic respondents were more likely to have @wisl getting food because of their work
schedules; and African-American and Hmong respaisdeave more problems getting to the
pantries during open hours.

Percent of respondents who said that each reasonwa s why they do
not have the kinds of food they want or need (n=232 )

variety of good food not available here

too hard to get food because of pantry hours

too hard to get food because no grocery store in the area
too hard to get food because of work schedule

too hard to get food--bus driver w on't allow packages
too hard to get food because of child care problems
too hard to get food because of no car

don't like preparing food

kids won't eat w hat | prepare

don't know how to prepare available foods

not enough time to prepare food

not enough time to buy food

good quality food not available

kinds of food w e w ant/need not available

on a diet

not enough money for food 72%

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 28.
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Reasons for Not Having Enough Food

Another subset of respondents reported that theyesmes or often did not have enough
food. All of these respondents should have beed fosecure with hunger, however, a very
small percentage were food secure, (38%) were iftsmture without hunger, and 59% were
food insecure with hunger. These respondents gesons why they did not have enough food.
Almost all respondents (91%) said that one of #esons they did not have enough food was
that they did not have enough money (see Figure B®ye than half (52%) said that it was too
hard to get food. At least 30% reported that i$ a#ficult to get food because they did not have
a car, because of childcare problems, and bechagebuld not get to the food pantry during
open hours. Thirty-one percent also said theyndichave enough time to prepare food, 25%
said it was difficult to get food because of theark schedule, 21% said that it was hard to get
food because there was no grocery store in the& and 22% do not know how to prepare the
available foods.

Percent of respondents who said that each reasonwa s why they
do not have enough food (n=187)

don't have own apartment/house

too hard to get food because of pantry hours

too hard to get food because no grocery store in the area
too hard to get food because of work schedule

too hard to get food--bus driver won't allow packages
too hard to get food because of child care problems
too hard to get food because of no car

too hard to get food

don't know how to prepare available foods

not enough time to prepare food

not able to cook or eat due to health

no working refrigerator available

no working stove available

on a diet

91%
\ \ \ \ \ 1

not enough money for food

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 29.
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As Table C18 in Appendix C shows, the percent spoadents who cited reasons why
they did not have enough food varied by their feedurity status. All respondents said they did
not have enough money for food and 67% said ithvead to get food for a variety of reasons.
About 25% of respondents who were food insecurk sétvere hunger reported that they were
on a special diet, had no working refrigeratorhad difficulty getting food because bus drivers
would not allow them on the bus with packages.rtyihree percent said they could not cook or
eat due to health problems and did not have enboghto prepare food, 30% said it was
difficult to get food because there was no grostoye in their area, and 38% said that they
could not get to the food pantry during open houtialf had difficulty getting food because they
did not have a car and 44% said it was difficultdaese of child care problems.

Respondents' reasons for not having enough foaddv/hy ethnicity (see Table C19 in
Appendix C). Higher percentages of Native Amerg;atimong, and African-Americans said
that it was difficult to get food because of tramggtion; 31% of Hmong said they were not able
to cook or eat due to health problems; Hmong argphddiic respondents were more likely to
report that they do not know how to prepare avéel&bods and that it is difficult for them to get
food because of child care problems; Hmong respusdeere more likely to have problems
getting food because there is no grocery storbeair airea; African-American, Hmong and
Hispanic respondents also were more likely to l@eblems getting food because of their work
schedules; and African-American, Hmong and Natiweefican respondents had difficulty
getting food because they could not get to the fuaratry during open hours.
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Initiatives to Alleviate Food Insecurity

The third general question of interest in thisleation focused on determining which
initiatives would most benefit individuals who do®d insecure. Respondents were presented
with a list of initiatives and asked which ones \blielp them in getting the food they need.
Respondents’ perceptions of the potential helpigra various initiatives varied by gender,
ethnicity, site, level of food security, and moddransportation used.

Overall, 32% of respondents said that a travediragery store would be helpful to them,
28% reported that improved transportation wouldhékpful, and 24% said that community
gardens and a grocery store downtown would helm tipet the food they need. Twenty-two
percent said a traveling food pantry would be hélphd 18% said different pantry hours would
be helpful. Table C20 in Appendix C shows thahsgigantly more males reported that
improved transportation, a traveling food pantryd a grocery store downtown would be helpful
compared to females. Table C21 in Appendix C shitnascompared to Caucasian respondents,
higher percentages of most minority respondentgrte@ that improved transportation, different
pantry hours, and community gardens would beneditt. Higher percentages of African-
American and Native American respondents repottatld grocery store downtown and a
traveling pantry would help them. These findingBeact the fact that minority respondents
reported being more food insecure than Caucasgsponglents.

Initiatives by Type of Site

When respondents’ perceptions of the proposedtiaés are examined by site, it is
evident that large percentages of meal site and p@mtry respondents view the initiatives as
helpful while fewer WIC respondents viewed thens tlvay (see Figure 30).

Percent of respondents by site who said that each i nitiative
would help them get food (n=524)

0,
Grocery Store Downtown 66%

Traveling Grocery Store 65%

Traveling Food Pantry 62%

Community Gardens 9 50% OWIC (n=154)
) } 15% W food pantries (n=306)
Different WIC Hours o Dmeal sites (n=64)

0,

Different Pantry Hours 9 50%
0,
Improved Transportation %%%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 30.
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Almost two-thirds (66%) of meal site respondentd 48% of food pantry respondents said a
grocery store downtown would be helpful. More tB&96 of the respondents at these two types
of sites said that a traveling food pantry andelag grocery store would be helpful. Similarly,
50% of meal site respondents and large percentdgespondents at food pantries said that
improved transportation, different pantry hoursj aammunity gardens would be help them get
the food they need. In contrast, about 25% of \Wd§pondents said that a traveling grocery
store and improved transportation would be helfuhem.

Food Pantry Hours

Substantial percentages of respondents at foamig@ssaid that different pantry hours
would help them get the food they need. Figurel8iws the percent of respondents at each
food pantry who reported that different pantry rsowould be helpful. Respondents’ answers
varied considerably by site with none of thoserasByterian Pantry to more than half at Trinity
Lutheran Pantry reporting that different hours vabloé helpful. It's important to note that the
sample sizes at these two sites were quite srRalithermore, the response rate at Presbyterian
Pantry was less than 50% with most individualsideg) to participate because of lack of time.
This suggests that the responses to this quesgitimlse who were interviewed at this site may
not be representative of the population of indiaiduserved there.

Percent of food pantry respondents by site who said that different
pantry hours would help them get food

Paul’'s Pantry (n=180)

Salvation Army Pantry (n=39)
Presbyterian Food Pantry (n=6)
Resurrection Lutheran Pantry (n=29)
St. Patrick’s Church Pantry (n=39)

Trinity Lutheran Pantry (n=9)

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 31.
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Initiatives by Food Security Status

Respondents’ perceptions of which initiatives wodokdhelpful were also examined in
terms of their food security status. Figure 32vhthe percentage of respondents by food
security status who said that each initiative wdwtp them in getting the food they need.
Respondents’ food security status was significamigted to all programs except different WIC
hours (p<.001). Roughly 50% of respondents wheevieod insecure with hunger said a
traveling food pantry and a traveling grocery stomild be helpful. Almost half reported that
improved transportation, different pantry hoursj aommunity gardens would be helpful.
About a third of these individuals also said that@cery store downtown would be helpful.

Percent of respondents by food security status who said that each
initiative would help them get food (n=491)

7

32%
Grocery Store Downtown ﬂ%—'
48% Ofood insecure with hunger
. (]
Traveling Grocery Store mo_' mfood insecure w/out hunger
Ofood secure
Traveling Food Pantry w 2% ) 51%

. 41%
Community Gardens 5 ’

0
. Y
Different WIC Hours 13213%

Different Pantry Hours rm%—' 4%
Improved Transportation m%_' 46%

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 32.
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Initiatives by Type of Transportation Used

Respondents’ perceptions of the initiatives wdse eelated to the type of transportation
they used. Almost two-thirds (63%) of respondevite did not drive their own car said that
improved transportation would help them get thedftteey need compared to 12% of those who
owned a car. Not surprisingly, a traveling fooaipg, traveling grocery store, and grocery store
downtown were also seen as a more useful initistieeindividuals who did not have their own
car compared to those who owned their own carkgpee 33 and Table C22 in Appendix C).

Percent of respondents by transportation used who s aid that
each initiative would help them get food (n=520)

Grocery Store Downtown T_ T ] 42%
Traveling Grocery Store _m—l 45% Oldoesn't have own car
Traveling Food Pantry _’E%—, 36% Whas own car
Community Gardens :ﬁo 29%
Different WIC Hours 8% 14%
Different Pantry Hours _-5%—' 25%
Improved Transportation _ 0% ] 63%
I T

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

Percent of Respondents

Figure 33.
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Summary

1) What is the prevalence of food insecurity among atisk households in Green Bay,
Wisconsin and how does it compare with findings frm 19987

Overall, levels of food security in 1999 were vemilar to those of 1998: less than half
the respondents were food secure, about a third feed insecure without hunger, and about
20% were food insecure with hunger. A few sigrifitchanges, however, did occur. Hispanic
respondents were significantly less food secud©B0O with only 33% reporting food security
compared to 57% in 1998. The recent and substamti@ase in the Hispanic population of
Green Bay may have had some impact on this chafdfyezan-American and Native American
respondents were also less food secure in 1996oritrast, Hmong respondents were somewhat
more food secure in 1999, and reinstatement of &achp benefits to them during the last year
may account for this change.

In 1999, 44% of the respondents reported beind &szure, 34% were food insecure
without hunger, and 22% were food insecure withgeun Food security status was strongly
related to the type of site (i.e., meal site, fpadtry, or WIC) at which respondents were
interviewed and to the number of different typesités they visited. More than half of the
respondents (52%) at WIC reported being food sexumgared to 11% of respondents at food
pantries and 21% of meal site respondents. Orfly @AWIC respondents were food insecure
with hunger compared to 50% of food pantry respatsland 46% of those interviewed at meal
sites. Respondents who received assistance atth@r®ne type of site were more food
insecure compared to those that visited only otee si

When respondents were asked to indicate if spduifitger events occurred in their
household during the last year, 28% overall andenttoain 50% of food pantry and meal site
respondents indicated that an adult in their hooisielvent skipped or reduced the size of a meal
at least once during the last year because these'tmough money for food. Ten percent
overall, 25% of food pantry, and 21% of meal ségpondents said an adult in their household
went without food for an entire day. About 5% e$pondents reported their children skipped a
meal or that the size of their children's mealsengrt at least once during the last year. Two
percent of respondents reported that their childrent without food for an entire day during the
last year because there wasn't enough money fdr fbiigher percentages of food pantry
respondents indicated that their children's foddkie had been reduced during the last year
compared to respondents at meal sites and WIC.

Results also indicated that females in the 198$pawere more food secure than males,
and respondents between the ages of 30 and 6Qdtémbe less food secure compared to
younger and older respondents. Caucasian respngere more food secure than ethnic
minorities with substantial percentages of respatgleeporting food insecurity with hunger
(54% Hmong, 34% African-American, 28% Hispanic, @186 Native American). The food
security of households with children was similathtose without children. However, adults
living alone reported the highest level of foodeasgrity followed by single parent households.
Respondents with more education were more foodsesuwell.

Substantial percentages of respondents receivedassistance from a number of
sources during the last year. Almost all respotiemo were food secure received WIC
assistance (92%) compared to 66% of food inse@s@ondents. Higher percentages of food
insecure respondents received almost all othestgp&od assistance compared to those who
were food secure. At least 50% of respondentswdre food insecure received assistance from
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food pantries and friends or relatives during tst {year. A number of food assistance
programs, however, were used very little by respotsl Only 19% of respondents who were
food insecure with hunger used summer lunchesampé#k, 4% used summer breakfast at the
resource center, and 18% used meal sites.

Respondents’ food security also varied by employrstatus and wages earned.
Respondents who were employed were more food sHtamehose who were unemployed,
however, the food security status of those who wenployed part-time was almost identical to
that of unemployed respondents. Respondents wiwootesl earning the median hourly wage or
less for this sample were similar to unemployegoesents in their food security: roughly 40%
reported being food secure. In contrast, 57% agehearning more than the median wage
reported being food secure.

Because many of the service providers at the faodrigs reported that the number of
individuals seeking food from them had been indrepm recent months, respondents who used
food pantries during the last year were divided imto groups: those whose first visit was
within the last year, and those whose first visaiswnore than a year ago. Higher percentages of
African-Americans and Hispanics began receivinglfpantry assistance during the last year
compared to the overall 33%. Respondents residismgle parent households or those with
multiple adults and no children were more likelyheve started receiving assistance at food
pantries during the last year as well. Respondehtse first visit was sometime within the last
year were also more educated and were more likdhe temployed and to earn the median wage
or less for this sample compared to those whoVissted a food pantry more than a year ago.
They were also less likely to receive income frdmast all sources except employment.

In an effort to examine whether food assistancgnamms were reaching those in need,
respondents were asked if they knew someone whatedesssistance at their site but was unable
to receive it. Substantial percentages of respasdeported that they did know someone who
needed assistance but wasn't receiving it: 16%atly8i7% of female respondents at meal sites,
and 26% of females at food pantries.
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2) What are the reasons for respondents’ food insecusi?

Respondents who reported that they had enoughlfobdot the kinds of food they
wanted or needed gave several reasons for tharife@curity. About 75% said they did not
have enough money for food; 40% did not have endingh to prepare food; about a third did
not have enough time to purchase food and hadrehilho would not eat what they prepared;
more than a fourth said that the kinds of food twayted or needed were not available to them;
and more than one in five said that good qualitdfavas not available to them.

The largest difference between those who were fiogecure with hunger and those who
were not was in response to the reason "Too hagdtttbod”. Almost half of these individuals
said that it was too hard to get food because dieyot have a car and about a third said it was
difficult because of childcare problems, their wedhedule, and because they can not get to the
food pantry during open hours. A large percen(@gés) of these respondents also reported that
they did not know how to prepare the foods thatewsrailable to them.

Another group of respondents said they sometime$ten did not have enough food.
Almost all of these respondents reported that théyhot have enough money for food despite
the fact that half the respondents who gave tlisae were employed and more than two-thirds
resided in households that had income from employmering the previous month. More than
half said that it was too hard to get food, witloata third having difficulty because they do not
have a car, because of childcare problems, or sedhey can not get to the food pantry during
open hours. Almost a third did not have enougletimprepare food and a quarter of the
respondents had difficulty getting food becaustheir work schedule. More than one in five
said they did not know how to prepare the foods dna available to them and that it is too hard
to get food because there is no grocery storeeim #dnea.

Substantial percentages of respondents who wetkifisecure with severe hunger also
reported that they were on a special diet (24%),f@aworking refrigerator (24%), had difficulty
getting food because bus drivers would not allogntton the bus with packages (25%), could
not cook or eat due to health problems (33%), adidifficulty getting food because there was
no grocery store in their area (30%).

Respondents’ reasons for not having the kindeaf they wanted or needed varied by
ethnicity, which reflected the fact that minoritiere more food insecure than Caucasians.
Larger percentages of all minority groups repotted transportation was a problem for them
and that they did not have enough time for purattpand preparing food. These issues of time
were also reflected in difficulties with childcaseork schedules, and getting to the food pantries
during open hours. Furthermore, larger percentafjgsnorities reported that the kinds of food
they wanted or needed were not available to theitlzat a variety of good food was not
available to them at the site where they were viggred. Hmong and Hispanic respondents, in
particular, were much more likely to report thabd@uality food was not available to them.
Half the Hispanic respondents did not know howripare available foods.

Respondents' reasons for not having enough foadvalsed by ethnicity. Higher
percentages of minority groups said they did neerenough time to prepare food and that it
was difficult to get food because of transportatieork schedules, and food pantry. Hmong and
Hispanic respondents were more likely to report thay did not know how to prepare available
foods and that it was difficult for them to get ébbecause of child care problems.
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3) What types of food assistance initiatives would befit individuals who are food
insecure?

Substantial percentages of respondents, espettiakbg who were food insecure with

hunger and minorities, reported that the propos#iaiives would help them get food. The
proposed initiatives and percent of respondents ieported that each would benefit them were:

Traveling grocery store

* 32% overall; 48% of those food insecure with hungébo of meal site respondents;
51% of food pantry respondents; 41% of African-Aicem and Native American,
and 38% of Hmong respondents

Improved transportation

» 28% overall; 46% of those food insecure with hun§ébo of meal site respondents;
46% of food pantry respondents; 38% of males; 45%inority respondents

Community gardens

* 24% overall; 41% of those food insecure with hun§ébo of meal site respondents;
39% of food pantry respondents; 41% of Hmong, 37¥ative American, and 30%
of African-American respondents

Grocery store downtown

* 24% overall; 32% of those food insecure with hungéfbo of meal site respondents;
40% of food pantry respondents; 45% of males; 59%fracan-American and 38%
of Native American respondents

Traveling food pantry

*  22% overall; 51% of those food insecure with hungeebo of meal site respondents;
51% of food pantry respondents; 33% of males; 44%froican-American, 40% of
Native American, and 27% of Hmong respondents

Different pantry hours

» 18%overall; 44% of those food insecure with hungefo58f meal site respondents;
42% of food pantry respondents; 30% of African-Aicem, 42% of Hmong, and
31% of Native American respondents
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Discussion
Food Security Status

Results of this study indicate that the food siéggtatus of at-risk households in Green
Bay changed very little between 1998 and 1999, vatlghly 55% of respondents being food
insecure. While this may be good news, given the reductionselfare benefits, these findings
indicate that a substantial percentage of at-rigskskholds in Green Bay continue to report food
insecurity. Almost 80% of respondents lived in $eholds with children, and more than one in
five of these households were food insecure withglen. A small percentage of these
households even reported that at least one of thédren had skipped meals or gone without
eating for an entire day during the last year bsedhere was not enough money for food.

Food pantry volunteers reported that more peopdeblegn seeking assistance during the
previous months, but because there is no uniforthoageof counting recipients at food
assistance sites we do not know for certain. @ulirigs do indicate, however, that a third of the
respondents who reported going to food pantriemduhe last year said that the first time they
received food at a food pantry was within the Jestr. A study of Minnesota food pantries
conducted in 1995 found that 46% of recipients bagang food pantries within the previous
year (Fang & Rode, 1996) which suggests that owlirig is typical for this at-risk population
and not indicative of any major changes in foodséasce usage. Interestingly though,
individuals who began seeking food assistance mttripa during the last year tended to be more
educated, were more likely to be employed and egreiss than the median wage or less per
hour for this sample.

Another significant finding was that high percemsa@f minorities continued to be food
insecure with hunger and that most of these grtemded to become more food insecure during
the last year, especially Hispanic and African-Aiceat respondents. The one exception was
that Hmong respondents became somewhat more foodesia the last year. This finding was
not surprising given that since the 1998 studydfsamp benefits were reinstated to Hmong
respondents. Nonetheless, Hmong respondents B8 still the least food secure compared
to all other ethnic groups with more than halftedmn reporting food insecurity with hunger.

Related to the finding that minority groups areslésod secure, is that they also tend to
be less educated. Respondents with less edueegiemore food insecure, less likely to be
employed, and earned less per hour compared to edoieated respondents. And while a
sizable proportion of respondents graduated higbawr had schooling beyond high school,
the graduation rates were less than Wisconsin ggsraHispanics, in particular, reported lower
educational attainment with only about a third gigtchg high school. This finding may be
related to the fact that there are many recentatigpmmigrants in Green Bay and in this
population of at-risk households.

The differences among ethnic groups in educatiattainment were also apparent in
employment rates and wages earned. A high pegewtahouseholds reported having
employment income during the last month, howeveanonity groups were less likely to have
this source of income. The unemployment rate Was@uite high for this sample compared to
the general population in Wisconsin (3.1% in AptB99 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1999)),
however, our data does not indicate what percerdhggespondents resided in households where
one or more unemployed adults were searching fok.wo

The mean hourly wage of respondents was simildrabof individuals in Wisconsin a
few months after leaving welfare in 1998. Minomsoups—especially Hispanics and Native
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Americans—tended to earn less per hour compar€ahteasians and African-Americans.
Females also tended to earn less than males ardweee likely to be unemployed.

Surprisingly, only 24% of respondents overall ab&o2of respondents with children
reported receiving food stamps during the last yddle many of these households were eligible
for them. In a study of Wisconsin families wha l&F~DC or W-2 during the first three months
of 1998, the State of Wisconsin, Department of Vilmde Development, found that 49% of such
families were receiving food stamps during the sedaalf of that year. When asked if they
knew they might be eligible for food stamps afeaving welfare, 34% said they were not aware
of this. Similar results were found in a studyrafividuals previously on AFDC (St. Norbert
College Survey Center, 1999). Thus, confusionnaigg eligibility may be one of the reasons
why substantial percentages of respondents irstdy were eligible for food stamps but not
receiving them. Other food assistance progrant) as summer lunches in the park and
summer breakfasts at the resource center, wereais¢égbby relatively few respondents.

Another finding suggests that the need for foodstmsce programs may be greater than
is currently recognized; substantial percentagessgondents said they knew someone who
would get assistance at that site but was unaldedahis was especially true of those who were
more food insecure. Almost half of the females wiewe food insecure with severe hunger
knew someone who needed food assistance but wastirig it.

Reasons for Food Insecurity

The reasons respondents gave for not having tiuslaf food they wanted/needed or not
having enough food reflected problems with bothatailability and the accessibility of food.
Virtually all respondents were unable to acquirefibod they needed because of a lack of money
despite the fact that most respondents residedusdholds with employment income.
Substantial percentages of respondents also gasere that are tied to economic issues: not
having a car, having childcare problems, and notgoable to acquire food due to work
schedules. This suggests that at least some msptsnare working long hours which prevents
them from getting to food pantries during open kamnd from preparing food.

Large percentages of respondents also said thatrttie of food they want or need are
not available to them, good quality food is notilde, and a variety of good food is not
available to them. Certain ethnic groups were nhikedy to cite some of these reasons. For
example, many Hmong and Hispanic respondents esptnat one of the reasons they do not
have the food they need is that they do not know twoprepare available foods.

With few exceptions, higher percentages of respoitsdeho were more food insecure
gave each reason compared to those who were nmtesézure. Respondents who were food
insecure with hunger were also more likely to répiaait they had difficulty getting enough food
because of access problems.

Food Initiatives

Large percentages of respondents, especially thbeavere food insecure with hunger,
said that the food assistance initiatives mentidogtiem would be beneficial. Transportation
seemed to be a concern for many individuals, witioat a third reporting that a traveling
grocery store would help them get the food theydndeor individuals who were most food
insecure, a traveling food pantry, traveling grgcgore, and improved transportation were also
seen as beneficial.
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The reasons respondents gave for being food insecut the food assistance initiatives
they viewed as beneficial suggest that accessob ifba serious problem for this population of
individuals and should be addressed in future @mogolanning. Unavailability of good quality
food also appears to be a problem for many oféspandents, particularly those who are food
insecure with hunger.

Recommendations

In 1995, the USDA launched its Community Food Sigumitiative, embracing a more
holistic approach to addressing hunger needs aniing on seven major areas. The 20
recommendations to alleviate food insecurity in€ar8ay are grouped according to these seven
major areas. Findings supporting each recommesdatee also included.

A. Creating new, and expanding existing, local infragtictures that boost food security
1. Provide alternative means of transportation.

» 32% overall and 50% of those food insecure wittesewunger reported that one
reason they do not have enough food is that dashiard to get food because they
do not have a car

» 28% overall, 46% of those food insecure with hung6#o of meal site
respondents; 46% of food pantry respondents, afdaefaminority respondents
said improved transportation would help them getftod they need

B. Increasing economic and job security
2. Expand educational opportunities, especially fominorities.

* respondents with more education were more likelyg@mployed (64% of
respondents who were high school graduates werently employed vs. 44% of
those without high school diplomas)

* respondents with more education earned more tlome thith less education
(median wages=%$8.00 per hour for those with edacdieyond high school,
$7.27 per hour for those with a high school diplparad $7.10 for those without a
high school diploma)

» large percentages of respondents had not compgiegadschool (34% overall,
56% of Native-Americans, 52% of African-Americaasd 35% of Hispanics

3. Assist low income individuals in obtaining highepaying jobs.

» respondents who reported earning the median hawatye or less for this sample

were similar to unemployed respondents in theidfsecurity status
4. Support legislation to increase hourly wages.

* 91% overall and 100% of those food insecure witlteshunger said that one
reason they did not have enough food was thatditegiot have enough money
for food despite the fact that overall, 83% of @sgents resided in households
that received income from employment during thé asnth

e average wage was $7.87 per hour (median = $7.50quej compared to the
minimum wage of $5.15 per hour
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5. Provide budgeting training.
» research has shown that budgeting training forviddals improves their ability
to handle financial situations
*  91% of respondents who sometimes or often did aeé lenough to eat during the
last year reported that one of the reasons wasghbgtdid not have enough
money to buy food

C. Bolstering food and nutrition assistance provided ¥ nonprofit groups;
6. Establish a traveling non-profit grocery and/orfood pantry.

* 22% overall; 51% of those food insecure with hungeso of meal site
respondents; 51% of food pantry respondents; 33ftabés; 44% of African-
American and 40% of Native American respondeaid atraveling food pantry
would help them get the food they need

*  32% overall; 48% of those food insecure with hungébo of meal site
respondents; and 51% of food pantry respondsaitsatraveling grocery store
would help them get the food they need

7. Coordinate food pantry efforts city-wide.

» substantial percentages of respondents reportéd thaveling food pantry and
different pantry hours would help them get the ftloely need which suggests that
improved food pantry accessibility could alleviéted insecurity for some
individuals

8. Consider establishingneal site programs for ethnic groups.

* respondents at meal sites were predominantly Ceuc6s3%), with few Native
Americans, African-Americans, and Hispanics andHnoong respondents.
Hmong were the most food insecure group while Csinoa were the most food
secure suggesting that more minorities would befrein meal site programs.

9. Increase the variety of foods available at foopantries to better serve ethnic
minorities.

*  50% of Hmong, 33% of Hispanic and Native Americamg 27% of African-
American respondents who do not have the kindsad they want or need said
one reason was that a variety of good food is nailable at the site where they
were interviewed

*  29% of Hmong, 54% of Hispanic, 36% of Native Aman¢cand 46% of African-
American respondents who do not have the kindead they want or need said
one reason was that the kinds of food they waneed are not available at the
site where they were interviewed

D. Improving community food production and marketing;
10. Target community garden outreach to populationn need.

» 24% overall; 41% of those food insecure with hun§es of meal site
respondents; 39% of food pantry respondents; 41Pinudng and 37% of Native
American respondentgported that community gardens would help thenthget
food they need
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E. Boosting education and awareness
11. Provide resource information and networking tovolunteers and staff who work
with low income individuals and families.
12. Provide information/referrals to other servicesat food assistance sites.

* interviewers reported that many respondents induai®ut other services that

might be available to them
13. Provide food preparation training.

» 22% of respondents who do not have enough foodasedeason was that they
do not know how to prepare available foods and d¥#ose who do not have
the kinds of food they want or need cited this o@as

* 23% of Hmong and 50% of Hispanic respondents whoaldave the kinds of
food they want or need said one reason was thatdih@ot know how to prepare
available foods

* 30% of Hmong and 39% of Hispanic respondents whoaldave enough food
said one reason was that they do not know howepgre available foods

F. Improving research, monitoring, and evaluation
14. Establish a standardized method of counting rgaients at food assistance sites in

Green Bay.

* An accurate assessment of the prevalence of famtumity in Green Bay will
help agencies understand the populations they sexdéacilitate improving the
services they provide. This assessment requinesra comprehensive method of
counting recipients at food assistance sites.

15. Evaluate public forms of transportation.

*  32% overall and 50% of those food insecure withesewunger reported that one
reason they do not have enough food is that dashiard to get food because they
do not have a car

» 28% overall, 46% of those food insecure with hun§é#o of meal site
respondents; 46% of food pantry respondents, afiel@gfaminority respondents
said improved transportation would help them getftod they need

16. Evaluate the establishment of a grocery outléh downtown Green Bay.

» 24% overall, 32% of those food insecure with hung§é#o of meal site
respondents, 40% of food pantry respondents, 45&tatds, 59% of African-
American and 38% of Native American respondents aajrocery store
downtown would help them get the food they need

17. Investigate why households at-risk for food irecurity are unable to seek aid at
food assistance sites.

* more than a third of female respondents at mesd sihd 26% of females at food
pantries said they knew someone who would gettassis at that site but was
unable to; almost half of the females who were fms@cure with severe hunger
knew someone who would get assistance at thabgiteras unable to
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18. Evaluate food pantries' hours of operation ananodify as needed.

31% overall and 38% of those food insecure wittesehiunger said one reason
they do not have enough food is that it is too harget food because they can not
get to the food pantry during open hours

18%overall, 44% of those food insecure with hungefs58f meal site
respondents, 42% of food pantry respondents, a#idd mminority respondents
report thadifferent pantry hours would help them get the ftloely need

G. Bolstering federal nutrition assistance safety net

19. Provide food stamp outreach education.

24% of respondents received food stamps durintp8te/ear

14% of all households had no employed adult artiede, only 41% received
food stamps during the last year

57% of households with no employed adult had ceiidind only 56% of these
households received food stamps during the last yea

51% of respondents resided in households with arEayed adult and of these,
only 30% received food stamps during the last y8a% of individuals not
receiving food stamps were eligible based on hanldedize and income
requirements

20. Publicize food assistance programs available {Breen Bay.

only 16% of respondents with school age childreeireed summer lunches in the
park during the last year

only 5% of respondents with school age childrerire summer breakfasts at
the resource center during the last year

only 67% of respondents with school age childreeireed reduced or free school
lunches during the last year
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Notes

! For each site, the percent of total householdgesiewas calculated, the percent of total resposdeatnpled was
calculated, and an adjustment factor or site weiglt 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. Thightds the inverse of the response rate for edeh & 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&ar respondents who visited one, two or three tgpesite, the
weights were 1, .5, and .33, respectively. Thbesetweights were multiplied together to createrafosite weight
for each case. When analyses are presented bptwgite, the individual level weight is excludedrh the
analysis.

2 The data do not indicate whether the number opleeseeking food assistance increased or decréeseden
1998 and 1999.
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Table A1. Number of respondents interviewed ahesite by age group.

Age Meal Sites Food Pantries WIC 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 69 102
50-59 years old 9 31 42
60 or older 27 0 33
Total 64 308 152 524

Table A2. Number of respondents interviewed ahesite by ethnicity.

Ethnicity Meal Sites Food Pantries wWIC Total
African-American 25 5 35
Hmong 57 12 69
Hispanic 28 25 55
Caucasian 47 137 100 284
Native American 43 3 54
Russian 0 5 1 6
Other 14 6 21
Total 63 309 152 524
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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:

14. 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
NSNS S 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. In the 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 Traveling grocery 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
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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

26c¢. 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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Table C1. Percent of respondents at each sitebgey.

Food Security Survey
1999 Evaluation Report

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%

***n<,001
Table C2. Percent of respondents at each sitgédg@up.
Age Meal Sites | Food Pantries wIC Total
(n=64) (n=308) (n=152) (n=524)
19 or younger 0% 4% 15% 11%
20-29 years old 16% 21% 61% 46%
30-39 years old 18% 36% 18% 24%
40-49 years old 40% 22% 5% 12%
50-59 years old 16% 10% 1% 5%
60 or older 11% 8% 0% 3%
Table C3. Percent of respondents at each sit¢hioyceay.
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 at each sitgdeydf household.

Type of Household*** Meal Sites Food wWIC 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
Slngle Adult with 13% 24% 2204, 2204
children
TWO or more adults with 16% 48% 63% 56%
children

***n<.001

Table C5. Comparison of demographic charactesisicdd 998 and 1999 samples from meal
sites, food pantries, and WIC.

Demographic Category Percent of Meal Site, Food
Pantry & WIC Sample
1998 1999
Gender Males 11% 19%
Females 89% 81%
Ethnicity African-American 6% 5%
Hmong 7% 10%
Hispanic 12% 13%
Caucasian 65% 60%
Native American 10% 7%
Russian 0% 1%
Other Ethnicity 0% 4%
Education Less than 9 grade completed 9% 10%
9M-11" grade completed 23% 25%
High School completed 40% 36%
More than high school 28% 29%
completed
Household size Single Adult household 5% 8%
2-3 people in household 44% 41%
4-6 people in household 44% 40%
7 or more people in household 8% 11%
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Table C6. Percent of respondents at each sitedxy $ecurity status and year sampled.

Site Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure | Food Insecure
without Hunger || with Moderate with Severe
Hunger Hunger
1998 1999 1998 1994 1998 1999 1998 1999
Meal Sites 9% 21% 39% 33% 26% 39% 26% 8%
Food Pantries 16% 11% 41% 39% 26% 32% 16% 18%
WIC 49% 52% 35% 34% 14% 13% 2% 1%
Total 44% 44% 36% 34% 14% 17% 6% 5%

Table C7. Percent of respondents at food pargieggender, ethnicity, food security status and
year sampled.

Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure
without Hunger | with Hunger

1998 | 1999 1998 1999 1998 1999
Males 14% 14% | 51%| 46% 349 419
Females 16% 11% | 36% 36%| 48% 53¢
African-American 0% 6% 86% | 25%| 14%| 699
Hmong 0% 3% 15% | 32%| 85% 659
Hispanic 40% 13% | 20% | 47%| 40% 409
Caucasian 23% 15% | 42%| 42% 3694 439
Native American 7% 4% 50% | 39%| 43%| 58°

Table C8. Percent of respondents at WIC by gemdenjcity, food security status and year
sampled.

Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure
without Hunger | with Hunger

1998 | 1999 1998 1999 1998 1999
Males 35% | 38% 15% 33% 50% 299
Females 50% | 54% | 36% 34% 14% 129
African-American 63% | 80% | 19%| 20%| 19% 0%
Hmong 0% 25% | 41% 33% 59% 429
Hispanic 60% | 36% 20% 36% 209 289
Caucasian 51% 56% 40% 35% 9% 9%
Native American 42% | 100%]| 29% 0% 29% 0%
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Table C9. Percent of respondents by food secsi@tyis and age group.
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Age Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure | Food Insecure
(total n=489) without Hunger | with Moderate with Severe
Hunger Hunger
19 or younger (n=33) 76% 18% 5% 2%
20-29 years old (n=154) 49% 33% 16% 2%
30-39 years old (n=137) 34% 39% 23% 5%
40-49 years old (n=93) 15% 37% 27% 22%
50-59 years old (n=39) 28% 40% 20% 12%
60 or older (n=33) 44% 39% 0% 17%

Table C10. Percent of respondents by food secstatyis and ethnicity.

Ethnic Background Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure | Food Insecure
(total n=490) without Hunger | with Moderate with Severe
Hunger Hunger

(n=32)

Hmong (n=66) 17% 28% 28% 26%
Hispanic (n=51) 33% 37% 28% 1%
Caucasian (n=272) 50% 35% 12% 3%
Native American (n=44) 35% 24% 31% 10%
Russian (n=4) 100% 0% 0% 0%
Other (n=21) 60% 20% 15% 5%

Table C11. Percent of respondents by food secstdityls and education completed.

Education** Food Secure Food Insecure| Food Insecure | Food Insecure

total n=450 without Hunger | with Moderate with Severe

( ) Hunger Hunger
(Lne_sjg)ha” 9 grade 30% 42% 21% 8%
9"-11" grade 0 o 0 o
(n=118) 38% 36% 21% 5%
High school/equivalent 45% 37% 16% 204
(n=163)
More than high school 0 0 0 0
(n=124) 58% 26% 12% 4%

**p<.01
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Table C12. Percent of respondents by food secstdityls who received each type of food

assistance during the last year.

Sources of Food Assistancd Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger
Sk (on 52% 34% 13% 2%
WIC* (n=261) (92%) (76%) (57%) (27%)
Friends/relatives** (n=212) 34% 37% 22% 7%
(36%) (47%) (56%) (53%)
Meals on wheels 44% 44% 11% 0%
(n=14) (2%) (2%) (1%) (0%)
Free or reduced school 24% 38% 27% 12%
meals*** (n=169) (15%) (28%) (39%) (55%)
Skk (om 12% 31% 36% 21%
Shelters*** (n=97) (2%) (7%) (16%) (30%)
Summer lunches in the 10% 33% 48% 10%
park*** (n=63) (2%) (7%) (20%) (14%)
Summer breakfast at the 10% 40% 30% 20%
Resource Centers (n=20) (0%) (2%) (3%) (7%)
Local meal sites*** 16% 37% 33% 14%
(n=132) (4%) (10%) (17%) (24%)
Food Pantries*** (n=355) 14% 39% 33% 15%
(12%) (40%) (67%) (94%)
Food Stamps*** (n=146) 29% 44% 18% 10%
(16%) (29%) (23%) (43%)

**p<.01; **p<.001; ()= percent within each fooeksurity category
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Table C13. Percent of respondents by time of fistl pantry visit and household type,
ethnicity, and age.

Demographic Category Time of First Food Pantry
Visit*
Within the A year ago or
last year more
Ethnicity African-American (n=33) 53% 41%
(n=387) Hmong (n=64) 14% 69%
Hispanic (n=33) 45% 35%
Caucasian (n=189) 37% 53%
Native American (n=50) 23% 62%
Other Ethnicity (n=18) 46% 55%
Age group 19 or younger (n=14) 50% 33%
(n=385) 20-29 years old (n=87) 37% 48%
30-39 years old (n=126) 30% 58%
40-49 years old (n=91) 36% 53%
50-59 years old (n=38) 30% 55%
60 or older (n=29) 31% 63%
Household type Single adult (n=66) 34% 50%
(n=382) Imll?j roernnzr?ies %dults without 46% 36%
Single adult with children 43% 530
(n=83)
e N

*rows do not sum to 100% because the responseargtadpn’t know” is not included
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employment status.
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Table C14. Percent of respondents less than 65-pdeh by food security status and

Employment Status | Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger
Was employed 47% 33% 17% 3%
sometime during the (77%) (74%) (71%) (48%) 73%
last year**
Currently employed 50% 34% 15% 2%
full-time* (49%) (42%) (36%) (14%) 43%
Currently employed 40% 33% 18% 9%
part-time (13%) (14%) (14%) (24%) 14%
Currently 39% 34% 20% 8%
unemployed* (38%) (44%) (50%) (62%) 43%

*p<.05; **p<.01; ( )=percent within food securityasus

Table C15. Percent of respondents less than 65-pbad by food security status and hourly

wage.
Hourly Wage** Food Secure | Food Insecure¢ Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total
without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger
Hunger (n=470)
39% 34% 20% 8% 0
Unemployed (39%) (46%) (52%) (64%) 45%
) 41% 38% 16% 6% 0
$4-7.50 per hour (25%) (32%) (25%) (329%) 28%
) 57% 28% 15% 1% 0
$7.52-16.25 per hour (35%) (23%) (24%) (4%) 28%

**p<.01; ( )=percent within food security status
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Table C16. Percent of respondents by food secstdityls who responded “yes” to each reason
why they do not have the kinds of food they wameed.

Reasons why respondents | Food Secure | Food Insecure Food Insecure Total
don’t have the kinds of food without with Hunger
they want or need Hunger (n=211)

Not enough money for food*** 55% 7% 90% 72%
On a diet** 26% 10% 10% 15%
Kinds o_f food*we want/need 19% 30% 43% 28%
not available
©ood fually food not 9% 23% 41% 21%
][\cl)(())'[cj(if*ough time to purchase 48% 2204 30% 320
llc\(l)c:)tdffough time to prepare 5204 31% 45% 40%
Don’t know how to prepare 0 0 0
available foods* 11% 9% 24% 12%
Kids won't eat what | prepare* 22% 34% 56% 35%
Don't like preparing food 23% 16% 20% 19%
Too hard to gﬁt food 4% 19% 33% 16%
(because...)

No car*** 4% 13% 43% 14%

Childcare problems*** 2% 11% 32% 11%

Bus driver won't allow

me to ride on bus 1% 1% 5% 2%

Work schedule*** 3% 5% 35% 10%

No grocery store in the 0 0 0 0

area 0% 4% 15% 5%

Can'’t get to pantry 0 0 0 0

during open hours*** 4% 6% 32% 10%
Varl_ety of good food not 206 21% 3204 18%
available here**
Total 32% 48% 20% 100%

**p<.01; **p<.001
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Table C17. Percent of respondents by ethnicity r@sponded “yes” to each reason why they
do not have the kinds of food they want or need.

Reasons why respondents African- Hmong Hispanic | Caucasian Native
don’t have the kinds of food | American American
they want or need (n=17) (n=16) (n=23) (n=144) (n=20)
Not enough money for food 91% 83% 58% 71% 92%
On a diet 36% 8% 9% 15% 9%
Kinds of food we want/need o 0 o 0 0
not available 46% 29% 54% 22% 36%
©ood dually food not 18% 55% 50% 16% 25%
][\cl)(())tdenough time to purchase 36% 750 8% 3204 250
][\(I)C(J)'[(jenough time to prepare 50% 15% 58% 40% 18%
Don’t know how to prepare 0 0 0 0 0
available foods 0% 23% 50% 7% 17%
Kids won't eat what | prepare 30% 40% 37% 34% 33%
Don't like preparing food 36% 8% 29% 17% 18%
Too hard to get food 40% 8% 2204, 12% 42%
(because...)
No car 30% 29% 33% 8% 42%
Childcare problems 10% 50% 22% 7% 10%
Bus driver won't allow
me to ride on bus 0% 8% 0% 1% 0%
Work schedule 20% 31% 29% 5% 17%
glr?a grocery store in the 18% 8% 9% 204 17%
Can'’t get to pantry 0 0 0 0 0
during open hours 30% 31% 17% 6% 17%
Variety of good food not o o o 0 0
available here 27% 50% 33% 12% 33%
Total 5% 4% 9% 77% 4%
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Table C18. Percent of respondents by food secstdityls who responded “yes” to each reason
why they do not have enough food.

Reasons why respondents| Food Insecure| Food Insecure| Food Insecure Total”
don’t have enough food without with with Severe
Hunger Moderate Hunger (n=171)
Hunger
Not enough money for food 84% 95% 100% 91%
On a diet 6% 7% 24% 10%
No working stove available* 22% 4% 18% 14%
No working refrigerator
available* 20% 4% 24% 15%
Not able to cook or eat due 0 0 0
to health problems 4% 6% 33% 10%
llc\(l)c:)tdfp*ough time to prepare 5204 15% 33% 31%
Don’t know how to prepare 0 0 0
available foods 34% 18% 14% 22%
Too hard to get food o 0 0
(because...)* 38% 58% 67% 52%
No car 26% 31% 50% 31%
Childcare problems 18% 35% 44% 30%
Bus driver won't allow 0 0 0
me to ride on bus 0% 6% 25% %
Work schedule 24% 29% 20% 25%
glr?a grocery store in the 18% 18% 30% 210
Can't get to pantry 0 0 0
during open hours 28% 33% 38% 31%
Don’'t have my own o 0 0
apartment/house 16% 6% 14% 12%
Total 38% 42% 17% 100%

*p<.05; ***p<.001; "Total percentages include reapes from food secure individuals.
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Table C19. Percent of respondents by ethnicity r@sponded “yes” to each reason why they
do not have enough food.

Reasons why respondents|| African- Hmong Hispanic | Caucasian Native
don’t have enough food American American
(n=12) (n=44) (n=19) (n=72) (n=24)
Not enough money for food 100% 89% 90% 92% 100%
On a diet 0% 17% 0% 14% 8%
No working stove available 20% 12% 23% 8% 0%
g'fa‘i’l":g:gng refrigerator 20% 30% 13% 6% 0%
Not able to cook or eat due 0 o o o 0
to health problems 0% 31% 0% 8% 0%
][\cl)(())tdenough time to prepare 40% 36% 23% 29% 31%
Dont know howto prepare | ggs 30% 39% 8% 17%
Too hard to get food 0 0 0 0 0
(because...) 50% 68% 55% 46% 40%
No car 50% 36% 30% 27% 39%
Childcare problems 20% 43% 53% 11% 10%
el R
Work schedule 40% 39% 27% 14% 17%
glr%grocery store in the 17% 37% 704 18% 2504
Can't get to pantry 0 0 0 0 0
during open hours 50% 44% 23% 22% 42%
Don’t have my own 0 0 0 0 0
apartment/house 0% 13% 10% 13% 8%
Total 4% 20% 23% 40% 9%

Table C20. Percent of respondents by gender wdporeled “yes” that each initiative would
help them in getting the food they need.

Initiatives Males Females Total
(n=122) (n=397) (n=519)

Improved Transportation** 38% 25% 28%
Different Pantry Hours 22% 17% 18%
Different WIC Hours 13% 13% 12%
Community Gardens 30% 23% 24%
Traveling Food Pantry** 33% 20% 22%
Traveling Grocery Store 39% 31% 32%
Grocery Store Downtown*** 45% 19% 24%

**p<.01; **p<.001
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Table C21. Percent of respondents by ethnicity v@sponded “yes” that each initiative would
help them in getting the food they need.

Initiatives African- Hmong Hispanic Caucasian Native
American American

(n=35) (n=66) (n=55) (n=286) (n=54)
'TT;’;g‘F’)f)ftaﬁon*** 48% 50% 36% 17% 47%
Different Pantry Hours*** 30% 42% 18% 13% 31%
Different WIC Hours 5% 26% 19% 10% 6%
Community Gardens* 30% 41% 21% 21% 37%
Traveling Food Pantry*** 44% 27% 11% 19% 40%
Traveling Grocery Store 41% 38% 24% 32% 41%
procery Store 59% 21% 22% 21% 38%

*p<.05; **p<.001

Table C22. Percent of respondents by type of pranation used who responded “yes” that
each initiative would help them in getting the fabdy need.

Initiatives Walk/Bicycle Bus, Taxi or Drove own car Rode with
Other someone/
borrowed car

(n=62) (n=47) (n=295) (n=116)
!rn:ellorzg\r;?)?tation*** 66% 8% 12% 59%
Different Pantry Hours* 22% 36% 15% 25%
Different WIC Hours 6% 0% 14% 10%
Community Gardens** 26% 55% 22% 24%
Traveling Food Pantry*** 40% 57% 16% 30%
Traveling Grocery Store*** 49% 65% 28% 39%
srocery Store 58% 58% 17% 32%

*p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001
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