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Evaluation of the Impact of Enhancement Demonstrations on Participation in the SFSP: FY 2011

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Summer Food Service Program (SFSP), administered by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), is acomponent of the safety net for the
Nation’s low-income children, offering nutritious meals to needy children during the summer
months when school is not in session. While the number of children participating in the National
School Lunch Program (NSLP) has increased significantly over the past 20 years, participation
in the SFSP has remained relatively constant.

Pursuant to the 2010 Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-80, 749(g)), FNS initiated and carried out a
series of demonstration projects aimed at preventing food insecurity and hunger among children
during the summer months, collectively entitled the Summer Food for Children demonstrations.
The demonstrations include two efforts: the Enhanced Summer Food Service Program
demonstrations (eSFSP), which are assessed in this report, and the Summer Electronic Benefits
Transfer for Children (SEBTC) demonstrations, which are addressed in a separate report.
Together, the eSFSP demonstrations encompassed four separate initiatives, two of which were
implemented in the summer of 2010 (Wave I) and two of which were implemented in the
summer of 2011 (Wavell).

Each of the four demonstrations was funded for a 2-year time period. For the Wave 1
demonstrations, one State was chosen to implement each demonstration. The States were
selected from among those that displayed high rates of childhood food insecurity and low SFSP
participation. For the Wave 2 demonstrations, three States were chosen to implement each
demonstration. All States were eligible to apply for these demonstrations, although States
applying for the Meal Delivery Project were required to do so for rural areas only. Each
demonstration is described briefly below.

Wave Demonstration Name | State Description
Wave 1 Extending Length of Arkansas This demonstration provided additional funding per
Operation Incentive lunch to encourage sponsors to operate for additional
Project days to increase access for children during a longer
portion of the summer.
Activity Incentive Mississippi This demonstration provided funding for sponsors to
Project offer recreational or enrichment activities at sites to
encourage more children to come to the sites.
Wave 2 Meal Delivery Project | Delaware, This demonstration delivered meals to children in rural
Massachusetts, areas that, due to long distances and lack of
and New York transportation options, have limited access to SFSP sites.
Food Backpack Arizona, Kansas, | This demonstration allowed sites to provide children
Project and Ohio with backpacks containing meals to take home on the
days that SFSP sites were closed, typically on the
weekends and holidays.

This report presents final findings from the two Wave 1 demonstrations and the first-year
results of the two Wave 2 demonstrations using administrative data reported to FNS by SFSP
sites. Key outcome measures include the total number of meas served, the total number of
children served (as measured by average daily attendance, or ADA), and the participation rate
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(the ratio of children receiving meals through USDA’s summer nutrition programs divided by
the estimated number of children receiving free and reduced-price meals during the school year).
Additional outcome measures are illustrated if they are appropriate to the demonstration. These
include the number of SFSP sponsors and sites, the number of days of operation (AR), the
number and types of activities (MS), or the number of backpacks or meals delivered. The effects
of the eSFSP demonstrations on food insecurity among participating households are the subject
of a separate report. Key resultsfor al demonstrations follow.

Extending Length of Operation Incentive Project. The Arkansas demonstration
provided an additional 50-cent reimbursement for all lunch meals served at sites that offered
meals for 40 or more days in the summer' so that the sites could feed children in their
communities for a larger portion of the summer. In 2011, atotal of 200 sites (out of 421 sites
statewide) claimed incentive funding; 139 of these sites operated the SFSP in 2009, before the
demonstration.

The median number of meals served at the sites operating in both 2009 and 2011
increased by 16.5 percent at demonstration sites while it remained nearly unchanged at non-
demonstration sites. There was a significant relationship between the number of meals served
and participation in the demonstration. The analysis was not able to detect a significant
relationship between July ADA and participation in the demonstration.

Nearly 43 percent of existing demonstration sites in 2011 increased their operating days
from the previous year, as compared to dightly less than a quarter (24.8 percent) of non-
demonstration sites. The relationship between increased days of operation and participation in
the demonstration was statistically significant, which indicates that that the demonstration was
successful in keeping sites open longer.

The number of demonstration sites was large enough to have had a potential impact on
statewide SFSP participation. Across the 2 years of the demonstration, the number of total meals
served increased by 63.6 percent (from 2009 to 2011). Most of this increase occurred during the
first demonstration year. In the second demonstration year (from 2010 to 2011), the number of
total meals served in Arkansas increased by 16.4 percent. In comparison, meals served increased
just 2.9 percent in eight similar States from 2010-2011. Similarly, the ADA in July in Arkansas
increased by nearly 69 percent from 2009 to 2011. In contrast, similar States experienced a
modest increase of 9.6 percent in July ADA from 2009 to 2010 and 5.0 percent from 2010 to
2011. The participation rate (ratio of children who participate in USDA’sS summer nutrition
programs compared to those who receive free and reduced-price meals during the school year)
increased by 48.1 percent from 2009 to 2011, compared to an increase of 3.8 percent from 2009
to 2010 and a decline of 4.0 percent in similar States from 2010 to 2011.

Activity Incentive Project. The Mississippi demonstration awarded sponsors grants to
increase enrichment and recreational activities, such as education, tutoring, sports and games,

! In 2011, due to inclement wesather and flooding, some of these sites had to delay their start date for SFSP operations (beginning of summer) and
were unable to operate for 40 or more days. These sites gtill were considered eligible to receive demonstration funds as long as they were open
every weekday during the summer with the exception of the Fourth of July holiday.
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arts, and other activities, to help draw children to meal sites. Across the 2 years, a total of 52
SFSP sites (out of 486 SFSP sites statewide) participated in the demonstration; only 10 of these
participated in both years. Mississippi encountered significant challenges during the first year of
the demonstration, so the summary below illustrates findings from the second year of the
demonstration only.

In the past year, the median number of meas served increased by 19.5 percent at
demonstration sites (that operated in both 2010 and 2011) and stayed about the same at non-
demonstration sites. The relationship between participation in the demonstration and the number
of meals served was statistically significant. However, the analysis indicated that there was no
significant relationship between participation in the demonstration and July ADA.

Although the demonstration was not large enough to have had an impact on statewide
SFSP participation, Mississippi did see some changes in key outcomes over the past year. Meals
served across the summer increased by 16.2 percent from 2010 to 2011, alarger increase than for
similar States (2.9 percent). July ADA increased by 18.7 percent from 2010 to 2011, compared
to 5.0 percent in similar States. The participation rate (ratio of children who participate in
USDA’s summer nutrition programs compared to those who receive free and reduced-price
meals during the school year) increased by 26.0 percent from 2010 to 2011, while declining 4.0
percent in similar States.

Meal Delivery Project. To address the difficulties children in rural areas have in
accessing SFSP sites due to distance or lack of transportation issues, the Mea Délivery
demonstration worked to develop effective and creative ways to bring meals to children. Three
States, Delaware, Massachusetts, and New Y ork, participated in this demonstration. Each State
cited difficulties in reaching children in rural areas. Meals were delivered either to individuas
homes or to a central site accessible by multiple children. Each State implemented its activities
through a single sponsor except for New Y ork, which utilized two sponsors.

The demonstration was conducted in sparsely populated regions, and was not designed to
attract children to the congregate sites. Therefore, a snapshot of SFSP sites nearby the
demonstration sites was studied to determine if there was any change in attendance at traditional
SFSP sites as a result of the home deliveries. In Delaware, two of the six comparison sites
showed decreases in operating days ADA? of 17 and 28 percent, while the remaining four
showed operating days ADA increases ranging from 8 to 40 percent. In Massachusetts, the
nearest comparison site showed annual changes that were consistent with statewide changes,
implying that the children served by the demonstration did not affect the traditional SFSP site.
In New York, where the comparison sites were also fairly distant from the delivery area, the
anaysis of six comparison sites showed mixed results, with four sites having operating days
ADA declines ranging from less than 1 percent to nearly 18 percent, while two sites showed
increases ranging from 17 percent to 124 percent. Thus, no State showed consistent evidence
that the demonstration shifted participants away from congregate sites to mea delivery. This

2 Operating days ADA is amethod of ADA calculation that yields the average number of SFSP meals served to children per day by dividing the
number of “first” meals served for the largest sitting—breakfast, lunch, or supper —by the total number of operating days over the summer for
each dite.
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seems to indicate that the meal delivery demonstrations reached children that had no or limited
access to traditional SFSP sites. As this demonstration operated in a small number of areas in
each State, it was not expected to have statewide effects.

Food Backpack Project. This demonstration provided backpacks containing food
already packaged into meals for children to consume at home on days when SFSP meals were
not available (e.g., during the times that SFSP sites were not open for normal operation, typically
weekends and holidays). The demonstration was implemented by 16 sponsors at 82 sitesin three
States: Arizona, Kansas, and Ohio. Each of these States showed a high prevalence rate of food
insecurity and each cited difficulties in reaching children through the SFSP during the summer
months. These demonstrations took place in geographically small areas and were not expected
to have any statewide impact.

The key outcomes (e.g., ADA and percent change in meals served) among demonstration
sites were compared to the outcomes among nearby and/or similar comparison sites in addition
to al other non-demonstration sites across the State. The results suggests that the backpacks,
accompanied by promotiona efforts to inform families about them, were highly successful in
attracting new children to the SFSP. In each State, there were substantial increases in total meals
served and ADA at the demonstration sites compared with much smaller changes, if any, at the
comparison sites. For example, the July ADA increases at the demonstration sites were 148
percent in Arizona, 68 percent in Kansas, and 34 percent in Ohio, versus 9 percent, -3 percent,
and -9 percent in the comparison sites respectively. Similarly, meals served at demonstration
sites served increased 80 percent in Arizona, 63 percent in Kansas, and 36 percent in Ohio,
compared to 2 percent, -8 percent, and -12 percent in comparison sites, respectively. The
demonstration operated in a limited number of areas in each State and was not expected to have
statewide effects.

Conclusions. While the demonstration projects showed mixed-to-notable improvements,
it is important to note that there are many extraneous factors that could influence the estimates
shown in this report. It is difficult to disaggregate the effects of the demonstrations from
confounding factors that may have affected demand for the SFSP such as State outreach efforts,
local economic factors, and other issues. The results of this demonstration for the year 2011
need to be carefully viewed in that context. Nonetheless, the demonstration changes observed
are consistent with a generally positive impact on measures of SFSP service levels.
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CHAPTER I:  INTRODUCTION

Authorized under the 2010 Agriculture, Rura Development, Food and Drug
Administration and Related Agencies Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-80, 749(g)), the Summer
Food for Children demonstration projects were initiated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) to develop and test methods of providing access to
nutritious meals for low-income children when school is not in session. The purpose of these
demonstration projects was to reduce or eliminate the food insecurity and hunger of children
during the summer. There are two components to the Summer Food for Children demonstration
projects. the Enhanced Summer Food Service Program (eSFSP) demonstrations and the Summer
Electronic Benefits Transfer for Children (SEBTC) demonstrations.® This report focuses on the
eSFSP demonstration projects, which includes four separate projects to test new, innovative
strategies to increase participation in the Summer Food Service Program (SFSP). This report is
the second in a series of annual reports designed to assess the progress of these eSFSP projects in
meeting their objectives and to provide FNS with critical information about the potential
effectiveness of these demonstrations in increasing SFSP participation.

Since 1975, FNS has administered the SFSP, which provides free, nutritious meals to
help children in low-income areas obtain the nutrition that they need throughout the summer
months when school is not in session. FNS is the primary Federa agency responsible for
providing a nutrition safety net to low-income populations across the United States. 1n addition
to SFSP, FNS administers 14 other nutrition assistance programs, including two that specifically
target school-age children during the school year: the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
and the School Breakfast Program (SBP). School food authorities (SFAS) that participate in
NSLP and SBP aso may provide meals during summer school or through the Seamless Summer
Option (SSO). Despite ongoing efforts to increase
participation, however, the SFSP only reaches a
fraction of all eigible children, and substantially fewer
children participate in the SFSP during the summer

“Our efforts to combat hunger
cannot end when the school bell
rings on the last day of the school

compared to the NSLP during the school year. In July year, which is why these

2011, SFSP/NSLP summer participation was only 16 demonstrations will test new and
percent of NSLP participation during the previous innovative ways to reduce hunger
school year (USDA FNS National Data Bank (NDB)%), and improve nutrition among

at nearly 2.3 million children (USDA, 2012a). children when school is not in

session.”

In 2010 and 2011, FNS solicited grant _ Tom Vilsack,
applications from States to implement four eSFSP Secretary of Agriculture
demonstrations. The demonstrations were designed to
encourage attendance at SFSP sites over the summer
by mitigating barriers such as a lack of transportation options and limited operating times to

3 The SEBTC demonstrations take advantage of existing Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) infrastructure to electronically deliver food benefits equivalent to what a child qualifying for
the NSLP would receive each month during the school year.

4 The USDA FNS National Data Bank provides asingle official repository to support the analysis and public release of FNS program
information. Through the Food Programs Reporting System (FPRS), data from various FNS programs are extracted and imported into the NDB
database.
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provide meals. The projects were implemented in two waves, Wave 1 took place in the summers
of 2010 and 2011 and Wave 2 took place in the summers of 2011 and 2012. Each of these waves
is described below.

Wave 1. In 2010, two demonstrations were funded for a total of 2 years; one State was
chosen to implement each demonstration. The two States selected for the demonstrations were
Arkansas and Mississippi. These two demonstrations are briefly described below.

e Extending Length of Operation Incentive Project. This demonstration provided
incentives to encourage sponsors to extend the number of days of program operations to
increase access to meals for low-income children during alonger portion of the summer.

e Activity Incentive Project. This demonstration provided funding for sponsors to offer
new or additional activities at sites as a means of increasing Site attendance and SFSP
participation.

Wave 2. In 2011, two additional demonstrations were funded for a total of 2 years.
Three States were chosen to implement each demonstration. The first of these demonstrations
was awarded to sponsors in Delaware, Massachusetts, and New York, and the second was
awarded to sponsors in Arizona, Kansas, and Ohio. These two demonstrations are briefly
described below.

e Meal Deivery Project. This demonstration was designed to develop ways to provide
meals to eligible children in rura areas that, due to low population density, long
distances, and lack of transportation options, could not financially sustain SFSP sites
during the summer months.

e Food Backpack Project. This demonstration allowed sites to provide eligible children
with backpacks containing meals to take home to eat on the days that SFSP meals were
not available, typically on the weekends.

The purpose of this report is to present the year 2 results of the demonstrations; this
includes final findings from the two Wave 1 demonstrations and the first year of the two Wave 2
demonstrations. A separate report will address changes in food security in the Wave 2
demonstrations and provide an assessment of implementation costs. Chapter Il provides
background on the SFSP, including a history of participation rates. Chapters Ill through VI
provide findings from each of the 2011 demonstrations conducted. Appendix A contains a brief
history of the SFSP. Appendices B, C, D, and E contain the detailed SFSP tabulations for each
demonstration upon which the findings were based. Appendix F contains a description of the
formula used to calculate average daily attendance (ADA) and Appendix G contains a
description of the formula used to calculate average daily participation in NSLP free and
reduced-price meals during the school year. Finally, Appendix H contains a detailed description
of the methodology for selecting the comparison groups for the Wave 2 demonstrations.
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A. BACKGROUND ON THE DEMONSTRATIONS

The goal of these four SFSP demonstrations was to help children maintain the same
nutritional status they receive from the NSLP during the months when school is not in session.
Each of the States was required to implement these demonstration projects for a minimum of 2
years (i.e., through the summer of 2011 for Wave 1 States and through the summer of 2012 for
Wave 2 States). Each State was invited to submit an application to FNS that included a
management plan describing how the demonstration would be implemented and how the
incentive funds would be dispersed (and, for backpack and meal delivery States, how outreach to
and oversight of sponsors would be conducted, and how sponsor applications would be solicited
and reviewed). Additionaly, Wave 2 States were required to promote the demonstration
statewide prior to submitting their applications, and sponsors were selected by FNS during the
competitive process. States were required to 1) manage sponsors; 2) for backpack and meal
delivery, help them recruit eligible children; and 3) implement a tracking system for maintaining
required data. In addition, the States agreed to submit more-detailed SFSP program datato FNS
for the evaluation (i.e., at the site level, rather than at the State level, asistypicaly required).

Since both of the Wave 2 demonstrations include the distribution of food intended for
consumption outside of an SFSP site, FNS specified guidelines for food safety, preparation,
assembly, and delivery that were not applicable to the Wave 1 demonstrations. FNS grant funds
were used to pay for food, costs associated with contracting and augmenting delivery vehicles,
and appropriate packaging materials and supplies (including backpacks for the Food Backpack
demonstration®). States were required to verify that sponsors met these guidelines prior to
submitting their applications to FNS. To do this, States solicited applications from interested
sponsors, screened the sponsors to ensure FNS criteria were met, and verified that each sponsor
had an implementation plan. FNS retained the authority to select not only which States would
receive funding to participate in the demonstration, but also which sponsors within the selected
States could participate.

Each of the demonstrations is discussed bel ow.

Wave 1. In 2010, FNS issued a solicitation for applications from 10 States with the
highest rates of food insecurity among children and the lowest rates of SFSP participation—
Arkansas, Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas,
and Wyoming—to implement one of two demonstration projects statewide. The two States
selected by FNS to implement the Wave 1 demonstrations were Arkansas and Mississippi.
These States consistently experience both higher-than-average food insecurity among children
and very low SFSP participation levels (Nord, 2009; USDA, 2009). Prior to the start of the
demonstration, only 8.1 percent of children eligible for free and reduced-price NSLP meals in
Arkansas received summer nutrition assistance through NSLP or SFSP in 2009, compared to the
national average of 16.9 percent. In Mississippi, only 4.7 percent of eligible children received
summer nutrition assistance in 2009 (NDB; see Figure 1.1).

5 Although the term backpack is used, in many cases another type of bag was provided containing the take-home meals. The term backpack in
this report refersto a variety of different bag types.
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FIGURE I.1

ARKANSAS, MISSISSIPPI, AND THE NATION: JULY SFSP AND NSLP ADA
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Note: The percentages were calculated by dividing the ADA in the SFSP and NSLP in July by the ADA in the NSLP
fromthe immediately preceding school year (9-month average). The U.S. NSLP ADA figuresinclude children
served in U.S territories and on military bases.

Supporting data for Figure 1.1 can be found in Appendix Tables B.4 and C.4.

Wave 2. Unlike the Wave 1 demonstrations, al States were eligible to apply for
participation in the Meal Delivery and Food Backpack demonstrations,® the only stipulation
being that the Meal Delivery demonstration could only be implemented in rural areas. Initialy,
FNS anticipated awarding funding to one or two States for each demonstration. Ultimately, six
States were awarded funds, atotal of three States for each demonstration.

The three States selected by FNS to implement the Food Backpack demonstrations were
Arizona, Kansas, and Ohio. Prior to the start of the demonstration, in Arizona, only 6.9 percent
of children eligible for free and reduced-price NSLP meals received summer nutrition assistance
through NSLP or SFSP in 2010, compared to the national average of 14.6 percent. In Kansas,
only 5.3 percent of eligible children recelved summer nutrition assistance in 2010. In Ohio, 11.1
percent of eligible children did so (NDB; see Figure 1.2).

% Unlike the Wave | demonstrations, eligibility for participation in the Wave |1 demonstrations was not limited to States with the highest rates of
childhood food insecurity combined with the lowest rates of SFSP participation.
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FIGURE 1.2
ARIZONA, KANSAS, OHIO, AND THE NATION: JULY SFSP AND NSLP ADA
AS A PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL-YEAR NSLP ADA,
2008 - 2011
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Note: The percentages were calculated by dividing the ADA in the SFSP and NSLP in July by the ADA in the NSLP
fromthe immediately preceding school year (9-month average). The U.S. NSLP ADA figuresinclude children
served in U.S. territories and on military bases.

Supporting data for Figure 1.2 can be found in Appendix Table E.5.

The three States selected by FNS to implement the Mea Delivery demonstrations were
Delaware, Massachusetts, and New York. All three States show higher participation rates (the
percent of children eligible for free and reduced-price NSLP meals who received summer
nutrition assistance through NSLP or SFSP) than the national average for the last 2 years (and,
with some exceptions, the 2 years before that), as illustrated in Figure 1.3. However, the
demonstrations delivered meals to children living in rural areas where there were few SFSP sites
and less nutrition assistance coverage availability than in other areas of the State.
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FIGURE 1.3
DELAWARE, MASSACHUSETTS, NEW YORK, AND THE NATION:
JULY SFSP AND NSLP ADA AS A PERCENTAGE OF
SCHOOL-YEAR NSLP ADA,
2008 - 2011
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Note: The percentages were calculated by dividing the ADA in the SFSP and NSLP in July by the ADA in the NSLP
fromthe immediately preceding school year (9-month average). The U.S. NSLP ADA figuresinclude children
served in U.S. territories and on military bases.

Supporting data for Figure 1.3 can be found in Appendix Table D.3.

Table I.1 below provides a side-by-side comparison of the four demonstrations.
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Table 1.1

Side-By-Side Demonstration Comparison

EXTENDING LENGTH OF
OPERATION PROJECT:
Arkansas

ACTIVITY INCENTIVE PROJECT:
Mississippi

MEAL DELIVERY PROJECT:
Delaware, Massachusetts,
New York

FOOD BACKPACK PROJECT:
Arizona, Kansas, Ohio

Purpose To determine whether a To determine whether providing | To provide meals to children in To provide meals to children on
financial incentive to encourage | sponsors with additional funding | rural areas where low non-SFSP operating days
sponsors to extend the number to create new or additional population density, long (weekends and holidays) during
of days of operation can improve | recreational or educational distances, and transportation the summer
access to meals for low-income activities at their sites can issues make it difficult for
children for a greater portion of | increase SFSP participation children to get to SFSP sites,
the summer making site and sponsor

operation financially
unsustainable
Incentive An additional $0.50 Grants up to $5,000 per site per | Funding for sponsors to develop | Funding for sponsors to provide

reimbursement for each lunch
served at demonstration sites

year were given to selected
sponsors to plan and implement
enrichment activities at SFSP
meal sites. The funds paid for
equipment and other expenses
associated with offering new
activities at the site.”

ways of delivering meals to
children in rural areas at a
sustainable cost

children with backpacks of food
to take home for meals on non-
SFSP operating days

2011 Expense

$449,609

$152,949

$246,210

$352,393

Sponsor All sponsors in the State that All sponsors in the State that Any sponsor in the State could Only existing SFSP sponsors
Eligibility operated at least 1 meal service | operated at least 1 meal service | apply. (those with previous SFSP
site were eligible to participate site were eligible to participate experience) could apply.
in the demonstration. in the demonstration.
Sponsor Sponsors that were open for a The State required that only Up to 4 days of meals could be Backpacks could only be

Requirements

minimum of 40 days in the
summer of 2011 were
automatically approved by the
State to receive demonstration
funds. Sponsors did not have to
apply for the demonstration.
This number of days was
selected because it is a large
portion of the typical summer

sponsors that were open for a
minimum of 30 days during the
summer of 2011 could apply to
receive the demonstration
funds.

delivered at a given time.
Additionally, no more than 2
meals per day could be delivered
to a particular child.

Children who were eligible for
free and reduced-price lunches
during the preceding school year
were eligible to receive meals.

provided during weeks when the
sponsor was open for normal
SFSP operations, and for meals
not otherwise provided by the
site.

SFSP sites must remain open
during the majority of the week.
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EXTENDING LENGTH OF
OPERATION PROJECT:
Arkansas

ACTIVITY INCENTIVE PROJECT:
Mississippi

MEAL DELIVERY PROJECT:
Delaware, Massachusetts,
New York

FOOD BACKPACK PROJECT:
Arizona, Kansas, Ohio

break from the school year. "

All children age 18 and younger
who were eligible for SFSP meals
could receive backpacks.

Sponsor There was no selection process; State criteria for sponsor Sponsors were selected by FNS Sponsors were selected by FNS
Selection all sites open a minimum of 40 selection included a history of based on merit of project design; | based on merit of project design;
days in the summer were successful program operation; organizational experience and organizational experience and
automatically included (with the | number of sites operated; management; budget management; budget
exception of those weather- proposed increase in appropriateness; and economic appropriateness; and economic
affected sites described in the participation; length of program | efficiency. efficiency.
second footnote to this table). operation; planned activities and
However, Arkansas encouraged plan for implementation of
sponsors that operated for activities; area eligibility;
fewer than 40 days to expand sustainability; and
program operations to become transferability.
eligible.
Sponsors were required to list
Not all sites under a particular each site applying for the grant;
sponsor must operate for a describe the new activities; how
minimum of 40 days for the they would be implemented;
sponsor to be eligible to receive | how they would increase
the incentive. However, the participation; how they would
incentive was only provided to communicate within the
sites that operated for the community (through outreach
required period of time or and advertisements); and
longer. provide an estimate of the
number of new children that
would be drawn to the site.
Target Although the demonstration was | No specific areas were targeted. | Rural areas No specific target areas
Areas available statewide, Arkansas’s However, Mississippi undertook

rural Delta Region, whose 42
counties encompass more than
half of the State, was the
primary target area. This region
poses many challenges in terms
of serving the State’s children.

a number of measures to
publicize the project and
encourage sponsor applications
throughout the State.
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EXTENDING LENGTH OF
OPERATION PROJECT:
Arkansas

ACTIVITY INCENTIVE PROJECT:
Mississippi

MEAL DELIVERY PROJECT:
Delaware, Massachusetts,
New York

FOOD BACKPACK PROJECT:
Arizona, Kansas, Ohio

Arkansas conducted outreach
and promotional activities
targeting counties in the Delta
Region.

Data
Requirements

Demonstration sponsors were
required to submit data to the
State more frequently than were
non-demonstration sponsors; for
example, demonstration
sponsors submitted data on
lunches served on a weekly
basis, as opposed to the usual
monthly basis.

Demonstration sponsors were
required to submit itemized lists
to the State of all expenditures
and documentation supporting
expenditure claims to receive
reimbursement for supplies, and
detailed job descriptions and
labor rates for reimbursement
for additional personnel costs.
The sponsors were also asked
for information on the activities
offered at demonstration sites.

Demonstration sponsors were
required to submit to the State
data on each delivery route,
including number and location of
stops on the route; parent or
guardian name, address, and
phone number for households
consenting to participate in meal
delivery; frequency of meal
delivery; content of meals
delivered; daily number of meals
delivered; and number of days
for which meals are intended to
provide food.

Demonstration sponsors were
required to submit data on
number of backpacks and meals
provided, including total
participation on distribution
days by site each month;
number of children given
backpacks by site each month;
and content of food backpacks.

"Sponsors were dligible to apply for activity incentive funds for each site they operate. Each sponsor was required to list each site applying for the grant; each of these sites was required to be open a
minimum of 30 days during the summer of 2011.

“"Weather-related emergencies in early summer 2011 delayed the opening of SFSP operations (beginning of summer) at some sites and resulted in a total summer operating period that was shorter than
40 days. For these sites, the State changed the requirement for receiving demonstration funding from operating for 40 days to operating every weekday, except for the Fourth of July holiday.
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B. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

The goa of this study is to assess the impact of the SFSP demonstrations on key
outcomes, including participation. Together, these projects provided a means of assessing
various methods of improving access to and participation in the SFSP, with the ultimate intent of
increasing food security among low-income children. The overarching research gquestions
addressed in the study are presented in Table I.2.

Table 1.2
Research Questions
Objective | Demonstration Research Question
#1 Length of Operation | 1) Does the statewide availability of per-meal incentives to SFSP providers

who increase the number of days they are open to serve meals to needy
children have a meaningful impact on participation/coverage?

#2 Activity Incentive 2) Does the statewide availability of grants to SFSP providers who offer new
site activities that are designed to draw and sustain attendees have a
meaningful impact on participation/coverage?

#3 Meal Delivery 3) Does providing sponsors with funding for non-congregate meal service
increase participation/coverage among rural children?
#4 Food Backpack 4) Does providing children with take-home meals for non-SFSP operating

days increase participation/coverage?

Data for this study were obtained primarily from State agency databases and combined
with State-level information from the NDB.” 8 The data were obtained for 2007 through 2011
for the Wave 1 demonstration and for 2008 through 2011 for the Wave 2 demonstrations. The
administrative data were cleaned, edited, and tabulated, and a comprehensive sponsor-site SFSP
database was designed and developed, aong with a supporting codebook and documentation.
Table 1.3 illustrates the number of sites participating for each year of the demonstrations.

" Thisincludes data from forms FNS-418 and FNS-143.

8 The SFSP ADA produced by the NDB is calculated by summing the total number of first meals served during a sponsor’s primary meal service
(usually lunch) during July, and dividing that by the number of operating or meal service days for July. Although FNS provides this definition as
guidance, each State is responsible for the calculation and submission of its ADA and there is variation in the application of the definition. Asa
result, it isdifficult to compare the State-reported ADA numbers in the NDB, both to each other and to estimates from other sources.
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Table 1.3
Number of Demonstration Sites and Sponsors
Activity Incentive and Extending Length of Operation:
State . .
Demonstration Sites
2010 2011
Arkansas 163 200
Mississippi 39* 41**
Food Backpack:
State Demonstration Sites
Arizona - 18
Kansas - 14
Ohio - 50
Meal Delivery:
State Demonstration Sponsors***
Delaware - 1
Massachusetts - 1
New York - 2

* 39 sites were awarded demonstration funds in 2010, but only 22 actually spent demonstration funds.
** 41 sites were awarded demonstration fundsin 2011, but only 40 actually spent demonstration funds.
*** Because there are no congregate meal sitesin the Meal Delivery demonstration, all participation
outcomes are viewed only at the demonstration sponsor level.

Demonstration Outcome Measures. This report examines a number of outcomes
for the four demonstrations. Each of these outcome measures is described briefly below.

1. Total mealsserved. Thetotal number of SFSP meals served is defined as the sum of the
number of breakfasts, lunches, suppers, and snacks served in al operating months (up to
five—May, June, July, August, and September). This measure indicates whether the total
number of SFSP meals served isincreasing or decreasing for the summer as awhole. For
the Wave Il demonstrations, this measure looks at the number of meals that were
provided via mea delivery or take-home backpacks in addition to the total number of
meals served at congregate meal sites.

2. Averagedaily attendance (ADA). FNS measures the number of children served per day
by calculating the average daily attendance, or ADA, an approximate measure of
participation in the program. This report includes two approaches to calculating this
measure: July ADA and Operating Days ADA. Appendix F provides an example of the
difference obtained using each of these approaches.

e July ADA. This method yields the number of children receiving SFSP meals on an
average day in July. For many States, July is the peak month of SFSP enrollment.
July ADA has emerged as a measure used to compare ADA across the States and it
has become an accepted measure as aresult. For the State, the total number of SFSP
“first” lunches served® in July is divided by the number of operating days in July

9 SFSP participants can have second and third servings, but only the number of first servingsisincluded in calculating the ADA. SFSP
reimburses for alimited number of second meals.
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(assumed to be the number of non-holiday weekdays in July, either 21 or 22
depending upon the year).

Ideally, July ADA uses the actual number of operating days at the site level.
However, since this varies by site, statewide measures make adjustments to the
operating days by using the average or median number of days across sites. Others
use an assumed number of operating days, such as the number of non-holiday
weekdays in July. The latter tends to lower the July ADA, as the number of assumed
days tends to be greater than the actual days.’® However, it also serves as a consistent
measure for comparison across States. In this report, we have used the assumed
number of operating days when referring to July ADA, as it can be applied across
States.

e Operating Days ADA. This method yields the average number of SFSP meals served
to children per day. For each SFSP site, the operating days ADA is computed by
dividing the number of “first” meals served for the largest sitting—breakfast, lunch,
or supper™—by the total number of operating days over the summer. This figure is
rounded to the nearest integer value and the ADA is summed across all SFSP sitesin
the State. This approach has been used in previous research and tends to yield a
result that is higher than the result produced by using July ADA, as the number of
actual operating days per month tends to be lower than the estimated operating days
used for July ADA.

3. Summer ADA asa percent of school-year ADA (Participation). This measure reflects
the relative coverage of meal service provided by USDA’s summer nutrition programs
for low-income children during the summer versus the school year. The measure is
calculated as the ratio of the estimated number of children receiving a summer lunch
(either SFSP or NSLP summer school or SSO) divided by the estimated number of
children receiving free or reduced-price NSLP lunches during the school year. Note:
This indicator is also used in the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART) reviews of the SFSP. There are two methods by which
FNS cal cul ates this measure:*

e July ADA over NSLP ADA in March. This method yields the ratio of the number of
children receiving SFSP or NSLP meals on an average day in July over the number of
children receiving NSLP free and reduced-price meals on an average day in March.
This measureis calculated as the July ADA divided by the March ADA. "

The Food Research Action Center (FRAC) has popularized the use of July ADA and uses the assumed operating days in its calculations.

" For example, if there were 2,000 1st meals for lunch and 1,000 1st meals for breakfast, then the largest sitting would be lunch.

12 These methods have long been used by FNS to calculate NSLP free and reduced-price participation from NDB data. Additionally, the methods
have been detailed in previous USDA Reportsto Congress. For more information, please see Appendix C of the 2007 report entitled “Report to
Congress: USDA's Simplified Summer Food Program: 2001-2006" (USDA, 2007).

33 This measure does not account for all the other months during which school isin session.
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[(SFSP lunches for July + NSLP F/RP lunches for July)
-+ the number of operating days in July]
[NSLP F/RP price lunches for March
-+ the number of operating days in March]

[Numerator of theratio]: The average number of lunches served, per day, in July. Note: The
number of operating daysin July is equal to the number of non-holiday weekdaysin July.

[ Denominator of theratio]: The average number of lunches served, per day, during the school year.
Note: Since the number of operating days varies across schools and School Food Authorities (SFAS),
FNS does not require States to submit this information; thus, the number of operating daysin March is
not availablein the NDB. Instead, FNS calculates the number of operating daysin March using an
algorithm asfollows. The number of operating daysin March is computed separately by the State as
the Sate’ stotal number of NSLP lunches served in March divided by its average number of NSLP
lunches served per day in March. For example, if the total number of NSLP lunches served in March
was 540,000, and the average number of lunches served per day in March was 28,000, then the
estimated operating days for May would be 540,000/28,000 = 19.29. See Appendix G for a more
detailed explanation.

e July ADA over NSLP ADA throughout the school year. This method yields the
ratio of the number of children receiving SFSP or NSLP meals on an average day in
July over the number of children receiving NSLP free and reduced-price meals on an
average day in the preceding school year.’* This measure is calculated as the July
ADA divided by the school-year ADA.

[(SFSP lunches for July + NSLP F/RP lunches for July)
-+ the number of operating days in July]
[NSLP F/RP price lunches for the school year
-+ the number of operating days in the school year]

[Numerator of theratio]: The average number of lunches served, per day, in July. Note: The number
of operating days in July is assumed to be the number of non-holiday weekdaysin July.

[ Denominator of the ratio]: The average number of lunches served, per day, during the school year.
The methodology for calculating this denominator isillustrated in Appendix G.

Both of these methods combine all SFSP lunches with NSLP free or reduced-price
lunches to calculate the July ADA.*® There are two reasons why the measure is computed using
the meal counts of both programs in the numerator. First, because NSLP summer meals are part
of FNS's overall support for low-income children in the summer, and second, to ensure that the
measure of change does not count lunches provided by school sponsors who switched from
providing summer nutrition through the NSLP to providing it through the SFSP (or vice versa).'®

4 The school year includes 9-month averages for October-May and September of the following year. Summer months (June-August) are
excluded.

5 All NSLP ADA figures used in these cal culations come from FNS' s NDB.

18 For all participating sites, any person 18 years of age and younger may attend the site. As aresult, the SFSP data contained in this report may
include preschool-age children.
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Additional Wave 1 Outcome Measures

1. Number of SFSP sponsors. The number of sponsors and associated SFSP sites affects
the amount of access that low-income children have to the program.

2. Number of days of operation. The number of days that a site is open throughout the
entire summer may directly affect children’s ability to access meals.

3. Number and type of activities. The Mississippi demonstration determined whether
increasing the number and range of activities could have a meaningful impact on
participation.

Comparison Groups. Due to the difference in the nature and scope of the Wave 1
demonstrations as compared to the Wave 2 demonstrations (i.e., the Wave 2 demonstrations were
implemented through a smaller number of sponsors and were not held statewide), different
comparison groups were selected and used for each wave. For the Wave 1 demonstrations,
FNS's NDB data were used to form two comparison groups, both at the State level. The first
comparison group comprises a set of “similar States,” which includes the other eight States that
were dligible to apply for the Wave 1 demonstrations in 2010."” The second comparison group
(“balance of the Nation”) includes all States other than Arkansas and Mississippi. Comparisons
were also made within the State by comparing the 2011 data from existing sites (those that
existed in both 2010 and 2011) to that from previous years for both demonstration sites and non-
demonstration sites.

In contrast, selection of comparison groups for the Wave 2 demonstrations were made at
the county level. The methods differed for each of the two demonstrations, as is described
below.

e Food Backpack Comparison: Comparison sites were selected within the same county,
if possible, or one or more counties statistically most ssimilar based on five measures
associated with food security: population density, median household income, percent
below Federal poverty level, unemployment rate, and percent eligible for free and
reduced-price lunches. The number of such sites composing the comparison group
included all existing non-demonstration sites in the same county (that operated in both
2010 and 2011) or, if the sites were in similar counties, a sufficient number of sites so
that the total meals served in comparison sites are comparable to or more than those in
total demonstration sites. These comparison sites were examined to determine if their
changes were different from the changes shown in the similar demonstration sites.

e Meal Delivery Comparison: Comparison sites selected for this analysis were existing
non-demonstration sites (that operated in both 2010 and 2011) that were geographically
closest to a demonstration location. These “nearby” comparison sites were examined to

¥ This comparison group is comprised of States identified by FNS as having a combination of the highest rates of food insecurity among children
and the lowest levels of summer meals participation. Initially, FNSinvited 10 States to apply for participation in the Wave 1 demonstrations,
including Arkansas and Mississippi; the “ Similar States’ comparison group is made up of the remaining eight States. These eight “similar States”
include Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wyoming.
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confirm that the demonstrations reached additional children rather than drawing children
away from “nearby” sites. No change in these nearby sites would be anticipated as the
target population of the meal deliveries would be expected to live relatively far distances
from these SFSP sites.

Relationship with Seamless Summer Option. This report also examined the
effect of the SFSP demonstrations on the Seamless Summer Option (SSO). The SSO is another
child nutrition reimbursement alternative that allows SFAs to provide meals during the summer
and over schools breaks of longer than 10 days in areas where at least 50 percent of the students
are approved for free or reduced-price school meadls. The SSO offers SFAs streamlined
administration procedures and reimburses meals at the NSLP/SBP rates; the meals are free to
children.®® For the most part, the SSO is offered at school sites, but State agencies may approve
its operation at non-school sites.

One exploratory component of the analysis was to assess whether there was any evidence
of SFAs shifting from the SFSP to the SSO or vice versa. If that were the case, the number of
children served under the SFSP may have increased, for example, but without any real gain in
the total number of children served through both programs. To examine this possibility, States
participating in the SFSP demonstrations were asked to provide data for SSO sponsors and sites.
Only four demonstration States have SFAS that participated in the SSO, including Arkansas and
the three backpack delivery States of Arizona, Kansas, and Ohio. There are no SFAs in
Mississippi or any of the meal delivery demonstration States (Delaware, M assachusetts, and New
Y ork) that participated in the SSO during 2011. The relevant sections in the later chapters of this
report examine SSO outcomes to see if there is any evidence that SFSP participation affected
SSO participation in communities that implemented both programs.

C. DATA LIMITATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS

Many factors could influence the estimates shown throughout the report. A brief
summary of these factorsis provided below.

1. Participation in the demonstration intervention was not randomly assigned at the State,
site, or individual participant level. For Wave 1, FNS selected and invited 10 States to
apply for the demonstration based on the States high prevalence of food insecurity
among children and low participation levels in the summer food programs. For Wave 2,
all States were invited to apply for the demonstration, and FNS selected States for award
based on viability and merit of the grant applications. For the Wave 2 demonstration,
FNS also selected the sponsors based on the quality of the program design specified in
the sponsors’ applications. Therefore, differences seen in this report may be due to
outside factors.

18 The reimbursement rate for NSLP meals for School Y ear 2011-2012 is lower than the reimbursement rate for SFSP meals for Calendar Y ear
2011. For example, SFSP lunches are reimbursed at either $3.2375 (for urban or vended sites) or $3.2925 (at self-prep or rural sites), while SSO
lunches are reimbursed at the NSLP rate of $2.39 (reduced-price meals) or $2.79 (free meals). See
http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/SFSP_SeamlessComparisonChart.pdf.
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2. In some States, existing initiatives or other funding sources were leveraged in
implementing the SFSP demonstration, making it difficult to separate the effects of these
various inputs on the SFSP measures. It is difficult to disaggregate the effects of the
demonstration from competing factors that affect demand for the SFSP, such as strong
outreach efforts by the State, financial constraints on the sponsors, local communities
initiatives, local economic factors, and population shifts. For example in 2010, in
addition to the $306,000 in incentive funds distributed to sponsors for this first year of the
demonstration, the Arkansas Department of Workforce Services supplied approximately
$1.1 million in additional funding through the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) emergency contingency funds to help sponsors break down barriers that they
face in raising participation.”® Sponsors received funding to help transport food or
children to meal sites. Additionally, sponsors were reimbursed costs to feed adults at the
SFSP sites so that families and communities could eat together. Since these TANF funds
were combined with the SFSP demonstration funds, the effects of these two programs
cannot be distinguished.

For the demonstration, Kansas built on the existing infrastructure for asimilar initiative it
operates in certain school districts during the school year, called the “backsnacks’
program. Since many of the SFSP sponsors operated the school-year “backsnacks’
program, the infrastructure for the demonstration was aready somewhat in place to
extend the program into the summer, allowing them to deliver more backpack meals to
children thisfirst year than they would have been able to otherwise.

3. Major program changes often take more than 1 to 2 years to demonstrate their full effect.
During the initial year, implementation issues arise that may be addressed subsequently.
This report covers 2 years of the Wave 1 demonstrations in Arkansas and Mississippi, but
only covers the first year of the Wave 2 demonstrations in six States. Future reports will
address the second year of Wave 2.

4. Unlike the Wave 1 demonstrations (particularly Arkansas because Mississippi
experienced implementation issues in both years), the Wave 2 demonstrations were not
implemented on a large scale throughout each State. These demonstrations were
restricted to a small number of sites and sponsors in limited geographic areas; therefore,
these demonstrations are only expected to affect these small, localized areas. It is
unlikely that the impact of these demonstrations can be fully appreciated when analyzing
the impact at the State level. Furthermore, it may not be possible to determine the source
of any changes noted at the State level. To mitigate this challenge, this report also
compares results from demonstration sites to a small group of similar sites within the
State.

%1n 2010 in Arkansas, all SFSP sponsors received transportation funds through TANF of $30 per day, per site multiplied by the number of days
of operation. Only the SFSP sponsorg/sites that served adult meals received additional TANF payment for adult meals. SFSP sponsors/sites did
not have to apply for the transportation money, but they did have to let the State agencies know they were going to serve adult meals. In 2010, 66
sponsors claimed reimbursements for adult meals, 127 sites served adult mealsin July, and 95 sites served adult mealsin August. No adults were
served in June. There were 40 sponsors and 64 sites that served adult meals (thus receiving TANF funds) and participated in the SFSP
demonstration in 2010. These additional TANF funds were not available for 2011.
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5. Asdescribed earlier in this report, this study reports and interprets two measures of ADA:
July ADA and operating days ADA. July ADA iscalculated at the State level and is used
by FNS to provide a standard enrollment figure across the Nation that is based on data
from the month when States typically serve the most SFSP meals; it aso uses a
standardized denominator of operating days across al States. The second measure is
calculated at the site level using data from each site across the summer with the actua
number of operating days as the denominator. As such, July ADA is likely to be lower
than operating days ADA, especially in States where sites do not operate for the full
month of July or where SFSP participation may peak in a month other than July (for
example, in June in some southern States).

6. The NSLP figures used in this study were available statewide, but not at the county level,
which might have been more suitable for assessing some these demonstrations.

7. New York did not provide an overall monthly operating days measure. Instead, it
provided four variables for each site indicating “days of service,” one for each of the four
meals, which may vary by meal. The largest value of the "days of service" measures
served as a proxy for operating days for a month.

8. In some cases in Arizona and Ohio, separate backpacks were distributed for each meal
and the numbers of backpacks distributed per meal differed. While the States confirmed
that the “number of backpacks delivered” equals the number of children, the higher of the
counts for any delivery date was used as the number of children served.
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CHAPTER II:  BACKGROUND ON THE SFSP

A. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

For more than 30 years, the SFSP has provided a critical safety net for the Nation’s low-
income children, offering nutritious meals to sites in low-income areas to help needy children
learn, play, and grow during the summer months when they are not in school.®® Families with
children who participate in the SFSP consider the program an important source of nutritious food
for their children (Felton & Harley Associates, 2006).

One purpose of the SFSP is to prevent hunger among school-age children during the
summer months when these children may no longer have access to school meals, which are
important to maintaining food security when school isin session. With participation in the SFSP
far lower than free and reduced-price school meal participation, the reach of the SFSP is limited.
Efforts to increase SFSP participation, and thus the
meals served to children during the summer months,

may forestall a decline in food security during the “The Summer Food Service Program
summer monthS is a vital nutrition resource durlng
) the months students are not in

school. We know that there are
many children who need nutritious

Locally, the SFSP is run by approved sponsors,

including school districts, local government agencies, et B e e seeeen ) 8
camps, or private nonprofit organizations. Sponsors program in their area.”

provide free meals to a group of children at a central

site, such as a school, a park, or a community center. — Kevin Concannon,
In July 2011, more than 4,750 local agencies D) Uimelelr S T

Food, Nutrition, and

(sponsors) served an average of more than 2.31 million P

children per day at 39,063 meal sites nationwide

(USDA, 2011). From May through September of

2011, more than 136 million meals (including breakfast, lunch, supper, and snack) were provided
through SFSP sites across the country (USDA, 2012a). Exact dates of program operation vary
across locations in accordance with the local school calendar, but the SFSP is typically
operational between May and September.

Despite the many changes the program has undergone with respect to eligibility criteria,
administrative procedures, and funding levels (see Appendix A for details), the SFSP has been
unable to attain the same level of program participation that the NSLP achieves during the school
year. The differences in levels of program participation are to some extent structural, as
discussed briefly below. Participation in the combined summer programs (SFSP and NSLP
summer school and SSO) has rarely exceeded 10-15 percent of the average participation in the
free and reduced-price NSLP (USDA, 2012c). In 2011, while about 21.1 million children
nationwide received free or reduced-price meals through the NSLP daily, only about 3.3 million

? Although SFSP sponsors primarily serve elementary school age children (58 percent of all participants), they also serve preschoolers (17
percent) and middle school/junior high school age or high school age children (25 percent; Mathematica Policy Research [MPR], 2003). For the
SFSP, children are defined as 1) persons 18 years of age and younger and 2) persons 18 years of age and older who are mentally or physicaly
handicapped and who also participate in a public or nonprofit private school program established for the mentally or physically handicapped.
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children?* received meals through the combined summer programs daily (nearly 16 percent of
NSLP children; USDA, 2012c; USDA, 2012d; USDA, 20126).22

While the number of children eligible for free or reduced-price school meals has
increased over the past 10 years, the number of children participating in the SFSP has remained
within the range of 1.9 million (in 2005) to 2.31 million (in 2011; USDA, 2012a; see Figure
[1.1). Similarly, the number of children participating in the SFSP and NSLP summer option
combined has ranged from 2.2 million (in 1989) to 3.6 million (in 2003; see Figure 11.1).

FIGURE II.1
SFSP PARTICIPATION, SFSP/NSLP SUMMER PARTICIPATION, AND
FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE NSLP PARTICIPATION,
1989 - 2011
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Source: NDB.

Note: NSLP figures represent free and reduced-price meals (not full price).

Data reflect July participation in the SFSP and 9-month participation averages (excluding the summer months) for
free and reduced-price NSLP lunches.

SFSP + NSLP summer data includes SFSP in addition to other USDA summer nutrition programs.

In the past 10 years, the ratio of combined summer program participation to free and
reduced-price NSLP participation has decreased from 21 percent in 2000 to 15 percent in 2010,
rising dlightly to nearly 16 percent in 2011, as depicted in Figure 11.2.

2 The NSLP ADA figures used to calculate this number include children served in U.S. territories and on military bases.

2 ADA for SFSPis calculated in July, the peak month of attendance.
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FIGURE 1.2
SFSP/NSLP SUMMER PARTICIPATION TO
FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE NSLP PARTICIPATION,
1989 - 2011
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Note: FY 2011 data are preliminary. NSLP figures represent free and reduced-price meals only (not full price).

Data reflect July participation in the SFSP and 9-month participation averages (excluding the summer months) for
free and reduced-price NSLP lunches.

Among the combined summer programs, participation in the SFSP is lower than free and
reduced-price NSLP participation for a number of reasons. SFSP sites are located primarily in
low-income neighborhoods (due to a requirement that 50 percent of children in the area be
eligible for free or reduced-price school meals for open sites), whereas the NSLP is available
everywhere. In addition, attendance at SFSP sites is voluntary, whereas attendance at school,
where children can benefit from the NSLP, is mandatory. Additional barriers that may explain
why SFSP attendance is so much lower than school-year-based programs include lack of
transportation, lack of publicity about the program, limited hours of operation that do not
coincide with parent work schedules, children’s dislike of the food, insufficient enrichment
activities, and parents concerns about neighborhood safety (Mathematica Policy Research
[MPR], 2003). Other factors such as weather, availability of program activities, and length of
operation also influence the number of children served (MPR, 2003).

Participation in the SFSP accounts for a very small percentage of school-year NSLP
participation across the Nation. The participation rate (number of children participating in SFSP
in 2011 per 100 children par