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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The primary goal of this project has been to “put a face” on hunger in North Florida.  In Phase 

I, CCI conducted an internet survey with directors at 251 agencies across the 18 county North 

Florida Region that received food supplies from Second Harvest North Florida.  For Phase II, 

CCI research team members interviewed 517 people at 26 food pantries across the 7-county 

Northeast Florida region.  In the following report we examine the findings of the Client Survey.  

Some specific findings include: 

Client Characteristics 

 Of the 517 clients surveyed, 43 percent were interviewed at food pantries in urban areas, 

23 percent were in urban cluster (suburban) areas and 34 percent from pantries in rural 

areas. 

 Women represented over 66 percent of those clients interviewed.  

 The average age of respondents was approximately 52 years of age.   
 The average household size of those interviewed was 3.2 persons.  In addition, 

approximately 40 percent of the respondents came from households with children. 

 Forty percent of respondents overall, and half of those in rural areas owned their home.   

 Twenty percent of respondents indicated that there was a Veteran living in their household. 

 

Economic Characteristics 

 Over 70 percent of respondents indicated that their total household income last year was 

less than $15,000.   

 Only 14 percent of respondents indicated that they were currently employed at all – Only 

four percent full-time.   

 Just over half of the respondents indicated that they had health insurance, only 44 percent 

of the respondents under age 60 had insurance. 

 Less than half of the respondents – and only 40 percent of those from rural locations – 

were currently receiving SNAP (food stamps).   
 Despite the low income levels, few of the respondents were involved in other food support 

programs. 

 Sixteen percent of the respondents indicated that they were visiting a food pantry for the 

first time. An additional 54 percent indicated that they started going to a food pantry within 

the past year. 

 

Food Security 

 Seventy percent of respondents indicated that the food from the pantry left more money 

for them to pay other expenses and 70 percent indicated that they believed their food from 

the pantry improved the health of their family. 
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 Responses to a battery of questions used by HUD to estimate food insecurity indicated that 
overall 73 percent of respondents’ households were food insecure during the past month.  

Over 43 percent were food insecure with hunger.  

 Over 82 percent of households with children present were food insecure, with 56 percent 

indicating food insecurity with hunger. Thirty-four percent of households without children 

were food insecure. 

 Sixty percent of respondents over 60 lived in households considered food insecure; half of 

these households were food insecure with hunger.   

 Almost 80 percent of respondents under 60 lived in households considered food insecure. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Second Harvest North Florida (Second Harvest) provides food for approximately 450 

organizations / agencies covering 17 counties in North Florida.  These organizations who 

receive food include meal providers (“soup kitchens”), food pantries, religious organizations, 

and small, independent groups.  In 2011, Second Harvest distributed over 20 million pounds of 

food, an increase of 162 percent since 2008.1  While it is clear that Second Harvest provides a 

large number of agencies and providers with increasing amounts of food for distribution, much 

less is known about who is hungry and what the “profile” of these recipients looks like.  Local 

news reports and anecdotes from providers cite the increased number and “changing face” of 

poor requesting food assistance, but a detailed analysis of recipients has not been done.   

To better understand the food recipients as well as the agencies it serves, Second Harvest 

requested the services of the Northeast Florida Center for Community Initiatives (CCI) at the 

University of North Florida.  Thus, a two-phased project was collaboratively designed.  The first 

phase involved an online survey of the agencies and organizations to which Second Harvest 

provides food.  The survey focused on the services provided as well as whom they serve.  

Phase II of the project included face-to-face surveys of food recipients at select agencies as well 

as observations of the facilities and operations (see Appendix A for a copy of the instrument).  

This report covers the results from the client surveys and observations conducted during Phase 

II.   

  

                                                           
1
 Hopelessness to Hope: Second Harvest North Florida 2011 Annual Report.  

http://wenourishhope.org/publications  

http://wenourishhope.org/publications
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METHODS 
The instrument used for the client survey was created by CCI researchers with input from 

Second Harvest staff.  The survey primarily includes demographic and household characteristics 

as well as a set of questions known as the food security core module.  The core module is a set 

of 18 questions which was identified from the U.S. Census Current Population Survey Food 

Security Supplement to create a reliable measurement scale that determines the level of food 

insecurity for a household.2   

Potential sites for conducting client surveys and observations for Phase II were selected from 

the 137 Second Harvest food pantries that had completed the agency online survey.  These 

food pantries covered seven counties in Northeast Florida (Baker, Clay, Duval, Flagler, Nassau, 

Putnam, and St. Johns).  Thirty-eight food pantries were initially selected based on 

conversations with Second Harvest staff and their geographical location.  Each food pantry was 

called by CCI staff to explain the purpose and procedures of the client survey and to schedule a 

time in which a research team could conduct the surveys.  Eleven pantries were subsequently 

eliminated from the list for a variety of reasons.   For five of the pantries, there was no food 

delivery scheduled during the data collection period between April and June.  Two locations 

were taken out of the sample because clients were served only during specific appointment 

times and arranging interviews was not possible.  Two additional sites indicated that their 

clients were also regular clients at other sites in the interview sample.  Finally, two locations 

declined to participate at all, and two additional sites never returned repeated attempts to set 

up site visits. 

The remaining 27 food pantries were visited by a research team between April 20th and June 

19th.  The research team consisted of a faculty or senior CCI staff member, assigned as “team 

leader,” and CCI staff and/or student volunteers.  The team leader was the primary contact for 

the food pantry and checked in and out with the staff during the visit.  The team leader also 

made detailed observations, noting information about the procedures for the food distribution, 

the facilities, clients, and volunteers, while the other team members conducted surveys with the 

food pantry clients. 

While pantries’ procedures for distributing food varied somewhat, the research teams typically 

conducted surveys an hour or so prior to food distribution while clients were waiting.  Surveys 

were conducted with as many adult clients as possible at each site and the research team had 

members who speak fluent Spanish to prevent the exclusion of Spanish speaking clients.  

Surveyors explained the purpose of the survey and read consent information to each potential 

                                                           
2
 Bickel, G., Nord, M., Price, C., Hamilton, W., and Cook, J. Guide to Measuring Household Food Security, Revised 

2000.  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Alexandria VA. March, 2000. 
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survey participant.  Once a participant provided oral consent, he or she was offered a copy of 

the consent information for future reference and the survey was conducted.   

Nearly 1,600 individuals were observed and 517 surveys were conducted at the food pantries 

located across seven counties in Northeast Florida (see Table 1).3  Nearly half of the food 

pantries surveyed were located in Duval County where 199 surveys were collected at 11 

different food pantries.  Putnam County, where only three locations were surveyed, had the 

second highest number of surveys at 120.  In Flagler County, 78 surveys were completed at two 

different locations.  About 75 percent of completed surveys were collected in these three 

counties.  The remaining 25 percent of completed surveys were collected at food pantries in 

four other counties:  Baker (42), St. Johns (35), Nassau (24), and Clay (19).  Figures 1 and 2 are 

maps of the survey sites. 

Table 1: Completed Client Surveys By County 

 Surveys 

Completed* 

Number of 

Pantries 

% Surveys by 

County 

Duval 199 11 38.5% 

Putnam 120 3 23.2% 

Flagler 78 2 15.1% 

Baker 42 4 8.1% 

St. Johns 35 1 6.8% 

Nassau 24 2 4.6% 

Clay 19 3 3.7% 

Total 517 26  

*Completed at least a portion of the survey 

 

                                                           
3
 At one of the food pantries visited, food was distributed on a “drop by” basis rather than at a specific time.  Only 

one client came for food while the research team was present and she declined the survey.  As a result, the 
research team was unable to conduct any surveys at this site.   
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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In order to better understand client characteristics and their food security issues in relation to 

their communities, food pantries were identified according to their location as “urban area,” 

“urban cluster,” or “rural.”  These designations are based on definitions and thematic maps 

from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Urban areas represent densely populated areas of 50,000 or 

more people, whereas urban clusters consist of populations between 2,500 and 50,000.  All 

regions outside of these two designations are considered rural.4  Over half of the visited food 

pantries were in urban areas while the rest of the sites were evenly distributed in urban 

clusters and rural locations (see Table 2). 

Table 2: Completed Surveys By Type of Area 

 Surveys 

Completed* 

Number of 

Pantries 

% Surveys by 

Area 

Urban 222 15 42.9% 

Urban Clusters 118 5 22.8% 

Rural 177 6 34.2% 

Total 517 26  

*Completed at least a portion of the survey 

 

 

                                                           
3
 More information and thematic maps can be found on the US Census Bureau website at 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/2010urbanruralclass.html. 

 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/2010urbanruralclass.html
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RESULTS 

General Client and Household Characteristics 

In order to better understand the face of Second Harvest food recipients, it is reasonable to 

begin with the basic demographics of the group.  This provides insight into whether particular 

groups are over represented.  For example, women far outnumbered male respondents at 66 

percent (see Table 3).  This was reflective of those observed and counted by the team leaders.  

In fact, 62 percent of those counted were female.     

Table 3: Respondent’s Sex 

 Urban 

(n=201) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=117) 

Rural 

(n=173) 

Total 

(n=491) 

Male 35.8% 30.8% 33.5% 33.8% 

Female 64.2% 69.2% 66.5% 66.2% 

 

As can be seen in Table 4, the racial distribution of respondents from the client survey closely 

resembles the areas in which the food pantries were located.  Whites represented almost two-

thirds of the overall respondents – and nearly 75 percent of rural areas.  While Whites 

represented the majority of all recipients interviewed, Blacks were over-represented among 

urban food pantry recipients.  Blacks represented more than one out of three of the 

respondents in the urban areas surveyed, with about 20 percent of respondents in the urban 

cluster and rural areas.  Nine percent of the respondents were of another race, including 

American Indian/Alaska Native and multiple races.  Perhaps most interesting, many of the 

respondents identifying with multiple races indicated American Indian as one of the races.  

While representing only about five percent of the overall respondents – almost nine percent in 

the urban clusters reported being American Indian. 

Table 4: Respondent’s Race 

 Urban 

(n=214) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=174) 

Total 

(n=504) 

Black or African-American 36.4% 17.2% 19.5% 26.2% 

Hispanic or Latino 5.1% 3.4% 0.6% 3.2% 

White 48.6% 69.0% 74.1% 62.1% 

Other 9.8% 10.3% 5.7% 8.5% 

 

As part of the effort to better understand the demographics of those receiving food assistance 

respondents were asked how old they were on their last birthday.  The age of those 

interviewed ranged from 18 years of age to 95.  As seen in Table 5, both the average (mean) 



 

10 
 

age as well as the median age (the point at which half of those interviewed were older and half 

younger than that point) of those interviewed was 52 years of age – significantly higher than the 

overall median age of residents of any of the counties being studied.5  Only Flagler County (with 

an overall median age of 51) was close to the overall median age of survey respondents.  

Approximately 25 percent of all respondents were over age 62, the point at which one can 

begin to collect Social Security, and more than 10 percent were over 70.  Only about one in 

five respondents (21 percent) indicated they were under 40 years of age. 

Table 5: Age of Respondents 

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=114) 

Rural 

(n=175) 

Total 

(n=497) 

18 to 29 8.7% 8.8% 8.0% 8.5% 

30 to 39 9.1% 15.8% 14.9% 12.7% 

40 to 49 19.2% 13.2% 23.4% 19.3% 

50 to 59 29.8% 28.1% 28.6% 29.0% 

60 to 69 22.1% 20.2% 18.3% 20.3% 

70 to 79 8.2% 10.5% 5.1% 7.6% 

80 and older 2.5% 3.5% 1.7% 2.6% 

     

Mean 52.8 52.2 50.0 51.7 

Median 52.5 54.0 50.0 52.0 

 

Overall, only about one-third of the respondents were married at the time of the survey, with 

another third currently separated or divorced (see Table 6).  Just less than half of recipients 

who were currently married indicated that they had been divorced at some time in their life but 

had remarried.  One in five respondents had never married and about one in seven 

respondents had been widowed.     

Table 6: Marital Status 

 Urban 

(n=210) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=175) 

Total 

(n=501) 

Married 25.7% 33.6% 41.7% 33.1% 

Divorced / Separated 36.2% 33.6% 27.4% 32.5% 

Widowed 16.2% 17.2% 10.3% 14.4% 

Never Married 21.9% 15.5% 20.6% 20.0% 

 

                                                           
5 Florida Legislature Office of Economic Development Research, 2011. 

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/presentations/population-demographics/DemographicOverview_4-20-11.pdf  

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/presentations/population-demographics/DemographicOverview_4-20-11.pdf
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Respondents were also asked questions aimed at understanding the make-up of their 

households.  As seen in Table 7, a majority of clients had three or fewer people living in their 

household with two people being the most common household size reported.  The overall 

average (mean) household size was 3.2, with rural households averaging slightly higher at 3.5.  

Individuals in urban areas were the most likely to report living alone with nearly one in four 

respondents being the only person in the home. Respondents reported living arrangements of 

up to 12 people; all households of more than eight were located in either urban clusters or 

rural areas.  

Table 7: Size of Households 

 Urban 

(n=222) 

Urban Clusters 

(n=118) 

Rural 

(n=177) 

Total 

(n=517) 

1 24.3% 18.6% 16.4% 20.3% 

2 20.3% 28.0% 24.3% 23.4% 

3 22.1% 19.5% 15.3% 19.1% 

4 13.5% 12.7% 15.8% 14.1% 

5 9.5% 12.7% 14.7% 12.0% 

6 7.2% 5.1% 6.8% 6.6% 

7 2.3% 2.5% 1.7% 2.1% 

8+ 0.9% 0.8% 5.2% 2.4% 

 

More than half of the respondents (59 percent) reported having no children under the age of 

18 living in their household (see Table 8).  Two households had as many as eight children; 

however, the most common number of children across all three geographic designations was 

one or two. The variation between urban areas, urban clusters, and rural areas is minimal.  

Urban households were slightly more likely to have only one child under 18 in the home, urban 

cluster households were more likely to have no children, and rural households were more 

likely to have three or more children.  Only four respondents reported having six or more 

children under 18 living in their household; three out of the four were in rural areas, and the 

other was located in an urban cluster.  

Table 8: Number of Children Under 18 in Household 

 Urban 

(n=221) 

Urban 

Cluster 

(n=118) 

Rural 

(n=177) 

Total 

(n=516) 

0 57.9% 62.7% 58.8% 59.3% 

1 14.9% 12.7% 12.4% 13.6% 

2 12.7% 12.7% 12.4% 12.6% 

3 8.1% 7.6% 9.6% 8.5% 

4 3.2% 1.7% 2.3% 2.5% 

5 3.2% 1.7% 2.8% 2.7% 

6+ 0.0% 0.8% 1.7% 0.8% 
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As seen in Table 9, almost half of the respondents (46 percent) rent their current residence.  

Another 39 percent stated that they were home owners, while one out of ten were staying at 

someone else’s house for free.  The remaining respondents were either living in a hotel/motel 

(1 percent) or in some other living arrangements (4 percent).  Homeless and living in a vehicle 

were the most common responses given for “Other.”  “Other” responses also included group 

homes and boarding houses.  

Housing status of the respondents varied some across the geographic designations.  For 

instance, respondents residing in rural areas were more likely to be home owners (49 percent) 

than those living in urban clusters (41 percent) or urban areas (30 percent).  Conversely, urban 

respondents were more likely to report renting their residence (55 percent) than those from 

urban clusters (45 percent) or rural areas (36 percent).   

Table 9: Housing Status 

 Urban 

(n=221) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=118) 

Rural 

(n=177) 

Total 

(n=516) 

Home Owner 29.9% 40.7% 49.2% 39.0% 

Renting 55.2% 44.9% 36.2% 46.3% 

Staying Free at Someone 

else’s House 
9.0% 10.2% 12.4% 10.5% 

Living in a Hotel/Motel 0.5% 0.8% 1.1% 0.8% 

Other 5.4% 3.4% 1.1% 3.5% 

 

Educational attainment for recipients at the food pantries is significantly lower than that for the 

state as a whole.  In all, only about one in three respondents had been to college – with just 

over seven percent receiving a college degree (see Table 10).  This compares to almost 60 

percent with at least some college state-wide.6  More than one-fourth of respondents had less 

than a high school degree.   

Table 10: Highest Level of Education 

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=174) 

Total 

(n=498) 

Less Than High School 27.9% 29.3% 27.6% 28.1% 

High School 37.0% 42.2% 40.8% 39.6% 

Some College 26.0% 25.0% 23.6% 24.9% 

Bachelor’s 6.3% 3.4% 6.9% 5.8% 

Graduate Degree 2.9% 0.0% 1.1% 1.6% 

 

                                                           
6
 Source: Lumina Foundation. http://www.luminafoundation.org/1_no_parent_nav_bar_fix/state_work/florida/ 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/1_no_parent_nav_bar_fix/state_work/florida/
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It is clear that the vast majority of recipients of food at the food pantries visited in this study 

have been long-term residents of Florida and the community in which they were interviewed. 

On average, the respondents had lived in the community for over 21 years – half had lived 

there 16 years (see Table 11).  The average number of years living in Florida was over 33 years 

– half had lived in Florida 33 years (many for all their lives).  More specifically, over 90 percent 

of respondents indicated that they had lived in the community they were being served for more 

than one year, and over 95 percent had lived in Florida for three years or more. 

Table 11: Duration of Residence in Years 

How Long Has Respondent Lived in this Community? 

 Urban 

(n=207) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=115) 

Rural 

(n=175) 

Total 

(n=497) 

Mean 23.7 22.2 19.5 21.9 

Median 17.5 20.0 13.0 16.0 

     

How Long Has Respondent Lived in Florida? 
 Urban 

(n=197) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=110) 

Rural 

(n=173) 

Total 

(n=480) 

Mean 33.8 37.2 31.1 33.6 

Median 35.0 34.5 30.0 33.0 

 

In Phase 1 of this project (a survey of agencies), many of the agency representatives surveyed 

indicated that they had seen a marked increase in the number of “working poor” receiving 

emergency food aid.  Indeed, a number of media reports over the past several years have 

provided anecdotes about the increase in the numbers of working people going to food 

pantries, although extensive data had not been collected.  While a number of people in the 

survey of clients at the food pantries across North Florida indicated that they were “currently 

working,” the vast majority were not.  In fact, of those surveyed, less than five percent were 

working full-time and another 10 percent were working part-time (see Table 12).  Sixty percent 

of respondents indicated that they were not working, although a number of the research team 

members reported that many of the respondents commented that they were recently 

unemployed and/or looking for work.  In addition, with more than half of the respondents being 

older than 52 (and one in four over 62), prospects for work are probably limited for many of 

these people.   



 

14 
 

The percentage of respondents not working is quite large even given the high unemployment 

rates of North Florida.  The unemployment rates in July for the seven counties ranged from 7.1 

to as high as 12.7 percent.7   

Table 12: Employment Status 

 Urban 

(n=205) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=112) 

Rural 

(n=173) 

Total 

(n=490) 

Full-time 2.9% 3.6% 5.8% 4.1% 

Part-time 11.7% 5.4% 10.4% 9.8% 

Not Working 58.5% 62.5% 61.3% 60.4% 

Keeping house 5.4% 12.5% 6.4% 7.3% 

Retired 19.0% 15.2% 15.6% 16.9% 

In School 2.4% 0.9% 0.6% 1.4% 

 

According to conversations with the leadership of Second Harvest, the proportion of religious-

based agencies receiving food from the food bank is one of the highest proportions in the 

Feeding America Network.  It is not known, what the religious preferences were for the clients 

at these locations.  Overall, more than seven in 10 respondents indicated that they were 

Protestant and one in 10 reported they were Catholic (see Table 13).  Less than five percent 

indicated “other” religious preference.  Interestingly, almost 15 percent chose “none” as their 

religious preference. 

Table 13: Respondent’s Religious Preference 

 Urban 

(n=207) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=115) 

Rural 

(n=173) 

Total 

(n=495) 

Catholic 9.2% 7.0% 12.7% 9.9% 

Protestant 75.4% 72.2% 65.9% 71.3% 

Jewish 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 

Other 3.9% 1.7% 6.9% 4.4% 

None 11.1% 19.1% 14.5% 14.1% 

 

As was expected, when asked about their household income, the vast majority of respondents 

indicated very low levels of income.  As seen in Table 14, over 70 percent of the respondents 

who answered the question indicated that their household income was under $15,000 – less 

than the U.S. poverty threshold of $15,063 for a two-person household without children.  

When we look at household size by income, this pattern becomes even starker.  Almost 90 

percent of respondents from 3-person households indicted they earned less than $20,000 

                                                           
7
 Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/lau/#data).  Baker – 7.9, Clay – 8.1, Duval – 9.7, Flagler – 

12.7, Nassau – 8.0, Putnam – 11.8, and St. Johns – 7.1. 

http://www.bls.gov/lau/#data
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(approximately the poverty line) with over 70 percent of these households earning less than 

$15,000.  Similar patterns are found as household size increases.  Only about 15 percent of the 

overall respondents indicated that they earned $20,000 or more, with seven individuals stating 

household incomes of $40,000 and over. 

Table 14: Total Household Income for the Last Year 

 Urban 

(n=205) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=113) 

Rural 

(n=162) 

Total 

(n=480) 

Less Than $10,000 53.2% 46.9% 43.2% 48.3% 

$10,000 to $14,999 24.4% 22.1% 22.8% 23.3% 

$15,000 to $19,999 11.2% 17.7% 12.3% 13.1% 

$20,000 to $24,999 5.9% 8.0% 8.0% 7.1% 

$25,000 to $29,999 3.4% 1.8% 1.9% 2.5% 

$30,000 to $34,999 1.5% 2.7% 5.6% 3.1% 

$35,000 to $39,999 0.0% 0.9% 2.5% 1.0% 

$40,000 to $44,999 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.8% 

$45,000 to $49,999 0.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 

Over $50,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 

 

In addition to economic concerns, many of the respondents lacked health insurance.  Overall, 

just over half the respondents interviewed had health insurance (see Table 15).  When we 

examine insurance by age, however, only 44 percent of those under 60 years of age had health 

insurance, compared with 78 percent of those over 60 years of age. 

Table 15: Does Respondent Currently Have Health Insurance? 

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=176) 

Total 

(n=500) 

Yes 51.0% 62.1% 50.0% 53.2% 

 

Given that the majority of respondents were at or below the poverty line, it would be expected 

that clients receiving food at the food pantry would also be receiving some form of government 

assistance to help supply sustenance.  As can be seen in Table 16, however, this does not 

appear to be the case.  Indeed, when we look at the overall numbers, less than half of the 

respondents receive SNAP (food stamps) – with only 41 percent in rural areas currently on 

SNAP.  Over 47 percent of the respondents were not receiving food stamps at the time of the 

interview or at any time in the year before.  Seven percent indicated that they had received 

SNAP in the past year, but were not currently enrolled.  All respondents not receiving SNAP 

were asked why they were not collecting the benefits.  More than two-thirds of these 
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respondents indicated that they were not eligible, with another 21 percent indicating they did 

not know if they were eligible or not (see Table 17).   

This is particularly striking when we look at the variations in SNAP enrollment by income.  The 

Federal Guidelines for SNAP benefits set eligibility for a two-person household at almost 

$20,000 and eligibility for a single person at about $15,000.  More than 70 percent of 

respondents had household incomes of less than $20,000, however, enrollment in SNAP varied 

within this income bracket.  While 58 percent of respondents who earned less than $10,000 

were on SNAP, only 38 percent of those earning between $10 and $15,000 were enrolled, and 

only about one in three households earning $15 to $20,000 were receiving benefits.  In 

addition, while not specifically asked of respondents, a number of clients indicated that while 

they were enrolled in SNAP, the amount received was minimal.  Federal guidelines indicate that 

a two-person household can receive a maximum of $367 in benefits; however the average 

“participant” (household) in Florida receives only $139.8  Anecdotal information indicated that 

the actual dollar amount received often was below $100 per month, with one elderly man 

indicating that he and his wife received only $24 per month, despite his wife recently suffering a 

stroke.  While these numbers could not be independently confirmed, the number of stories 

told to interviewers clearly indicates that there is a significant un-met need. 

  

                                                           
8
 Source: Kaiser Family Foundation (http://www.statehealthfacts.org) 

http://www.statehealthfacts.org/
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Table 16: Food Assistance Programs 

Currently Receiving 

 Urban 

(n=216) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=117) 

Rural 

(n=176) 

Total 

(n=509) 

Food Stamps 43.5% 58.1% 40.9% 46.0% 

Summer Food Service 

Program 
0.9% 0.9% 2.3% 1.4% 

Nutrition Program For 

The Elderly 
0.5% 2.6% 0.6% 1.0% 

WIC 3.2% 8.5% 4.0% 4.7% 

Commodities 9.7% 8.5% 14.8% 11.2% 

Shelter That Provides 

Food 
4.6% 1.7% 4.5% 3.9% 

School Lunch or Breakfast 

Program 
15.7% 17.9% 10.2% 14.3% 

Other 1.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.8% 

 

Not Receiving Now – But Received in Last Year 
Food Stamps 10.2% 0.0% 6.3% 6.5% 

Summer Food Service 

Program 
1.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 

Nutrition Program For 

The Elderly 
0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

WIC 0.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 

Commodities 0.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 

Shelter That Provides 

Food 
3.2% 0.0% 0.6% 1.6% 

School Lunch or Breakfast 

Program 
1.9% 0.9% 8.0% 3.7% 

Other 0.5% 0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 

 

 

Table 17: Why Doesn’t Respondent Receive Food Stamps? 

 Urban 

(n=110) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=44) 

Rural 

(n=100) 

Total 

(n=254) 

Not Eligible 61.8% 61.4% 73.0% 66.1% 

Eligible, But Does Not 

Receive 
14.5% 9.1% 12.0% 12.6% 

Does Not Know If Eligible 23.6% 29.5% 15.0% 21.3% 

 

While SNAP participation is below what would be expected given incomes and other factors, 

this could be seen in part as a function of peculiarities with Florida’s implementation of the 

program.  That so few of the respondent households receive some of the other services should 
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be seen with more concern.  Indeed, only 16 percent of households with children receive WIC, 

and less than half receive school lunch/breakfast support.  Very few elderly receive support 

from nutrition programs designed for that population, and only a handful receive supplemental 

summer food support.  Given the levels of poverty and other economic hardships the 

respondents from this study are experiencing, and the fact that many of these people are most 

likely eligible for assistance, additional outreach and enrollment efforts are needed.  

Significant concern has also been expressed in recent years about the status of Veterans, the 

extent to which their needs are being met, and the increase in homelessness among Veterans.  

This has become particularly acute since the release of the 2011 HUD report that found over 

67,000 homeless veterans in the most recent homeless census.9  In addition, the Veterans 

Administration reported in 2010 that about 13,000 veterans of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars 

were homeless.10  Less is known, however, about the extent to which non-homeless veterans 

utilize food pantries.  To address this issue, we asked respondents if anyone in their household 

was a Veteran.  Overall, about 20 percent of respondents who answered this question indicated 

that a veteran was in their household (see Table 18).  Interestingly, while veterans were 

represented in 17 percent of households where the respondent was under 60 years of age, one 

out of four households where the respondent was 60 or over had a veteran.   

Table 18: Anyone in Household a Military Veteran? 

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=113) 

Rural 

(n=174) 

Total 

(n=495) 

Yes 19.2% 19.5% 20.1% 19.6% 

 

Food Pantry Visit 

In addition to basic demographics and household information, respondents were asked about 

the details concerning their visit to the food pantry.  One of these questions asked how 

respondents heard about the particular food pantry they were visiting.  As seen in Table 19, the 

most common response for all respondents was that they heard about the food pantry from a 

friend or family member (63 percent).  The second most common response was that 

respondents heard about the food pantry from a church (15 percent).  Another six percent 

heard about the food pantry from an agency such as another food pantry, the Salvation Army, 

                                                           
9
 The 2011 Point-in-Time Estimates of Homelessness: Supplement to the Annual Homeless Assessment Report.  

http://www.hudhre.info/documents/PIT-HIC_SupplementalAHARReport.pdf 
10 Zoroya, Gregg. More Iraq and Afghanistan war veterans wind up homeless.  

http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2011-10-28/iraq-afghanistan-veterans-homeless/50976338/1 

 

http://www.hudhre.info/documents/PIT-HIC_SupplementalAHARReport.pdf
http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2011-10-28/iraq-afghanistan-veterans-homeless/50976338/1
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or some other type of community organization.  Approximately one in six people heard about 

the food pantry from an “other” source.  The most common responses given for “Other” were 

word of mouth, passing by, or internet sources such as Craigslist. 

When looking at how respondents heard about the food pantry, there is some variation across 

geographic designations. Those living in urban or rural areas were more likely to have heard 

about the pantry from a friend or family member than those who live in urban clusters. 

Respondents living in urban clusters were more likely to have heard about the food pantry 

from a church than those living in urban or rural areas.  Lastly, those living in urban areas or 

urban clusters were more likely to have heard about the food pantry from an agency than those 

living in rural areas.  

Table 19: How Respondents Heard About Food Pantry 

 Urban 

(n=218) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=114) 

Rural 

(n=174) 

Total 

(n=506) 

Friend or Family Member 65.6% 46.5% 71.8% 63.4% 

Church 11.5% 31.6% 9.2% 15.2% 

From an Agency 9.2% 7.0% 2.3% 6.3% 

Other 13.8% 14.9% 16.7% 15.0% 

 

Regarding their trip to the food pantry, respondents were asked how many times they had 

received assistance from the food pantry in the last 30 days. The most common response (35 

percent) was that they had received assistance only once in the last 30 days (see Table 20).  

This was followed by 26 percent who reported having received no assistance from a food 

pantry in the last 30 days.  Another 21 percent of respondents said they had received assistance 

twice in the last 30 days, while 18 percent responded with three or more times. Respondents 

living in urban areas or urban clusters were more likely than those living in rural areas to have 

received assistance less than twice in the last 30 days.  Those living in rural areas were more 

likely to have received assistance more than twice in the last 30 days. 

Table 20: Number of Times Received Assistance From Pantry in the Last 30 Days. 

 Urban 

(n=210) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=171) 

Total 

(n=497) 

0 32.4% 25.0% 19.9% 26.4% 

1 38.6% 34.5% 30.4% 34.8% 

2 11.9% 28.4% 27.5% 21.1% 

3 6.2% 4.3% 8.8% 6.6% 

4 9.0% 7.8% 12.3% 9.9% 

5+ 2.0% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2% 
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Respondents were asked how long they had been receiving food assistance from a food pantry, 

not necessarily the one they were currently visiting.  Responses ranged from the current visit 

being their first time to receiving food from a food pantry to more than five years.  For 16 

percent of respondents, their current visit was the first time they had received food from a 

pantry (see Table 21).  Those living in urban areas or urban clusters were slightly more likely to 

be visiting the pantry for the first time than those living in rural areas. The most common 

answer was that respondents had been receiving food from the pantry for less than six months 

(37 percent).  If the respondents visiting for the first time are included in the less than 6 months 

figure, then more than half of respondents (53 percent) have been receiving food assistance 

from a pantry for less than six months.  The responses across geographic designations vary, 

with those living in urban areas more likely than those living in urban clusters or rural areas to 

have been receiving food from a pantry for one year or more, 36 percent, 26 percent, and 27 

percent respectively.  

Table 21: How Long Respondent Has Been Receiving Food From a Pantry 

 Urban 

(n=219) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=117) 

Rural 

(n=174) 

Total 

(n=510) 

First Time 17.8% 17.9% 12.1% 15.9% 

Less Than 6 Months 29.7% 42.7% 41.4% 36.7% 

Less Than 1 Year 16.9% 13.7% 19.5% 17.1% 

Between 1 and 2 Years 18.3% 9.4% 19.0% 16.5% 

Between 2 and 5 Years 11.9% 8.5% 5.2% 8.8% 

More Than 5 Years 5.5% 7.7% 2.9% 5.1% 

 

Another question used to gauge the respondents’ overall dependence on food pantries was 

whether they were relying on a food pantry less now than they were two years ago.  Table 22 

shows that dependence on food pantries has not decreased over the last two years for a 

majority of clients (77 percent).  Respondents living in urban areas were the most likely to 

report relying less on food pantries now than two years ago (27 percent).  Respondents in rural 

areas were the least likely to be relying less now, but the difference between those in urban 

clusters (21 percent) and those in rural areas (19 percent) was minimal.  

Table 22: Is Respondent Relying Less on Food Pantry Now Than Two Years Ago 

 Urban 

(n=203) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=112) 

Rural 

(n=165) 

Total 

(n=480) 

Yes 26.6% 20.5% 19.4% 22.7% 

 

A respondent’s ability to get assistance from food pantries can be influenced by travel 

accommodations. Two survey questions were used to gauge the client’s ability to get to and 
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from food pantries.  First, respondents were asked how far they lived from the particular food 

pantry they were visiting.  As seen in Table 23, nearly half (46 percent) of all respondents live 

more than five miles from the food pantry they were visiting, and approximately one in four  

live between two and five miles away.  Combined, these totals reflect that nearly three out of 

every four respondents live more than two miles from the food pantry they were visiting.  This 

distance would likely leave those who lack a vehicle or adequate access to public transportation 

unable to get to the food pantry.  Of the remaining respondents, 15 percent live between one 

and two miles away, and 14 percent live less than a mile from the pantry they were visiting.  

When looking at responses across geographic designations, a clear pattern emerges. 

Respondents in more densely populated areas are more likely to live closer to the food pantry 

they were visiting.  On average, respondents in urban areas live much closer to the particular 

food pantry they were visiting than do respondents from urban clusters or rural areas.  About 

one-third (34 percent) of respondents in urban areas live less than two miles from the food 

pantry.  The number of people who live less than two miles from the food pantry is closer to 

one in four for those in urban clusters (27 percent) and rural areas (26 percent).  The greatest 

difference can be seen in those respondents who live more than five miles from the food pantry 

they were visiting.  Only 38 percent of respondents in urban areas reported living more than 

five miles from the food pantry, while 48 percent of those in urban clusters and 54 percent of 

those in rural areas live more than five miles away.  

Table 23: How Far Does Respondent Live From Food Pantry? 

 Urban 

(n=219) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=118) 

Rural 

(n=175) 

Total 

(n=512) 

Less Than 1 Mile 17.8% 11.9% 11.4% 14.3% 

Between 1 and 2 Miles 16.0% 15.3% 14.3% 15.2% 

Between 2 and 5 Miles 27.9% 25.4% 20.0% 24.6% 

More Than 5 Miles 38.4% 47.5% 54.3% 45.9% 

 

The second question that was used to determine a client’s travel accommodations concerned 

how they got to the food pantry that day.  The responses, which include whether the client 

walked, drove, rode with someone, took public transit, or used some other form of 

transportation, can be seen in Table 24.  The majority of respondents reported driving their 

own car to the pantry (58 percent).  Those living in urban clusters were the most likely to 

report this form of transportation (66 percent), and those living in urban areas were the least 

likely (51 percent).  The second most common response (28 percent) was that the client had 

ridden to the pantry with a friend, family member, or neighbor.  Those living in rural areas were 

the most likely to have ridden with someone else (31 percent), and respondents in urban areas 

were the least likely (25 percent).  Only seven percent of all clients said they had walked to the 
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food pantry, but this number was significantly higher for respondents in urban areas (12 

percent).  Those living in urban areas were also more likely to have used public transit or some 

other form of transportation than those living in urban clusters or rural areas.  Four percent of 

respondents in urban areas reported using public transit to get to the food pantry compared to 

only two percent of those in rural areas and no one in an urban cluster claimed this form of 

transportation.  The eight percent of respondents in urban areas claiming some other form of 

transportation is much higher than the two percent in urban clusters and the four percent in 

rural areas. The most common “Other” response given for how the respondent got to the 

food pantry was by bicycle, and the second most common response was borrowing someone 

else’s car. 

Table 24: How Did Respondent Get to the Food Pantry? 

 Urban 

(n=211) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=123) 

Rural 

(n=180) 

Total 

(n=514) 

Walk 11.8% 3.4% 2.8% 6.8% 

Drove Own Car 51.4% 66.1% 60.8% 58.0% 

Rode with Friend or 

Neighbor 
25.0% 28.8% 30.7% 27.8% 

Public Transportation 4.1% 0.0% 1.7% 2.3% 

Other 7.7% 1.7% 4.0% 5.1% 

 

Food Pantry Value 

In addition to questions about the respondents’ visits to the food pantry, a number of questions 

were included to assess the “value” the food pantry provided to the respondents and their 

households.  First, respondents were asked how long the food they receive at the pantry lasts.  

This is particularly important for those locations (especially rural areas where food pantries are 

spread out) that only operate once or twice per month.  Over two-thirds of the respondents 

indicated that the food they received lasted a week or less, with an additional 23 percent 

indicating the food lasted between one and two weeks (see Table 25).  For those visiting food 

pantries that are only open once or twice a month – particularly those households with 

children – this represents an important concern.   
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Table 25: How Long Does Food From Pantry Last? 

 Urban 

(n=202) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=102) 

Rural 

(n=153) 

Total 

(n=457) 

Less Than 3 Days 23.8% 34.3% 21.6% 25.4% 

Between 3 days and a 

Week 
43.1% 37.3% 47.7% 43.3% 

Between 1 and 2 Weeks 23.3% 20.6% 25.5% 23.4% 

Between 2 weeks and a 

Month 
9.9% 7.8% 5.2% 7.9% 

 

Clients at the food pantries faced a number of obstacles to buying the food they need for their 

households.  Respondents were presented with a series of questions concerning household 

expenses and circumstances which could impact their ability to obtain food.  As could be 

expected, the largest impediments to obtaining enough food were other household expenses.  

In particular, basic living expenses, including utility costs (63 percent) and rent/housing costs (58 

percent) were the most cited roadblocks (see Table 26).  Indeed, when asked how much 

money was spent on these expenses, respondents cited an average rent of over $535, and 

utility costs of over $213.  For many of the respondents interviewed, this would represent well 

over half of their monthly income.  Add in the fact that half of the respondents cited 

medical/prescription costs, and transportation issues as an impediment to buying food, 

particularly for those in rural areas, it is clear that these households are faced with significant 

financial burdens. 

Table 26: What Stops Your Family From Buying The Food You Need? 

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=115) 

Rural 

(n=171) 

Total 

(n=494) 

Rent/housing 58.2% 55.7% 57.9% 57.5% 

Utilities 62.0% 65.2% 62.6% 63.0% 

Medical Bills or 

Prescription Costs 
43.3% 42.6% 57.3% 48.0% 

Cost of Child Support 5.8% 4.3% 2.3% 4.3% 

Cost of Day Care 3.8% 0.0% 2.3% 2.4% 

Transportation To Stores 33.2% 38.3% 40.4% 36.8% 

Being Treated Poorly At 

Stores 
2.4% 3.5% 1.2% 2.2% 

Other 13.5% 8.7% 15.8% 13.2% 

 

Respondents made it clear that the food from the food pantries eased a significant burden for 

their households.  Indeed, 70 percent of respondents indicated that, because of the food 

assistance received from the pantry they were able to have money for other household 
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expenses like rent and utilities (see Table 27).  This was particularly true for those in rural 

areas, where 75 percent of respondents indicated that the food support allowed for them to 

cover other expenses.  Similarly, almost 70 percent of respondents indicated that receiving 

food from the pantry had the effect of improving the overall health of their family.  It is clear 

from this information, as well as from anecdotal information obtained during the interview 

process, that the pantries did far more than provide a modicum of food for these clients. 

Table 27: Respondent Believes Receiving Food From Pantry…  

 Urban 

(n=208) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=112) 

Rural 

(n=165) 

Total 

(n=485) 

Leaves More Money 

Available for Other 

Monthly Expenses 

68.3% 65.2% 75.2% 69.9% 

 Urban 

(n=194) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=105) 

Rural 

(n=158) 

Total 

(n=457) 

Has Improved Their 

Family’s Overall Health 
72.2% 61.0% 71.5% 69.4% 

 

Finally, the extent to which the food pantries are meeting the community need is an important 

concern.  Anecdotal information and some media reports suggest that many people in need do 

not receive assistance from food pantries.  Over half of the respondents (48 percent) indicated 

that they knew someone else who needed food, but did not come to the food pantry (see 

Table 28).  Of those knowing people in need of food, the vast majority indicated that those in 

need could not get to the pantry.  A number of respondents told interviewers that many in 

need are too prideful to visit the food pantry.  Others indicated people had medical or 

transportation issues that prevented them from going to the pantry.  Research team members 

spoke with some clients who were picking up food for neighborhoods facing such struggles as 

well as for themselves.  
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Table 28: Does Respondent Know Anyone in Need of Food From Pantry? 

 Urban 

(n=205) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=113) 

Rural 

(n=171) 

Total 

(n=489) 

No 47.3% 46.9% 49.7% 48.1% 

Yes, But They Don’t 

Qualify 
5.9% 3.5% 5.8% 5.3% 

Yes, But There is Not 

Enough Food 
2.9% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8% 

Yes, But They Are Unable 

To Get To The Food 

Pantry 

43.9% 49.6% 42.7% 44.8% 

 

Food Security 

It is clear from the discussion above that there is significant hardship facing the clients visiting 

food pantries in Northeast Florida.  To that end, the Client Survey included a series of 

questions designed by USDA11 to assess the extent to which households have access to enough 

food for an “active and healthy life.”  These questions included information on food availability, 

financial ability to buy enough food, the extent to which one or more members of the 

household went without food, and, where applicable, the extent to which children’s diets were 

impacted by the lack of available food.  These questions (19 – 36) were asked regarding the past 

month and can be found in the survey instrument in Appendix A. 

As can be seen in Table 29, the vast majority of respondents – nearly 75 percent – showed at 

least some level of food insecurity.  Forty percent registered food insecurity with hunger, with 

more than one in 10 households showing insecurity with severe hunger.  Note that 

approximately one out of four households fall in the “Food Secure” category.  The survey 

findings show that the location of the interview site does not significantly impact the amount of 

food security overall.  However, in examining food insecurity it appears that those in urban and 

rural areas were more likely to be food insecure with hunger than those in urban clusters. 

  

                                                           
11

 For more information see http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-
us/measurement.aspx  

http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/measurement.aspx
http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/measurement.aspx
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Table 29: Food Security 

 Urban 

(n=211) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=116) 

Rural 

(n=173) 

Total 

(n=500) 

Food Secure 24.6% 25.9% 27.2% 25.8% 

Food Insecure Without 

Hunger 
32.2% 44.0% 29.5% 34.0% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Moderate 
32.2% 21.6% 31.8% 29.6% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Severe 
10.9% 8.6% 11.6% 10.6% 

 

Household composition significantly impacts hunger insecurity for the survey participants.  For 

those households with children, only 17 percent were “food secure” compared to 32 percent 

of households without children (see Table 30).  Indeed, more than half of households with 

children (55 percent) fell into the food insecure with hunger categories, compared to only 30 

percent of households without children.   

Table 30: Food Security in Households With Children 

With Children 

 Urban 

(n=90) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=43) 

Rural 

(n=72) 

Total 

(n=205) 

Food Secure 17.8% 20.9% 12.5% 16.6% 

Food Insecure Without 

Hunger 
25.6% 37.2% 27.8% 28.8% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Moderate 
43.3% 34.9% 47.2% 42.9% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Severe 
13.3% 7.0% 12.5% 11.7% 

 

Without Children 
 Urban 

(n=121) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=73) 

Rural 

(n=101) 

Total 

(n=295) 

Food Secure 29.8% 28.8% 37.6% 32.2% 

Food Insecure Without 

Hunger 
37.2% 47.9% 30.7% 37.6% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Moderate 
24.0% 13.7% 20.8% 20.3% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Severe 
9.1% 9.6% 10.9% 9.8% 
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In addition to household composition, age of respondent affects food security.  However, food 

insecurity is still a major issue facing all ages.  As can be seen in Table 31, while those 60 and 

older were more likely to live in “food secure” households (37 percent) than younger 

respondents (21 percent), the majority of older households were still food insecure.  

Particularly striking here is the difference in age group with regard to those households who 

are “insecure with hunger.”  Indeed, almost half of all respondents under 60 (47 percent) fell 

into this category – with one in eight respondents’ households being “food insecure with 

hunger, severe.”  About one-fourth of older households had food insecurity with hunger.  

Table 31: Food Security By Age Group 

60+ Years Old 

 Urban 

(n=73) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=42) 

Rural 

(n=45) 

Total 

(n=160) 

Food Secure 39.7% 33.3% 35.6% 36.9% 

Food Insecure Without 

Hunger 
35.6% 45.2% 33.3% 37.5% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Moderate 
20.5% 11.9% 22.2% 18.8% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Severe 
4.1% 9..5% 8.9% 6.9% 

     

18 – 59 Years Old 
 Urban 

(n=138) 

Urban 

Clusters 

(n=74) 

Rural 

(n=128) 

Total 

(n=340) 

Food Secure 16.7% 21.6% 24.2% 20.6% 

Food Insecure Without 

Hunger 
30.4% 43.2% 28.1% 32.4% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Moderate 
38.4% 27.0% 35.2% 34.7% 

Food Insecure With 

Hunger, Severe 
14.5% 8.1% 12.5% 12.4% 
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CONCLUSION: THE PEOPLE IN LINE 
Over the past eight months, staff, students and volunteers from The Center for Community 

Initiatives have carried out a variety of research approaches in an effort to “put a face on 

hunger” in North Florida.  Supported by funding from Second Harvest North Florida, the goal 

of the project was to better understand the issues facing both agencies that provide food to our 

hungry neighbors, as well as to better understand food security issues facing those very 

neighbors.  In Phase I, CCI reported on how agencies were facing the hunger “crisis” in North 

Florida.  This report focused on the findings from an extensive survey of over 500 people 

literally “standing in line” at food pantries across a seven (7) county area in Northeast Florida. 

Based on interviews with food pantry recipients and tallies of people in the lines, overall the 

Face of Hunger in North Florida is much like the face of all of North Florida.  Whites represent 

the largest group of recipients, although minorities are over represented among pantry clients.  

Four out of ten pantry respondents were homeowners, and many cited difficulties paying the 

bills.  The overwhelming majority had lived in North Florida for most of their lives.   Forty 

percent of the households had children under 18.  As could be expected, most of the people 

“shopping” at the pantries were women.  Twenty percent of the respondents had a veteran 

living in the household.  Indeed, many of the people interviewed were what one would expect 

to hear about the “folks next door.” 

Yet the people waiting in line were also facing dramatic, often debilitating roadblocks.  The vast 

majority of people in line fell significantly below the poverty line.  Only 14 percent had a job – 

only 4 percent worked full-time.  Many talked about how difficult it was to find work – a 

particularly prescient issue given that well over half of the respondents were over 50 years of 

age.  Despite being poor, less than half of respondents’ households were receiving SNAP (food 

stamp) benefits, and many of those commented about how little the benefit amount was.  Two-

thirds of the respondents indicated that they had started going to a food pantry only within the 

last year and almost 70 percent reported that the food they received from the pantry would 

last less than a week.  More than half of the respondents knew of others who were in need of 

help from the food pantry but did not come for food 

“Food insecurity” – a measure created by the Federal Government to assess the problem of 

hunger – is rampant.  Overall, 75 percent of the respondent households were considered “food 

insecure.”  Almost 85 percent of households with children were “food insecure” – 12 percent 

with “severe hunger.”  Contrary to national data, White households were more likely to be 

food insecure than Black households. 

Despite these hardships, or perhaps because of them, the People in Line were thankful for the 

help they got from the food pantry.  Many of those who provided additional information about 
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their situation at the end of the survey expressed their gratitude to Second Harvest and their 

local food pantry for the services provided.  One client responded, “the food pantry has been a 

blessing. It helps a lot.  If we were not coming, there are things we just wouldn’t eat.”  Overall, 

the clients feel “fortunate” and “blessed” and that it “really helps us out through the month.”  

One respondent indicated he was, “surprised that there are still food pantries. I thought people 

stopped caring.”   

Of course a number of People in Line also expressed less positive comments at some of the 

pantries.  While many were thankful for the food they receive at the food pantry, there were 

comments regarding the lack of quantity or quality of the food.  These respondents discussed 

the need for more meat, fresh fruit and vegetables, milk, and diabetic food choices.  Some of 

the People in Line were concerned that the pantry was only open once or twice a month, even 

though the supplies received lasted less than a week.  Some respondents pointed out a variety 

of issues they have experienced at the food pantries or offered suggestions on how to improve 

the services.  Some suggestions included shelter for clients waiting in line, transportation or 

delivery for those unable to visit the pantry, and more services or information about 

surrounding services.     

To say the least, the findings reported above are not pretty.  Indeed, the inhumanity of the 

process the People in Line went through to get their food – many waiting hours in the sun or 

rain to receive a simple bag possibly consisting only of a few cans of food, some overripe fruit, 

boxed pasta, a head of cabbage and some snack cakes, all meant to last two or more weeks – 

was bothersome for most of the research team members.  At the same time, however, 

interviewers often came away amazed at the resilience of the people in line and the humanity 

displayed by most (but not all) of the food pantry workers and volunteers.   

The findings from both the Second Harvest Agency survey and the interviews with People in 

Line are clear that a number of people are facing significant problems with regard to food 

security, and that little optimism exists that things will get better anytime soon.  The current 

economic and political landscape does not appear to offer optimism that food insecurity levels 

will be reduced anytime soon either.   It is hoped, however, that these findings can be used to 

provide a better understanding of the “Face of Hunger” in North Florida, and lead the 

important discussion about how to address food insecurity in our community. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
 

SECOND HARVEST RECIPIENT SURVEY 

Hello.  My name is _____________.  I’m a volunteer with The University of North Florida 

Center for Community Initiatives, and we are conducting research for Second Harvest 

North Florida to learn more about food access issues in your community. We are asking 

people who visit food pantries and soup lines to take a survey to better understand the 

issues facing people who need food assistance and to help agencies improve their services.  

The survey is voluntary, should take about 15 minutes, and there are no known risks to 

participating.  You may choose not to answer some questions and can stop answering at 

any time. There is no monetary compensation for completing the survey.  We will not 

record your name.  Your answers will be confidential and will not affect the services 

available to you or your family, even if you do not answer at all.   

 

Are you willing to participate?  

 

Yes – [Provide information sheet and inform them that there is contact information on it 

 should they have any questions later.] 

No – [Politely try again. If still declines end survey with "Thank you."] 

 

[PART 1] 

FIRST I’D LIKE TO ASK A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR HOUSEHOLD 

 

1. How many people, including yourself, relatives, non-relatives, roommates, etc., currently 

live in your household? ________________ 

 

2. How many of these people are children under 18 years of age? __________ 

 

3. [Skip if no children under 18] How old (is / are) your (child / children)? ____ ____

 ____ ____ ____ ____ ____  

 

4. What is your current housing status? Are you... [Read each choice. Check only one.]  

 

A home owner  

Renting  

Staying for free at someone else's home  

Living in a hotel / motel  

Other (Please specify:  ________________________) 

[DK or refused] 
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NEXT I’D LIKE TO ASK YOU A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR VISIT TO THE 

FOOD PANTRY 

5. How did you hear about this Food Pantry?  

From a friend  

From a church  

From an agency (Please specify: ______________) 

Other (Please specify:  ________________________) 

[DK or refused] 

 

6. How many times in the past 30 days would you say you have received assistance from 

this Food pantry? _____________ 

 

7. How long have you been receiving food at a Food Pantry?  

 

This is first time 

Less than 6 months 

Less than 1 year  

Between 1 and 2 years  

Between 2 and 5 years  

More than 5 years  

[DK or refused] 

 

8. Are you relying less on a Food Pantry now than you were two years ago?  

 

Yes  

No  

[DK or refused] 

 

9. How far away do you live from this Food Pantry?  

 

Less than 1 mile  

Between 1 and 2 miles  

Between 2 and 5 miles  

More than 5 miles  

[DK or refused] 
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10. How do you get to the Food Pantry?  

 

Walk  

Drive my own car  

Ride with a friend or neighbor  

Taxi  

Public transportation  

Other (Please specify: __________________) 

[DK or refused] 

 

11. How long does the food last that you receive from the Food Pantry if you don’t go 

grocery shopping?  

 

Less than three days  

Between three days and a week  

Between 1 and 2 weeks  

Between 2 weeks and a month  

[DK or refused] 

 

12. Do you know people who need food but can’t get it at this Food Pantry?  

 

No  

Yes, but they don’t qualify.  

Yes, but there is not enough food.  

Yes, but they are not able to get to the Food Pantry.  

[DK or refused] 

 

13. Do you believe that because you receive food from this Food Pantry that you have more 

money available to use toward other monthly expenses (example: rent, utilities, medical 

bills, medication)?  

 

Yes  

No  

[DK or refused] 
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14. Do you believe that because you receive food from this Food Pantry that your family’s 

overall health has improved?  

 

Yes  

No  

[DK or refused] 

 

NOW I’D LIKE TO ASK YOU A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT FOOD SECURITY 

15. Which of the following, if anything, stops your family from buying the food you need? 

[Read each choice. Check all that apply.] 

 

Rent [if checked read] How much do you pay per month? __________ 

Utilities [if checked read] How much do you pay on average per month? _______ 

Medical Bill / Prescription Costs 

Cost of Child Support 

Cost of Day Care 

Getting Transportation to stores 

Being treated poorly at stores 

Other (Please specify:  ______________________) 

[DK or refused] 

 

16. I’m going to read a list of food assistance programs. Which of these, if any, have you or 

those in your household used in the last year? [Read each choice. Check all that apply.  

Then ask if they are currently receiving those identified.] 

 Received last 

year 

Currently 

receiving 

Food Stamps   

Summer food service program   

Nutrition program for the 

elderly 

  

WIC   

Commodities   

Shelter that provides food   

School lunch and / or 

breakfast program 

  

Other: ___________________   
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17. [If not received or not currently receiving food stamps.] Why don’t you receive food 

stamps? (Your answer does not affect your eligibility to receive food from the Food 

Pantry.)  

 

No, I am not eligible.  

No, I am eligible, but I don’t get them.  

I do not know if I am eligible.  

[DK or refused] 

 

18. Which of these statements best describes the food eaten in your household in the last 30 

days? 

Enough of the kinds of food (I / we) want to eat  

Enough but not always the kinds of food (I / we) want  

Sometimes not enough to eat  

Often not enough to eat 

[DK or Refused] 

 

Now I’m going to read you several statements that people have made about their food 

situation. For these statements, please tell me whether the statement was often true, 

sometimes true, or never true for (you/your household) in the last 30 days.  

19. The first statement is “(I / We) worried whether (my / our) food would run out before (I / 

we) got money to buy more.”  Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for (you 

/ your household) in the last 30 days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused] 

 

  



 

35 
 

20. “The food that (I / we) bought just didn’t last, and (I / we) didn’t have money to get 

more.”  Was that often, sometimes, or never true for (you / your household) in the last 30 

days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused] 

 

21.  “(I / we) couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.”  Was that often, sometimes, or never 

true for (you / your household) in the last 30 days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused] 

 

[If responses to one or more of questions 19-21 above were "often true" or "sometimes true"  

OR, response to question 18 above was “Sometimes not enough to eat” or “Often not enough to 

eat”, then continue .  Otherwise, if children under age 18 are present in the household, skip to 

Part 2: Households with Children, if no children in household then skip to Part 3.]  

 

22. In the last 30 days, did (you / 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? 

Yes 

No [skip to 24]  

[DK or Refused] [skip to 24]  

 

23. [If YES above, ask] How many days did this happen? _________ 

 

24. In the last 30 days, did you ever eat less than you felt you should because there wasn't 

enough money for food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused] 
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25. In the last 30 days, were you ever hungry but didn't eat because there wasn't enough 

money for food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused] 

 

26. In the last 30 days, did you lose weight because there wasn't enough money for food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused] 

 

27. In the last 30 days, did (you / you or other adults in your household) ever not eat for a 

whole day because there wasn't enough money for food? 

Yes 

No [skip to 29] 

[DK or Refused] [skip to 29]  

 

28. [If YES above, ask] How many days did this happen? _____________ 

 

[PART 2: HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN] 

Now I'm going to read you several statements that people have made about the food 

situation of their children. For these statements, please tell me whether the statement was 

OFTEN true, SOMETIMES true, or NEVER true in the last 30 days for (your child / 

children living in the household who are under 18 years old).  

29. “(I / we) relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed (my / our) (child / children) 

because (I was / we were) running out of money to buy food.” Was that often, sometimes, 

or never true for (you / your household) in the last 30 days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused]  
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30. “(I / We) couldn’t feed (my / our) (child / children) a balanced meal, because (I / we) 

couldn’t afford that.” Was that often, sometimes, or never true for (you / your household) 

in the last 30 days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused]  

  

31. "(My / Our) (child was / children were) not eating enough because (I / we) just couldn't 

afford enough food." Was that often, sometimes, or never true for (you / your household) 

in the last 30 days? 

Often true 

Sometimes true 

Never true 

[DK or Refused]  

   

[If responses to one or more of questions 29-31 above were "often true" or "sometimes true,” 

then continue; otherwise skip to Part 3.] 

32. In the last 30 days, did you ever cut the size of (your child's / any of the children's) meals 

because there wasn't enough money for food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused]  

 

33. In the last 30 days, did (your child / any of the children) ever skip meals because there 

wasn't enough money for food? 

Yes 

No [skip to 35] 

[DK or Refused]  [skip to 35] 
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34. [If YES above, ask] How many days did this happen? _______  

 

35. In the last 30 days, (was your child / were the children) ever hungry but you just couldn't 

afford more food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused]  

  

36. In the last 30 days, did (your child/any of the children) ever not eat for a whole day 

because there wasn't enough money for food? 

Yes 

No 

[DK or Refused]  

 

[PART 3] 

FINALLY, I’D LIKE TO ASK SOME DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

 

37. How old were you on your last birthday? ______  (years)           

 

38. What is your race?  (You may select all that apply)   

a. American Indian or Alaskan Native 

b. Asian 

c. Black or African-American  

Hispanic or Latino 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

White 

Other (Please specify: ______________) 

[DK or Refused]  
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39. Are you currently:  

Married   [If married ask] Have you ever been divorced?   Yes No 

Divorced/separated   

Widowed 

Never Married 

[DK or Refused]  

 

40. What is the highest level of education you have completed?  ________________      

 

41. How long have you lived in (this community)? ____ (years)       In Florida? ____ (years) 

 

42. What is your zip code? ___________ 

 

43. Last week were you: 

Working full time   

Working part time  

Not working   

Keeping house 

Retired 

In School 

[DK or Refused]  

 

44. What is your occupation/job? ____________________________________________ 

 

45. What is your religious preference? 

Catholic 

Protestant 

Jewish 

Other (Please specify: ____________________) 

None 

[DK or Refused]  
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46. Which of the following categories represents your total household income for the past 

year? 

a. Less than $10,000 

$10,000 to $14,999 

$15,000 to $19,999 

$20,000 to $24,999 

$25,000 to $29,999 

$30,000 to $34,999 

$35,000 to $39,999 

$40,000 to $44,999 

$45,000 to $49,999 

Over $50,000  

[DK or Refused]  

 

47. Do you currently have health insurance?  

 

Yes 

No  

[DK or refused] 

 

48. Are you (or anyone in your household) a military veteran? 

 

Yes 

No  

[DK or refused] 

 

49. Is there anything you would like to add about your situation that we did not ask?   
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARITICIPATION IN THIS SURVEY 

 

[INTERVIEWER  COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING] 

RESPONDENT  Sex:  Female  Male 

Briefly describe appearance of respondent and how the interview went.    

             

                                                              

                                                                                                                                            

 

 


