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To:  Chair, Paul G. Pinsky, Vice-Chair Cheryl C. Kagan, Education, Health and Environmental 
Affairs Committee 

From:  Susan M. Gross, PhD, MPH, RD  

Re:  Support for Senate Bill 828 

Date:  February 18, 2020 

 

My name is Susan Gross. I am a nutritionist and an associate scientist at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg 
School of Public Health, and I support Senate Bill 828. This bill will ensure the continued success of the 
summer food service program in Maryland in providing children with healthy summer meals. 

The Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) is a federally funded program that allows sponsors to provide 
youth (ages 18 and under) in low-income areas with free nutritious meals and snacks during the months of 
June, July, and August. Meals and snacks are served at sponsor sites which can be located at schools, 
community centers, faith-based organizations, local libraries, recreation centers, and other community 
spaces. In 2018, 1,632,610 summer meals were served in Maryland at 1,218 sites with 59,645 average 
daily meals served.1 Increased childhood food insecurity in summer has been linked to limited access to 
government-sponsored meals programs.2 Free summer meals help families stretch their food budgets 
throughout the summer months, decreasing their risk of food insecurity3 and strengthening summer 
recreation and enrichment programs. Additionally, summer meals can improve child nutrition, as 
reimbursable summer meals must meet federal nutrition standards and provide an opportunity for children 
to access fresh fruits, vegetables, and whole grains. A review of summer weight gain in school-aged 
children suggests that the SFSP could prevent the more than two-fold weight gain observed the during the 
summer, which is observed disproportionately in African American, Hispanic, and overweight children.4,5 
SFSP sponsors must meet a myriad of requirements to receive federal funding, but prior to 2019, federal 
waivers assisted sponsors by removing some of the most burdensome requirements. A recent internal 
audit by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) led to the decision by USDA to rescind six 
individual waivers, effective summer 2019. Rescinding these six waivers reinstated program requirements 
upon all sponsors across the country, including: obligatory first week site visits, removal of the “offer 
versus serve” option, imposed meal service time requirements, and removal of area eligibility for closed-
enrolled sites. The implementation of these reinstated requirements has impacted SFSP participation in 
Maryland.6 

As a public health professional, I recognized that the rescission of the six individual waivers for SFSP 
sponsor could impact the operations of SFSP sponsors and the provision of summer meals.  Therefore, in 
collaboration with Maryland Hunger Solutions and the Lerner Center, an impact evaluations study was 
conducted in 2019. This study had three aims: 1) To evaluate the impact of USDA Summer Food Service 
Program (SFSP) waiver regulations change by comparing Maryland summer meal participation rates by 
comparing before and after the waivers were rescinded; 2) To examine the awareness and perceived 
impact of the rescission of six waivers on Maryland SFSP 2018 sponsors; and 3) To investigate the 
effects of waiver regulations on the experiences among a diverse group of Maryland summer meal 
sponsors.  
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From 2018 to 2019, the total number of SFSP meals served in Maryland declined by 43,066 meals, the 
average daily participation (ADP) declined by -79 meals. The preliminary data analysis suggests impact 
on sponsor operations and a decline in meal participation especially for breakfast (-17,997) and supper (-
19,613) meals served.  (See Tables 1-3 and Figures A-C).  Another impact experienced across the state 
was the closure of SFSP sites with many of the sites that closed being in rural areas as exhibited Figure 
D’s map of Maryland SFSP sites. Sponsors who were non-profit, religious or higher education 
organizations were more likely to experience a 10% or more decline in total number of meals served than 
SFSP sponsors from public school authorities (62% versus 12%; See Table 3). 

A cross-sectional survey was used to collect data to explore sponsors’ awareness and perceived impact of 
the six rescinded waivers on their operations and meal participation. All 43 SFSP 2018 sponsors were 
invited to complete an online survey in July 2019. Twenty-nine surveys were completed (68% response 
rate). Although, most sponsors reported familiarity with the six waivers, 11 sponsors (37.9%) were not 
familiar with most of the waivers and two sponsors were not familiar with any of the waivers. Overall, it 
was found that the majority of SFSP sponsors in Maryland (65%) had some type of impact on their 
program from the rescission of the waivers.  Some sponsors had to drop meals like breakfast or supper 
because they could not get them both done within the time constraints imposed without the waiver, others 
closed sites because the site did not want to be an open site and the process of proving eligibility criteria 
was too time consuming.  Also, we found out that the site visits required them to either hire more staff or 
decrease meals served because staffing was diverted for that activity. Only three SFSP sponsors applied 
for a waiver in 2019. Sponsors reported the following perceived impacts of the rescission of the waivers 
on their SFSP operations: increased workload for staff (68.%), increased spending to continue SFSP meal 
service in 2019 (52.2%), need to hire additional staff (39.1%), need to cut meals from sites due to timing 
regulations (38.1%), decrease in number of meals served (40.0%),  and decrease number of sites (20.0%) 
(See 2018 Maryland Summer Meals Sponsor Waiver Survey Report attached).  Although some SFSP 
sponsors did not see a change in the number of summer meals served, they still felt the impact of having 
to adjust operations to meet the regulations which required more staff, time and money. 

Through the course of this study, there were multiple instances in which SFSP sponsors have reiterated 
the importance of the work being done to look at the impact of the waiver rescission in Maryland. During 
the in-depth interview phase, a total of 12 sponsors were interviewed. Three of these organizations had 
applied for and received waivers for summer 2019, while the remainder had not requested waivers and 
instead made changes to their program to adapt to the new regulations. We learned from sponsors that 
many of them did not have sufficient information about the rescinded waivers or the application process, 
with one sponsor remarking that they did not realize that new regulations would be in place until after the 
submission deadline had already passed. Several other sponsors did not have the capacity to apply for 
waivers because of their limited staffing, which in several cases, was limited to a single individual 
responsible for managing all summer programming. Among the sponsors who applied for waivers, one 
had not been notified by the state about reporting requirements that needed to be submitted by December 
2019 in order to reapply for waivers for summer of 2020. However, because of the data collected during 
the in-depth interviews from other sponsor agencies, Maryland Hunger Solutions was able to disseminate 
this important information and ensure that all sponsors were aware and able to submit their reports and 
2020 waiver requests by the given deadline. The consequences of not submitting the required report 
would have been a loss in the sponsor’s ability to apply for waivers in 2020 and possibly a loss in 
eligibility for all closed enrolled sites and sites with multiple programs.  
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The opinions expressed herein are my own and do not necessarily reflect the views of The Johns Hopkins 
University. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony. 

Susan M. Gross, PhD, MPH, RD, LDN 
Nutritionist/Associate Scientist 
Department of Population, Family, and Reproductive Health 
Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health 
615 N. Wolfe Street 
Baltimore, MD 21205 
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Table 1.  Maryland Free Summer Food Service Program, agencies, sites and meals served from 2016 to 2019,  

  
# 

Sponsors 
(n) 

Total 
Reported 

Site 
Breakfast Lunch Supper 

Snack 
(AM+PM+EV) 

Total Meals ADP 

2016 46 1,496 1,176,324 1,661,176 103,149 34,498 2,975,147 73,744 

2017 44 1,412 1,288,913 1,857,184 30,799 45,659 3,222,555 69,022 

2018 44 1,387 1,221,207 1,776,609 45,800 57,421 3,101,037 71,363 

2019 43 1,388 1,203,210 1,774,919 26,187 53,655 3,057,971 71,284 
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Table 2. Absolute and percent changes of number of sites, total meals, breakfasts, and suppers served from 2018-2019 for ALL  Maryland SFSP 
sponsors (n=44), Sorted by Change in percent 2018-2019 number of sites .  
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Table 3. Percent change in total number of meals served by Maryland SFSP sponsor characteristics (n=29) 

Characteristic N (%) 
Change < -10% 
N = 8 
N (%) 

Change > 10% 
N= 7 
N (%) 

No change (ref) 
N= 14 
N (%) 

p-value (Fisher’s 
exact test) 

Type of sponsor  

Public school food authority 17 (58.6) 1 (12.5) 4 (57.1) 12 (85.7) 0.003 

Government agency 3 (10.3) 2 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 

Nonprofit organization & 
other 

9 (31.0) 5 (62.5) 3 (42.9) 1 (7.1) 

Number of sites  

Less than 10 sites 13 (44.8) 6 (75.0) 2 (28.6) 5 (35.7) 0.46 

11-50 sites 9 (31.0) 1 (12.5) 3 (42.8) 5 (35.7) 

51+ sites 7 (24.1) 1 (12.5) 2 (28.6) 4 (28.6) 

FY 2019 Employed Offer vs Serve  

Yes 15 (51.7) 4 (50.0) 3 (42.8) 8 (57.1) 0.89 

No 14 (48.3) 4 (50.0) 4 (57.1) 6 (42.9) 

FY 2019 Open vs Closed sites available  

Closed only 5 (17.2) 4 (50.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 0.03 

Open only 7 (24.1) 0 (0.0) 1 (14.3) 6 (42.9) 

Both 17 (58.6) 4 (50.0) 6 (85.7) 7 (50.0) 
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The Impact of Waivers on Summer Meal Participation in Maryland 

Figures 

Figure A. Maryland Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) Total meals served 2016-2019

 

Figure B. Maryland Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) Breakfast meals served 2016-2019 
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Figure C. Maryland Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) Supper meals served 2016-2019 

 

Figure D. Map of Maryland Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) Sites 2018-2019 

 

Legend:  
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2018 Maryland Summer Meals Sponsor Waiver Survey 
 
Introduction 
The Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) is a federally funded program that allows 
sponsors to provide youth (ages 18 and under) in low-income areas with free nutritious 
meals and snacks during the months of June, July, and August. Meals and snacks are served 
at sponsor sites which can be located at schools, community centers, faith-based 
organizations, local libraries, recreation centers, and other community spaces. In 2018, 
1,632,610 summer meals were served in Maryland at 1,218 sites with 59,645 average daily 
meals served.1 Increased childhood food insecurity in summer has been linked to limited 
access to government-sponsored meals programs.2 Free summer meals help families stretch 
their food budgets throughout the summer months, decreasing their risk of food insecurity3 

and strengthening summer recreation and enrichment programs. Additionally, summer 
meals can improve child nutrition, as reimbursable summer meals must meet federal 
nutrition standards and provide an opportunity for children to access fresh fruits, 
vegetables, and whole grains. A review of summer weight gain in school-aged children 
suggests that the SFSP could prevent the more than two-fold weight gain observed the 
during the summer, which is observed disproportionately in African American, Hispanic, and 
overweight children.4,5 SFSP sponsors must meet a myriad of requirements to receive 
federal funding, but prior to 2019, federal waivers assisted sponsors by removing some of 
the most burdensome requirements. A recent internal audit by the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) led to the decision by USDA to rescind six individual 
waivers, effective summer 2019. Rescinding these six waivers reinstated program 
requirements upon all sponsors across the country, including: obligatory first week site 
visits, removal of the “offer versus serve” option, imposed meal service time requirements, 
and removal of area eligibility for closed-enrolled sites. The implementation of these 
reinstated requirements may decrease the number of sponsors and SFSP participation in 
Maryland.6 
 
The objective of this study was to examine the awareness and perceived impact of the 
rescission of six waivers on Maryland SFSP 2018 sponsors. A  cross-sectional survey was 
used to collect data to explore sponsors’ decision-making process to apply for 2019 waivers, 
their perceptions of the waiver regulations changes, and compare process and outcome 
indicators of sponsors with waivers to sponsors without.  
 
Methods 
Participants and Recruitment 
A list of all SFSP MD 2018 sponsors and contact information was provided by the Maryland 
State Department of Education.  In July 2019, all 43 SFSP 2018 sponsors were invited by 
email to complete an online survey. The link to the 2019 online Qualtrics survey was 
included in the invitation. Reminders were sent to each sponsor weekly.  In September 
2019, sponsors who had not completed the survey were contacted by telephone inviting 
them to complete the survey.  In November 2019, the Qualtrics survey was closed. Twenty-
nine surveys were completed (68% response rate). 
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Measures 

Sponsors provided data on characteristics such as type of sponsor (Public school food 
authority, Government agency, Nonprofit organization, higher education, or Other); 
Number of Sites, Number of Years a Sponsor, Ages of Children Served (Pre-K (Ages 0 - 3), 
Elementary School (Grades K - 5, Ages 4 - 10), Middle School (Grades 6 - 8, Ages 11 - 13), 
High School (Grades 9 -12, Ages 14 - 18)), Employed Offer vs Serve in FY 2018, and Open vs 
Closed Sites available in FY 2018. 

Waiver Awareness 

Sponsors were asked about their familiarity with each of the six rescinded waivers.  They 
were asked, “Are you familiar with Waiver # 1 (Waives first-week site visits for successful 
returning sites)?”, “Are you familiar with Waiver # 2 (Waives first-week site visits for School 
Food Authority (SFA) sponsors in good standing)?”, “Are you familiar with Waiver # 3 
(Waives requirement of Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) and Seamless Summer 
Option (SSO) sponsors in good standing to conduct first-week site visits)?”, “Are you familiar 
with Waiver #4 (Policy of Offer vs. Serve is extended to non-SFA sponsors)?”, “Are you 
familiar with Waiver #5 (Waives meal-time requirements)?”, and “Are you familiar with 
Waiver #6 (Area eligibility is extended to closed enrolled sites)?” They were asked to check 
a box next to each waiver description if they were familiar.  They were also given the option 
to check a box that stated, “Not familiar with any of these waivers.” 
 
Sponsors were asked “Did you consider requesting any waivers this year?” with response 
categories “Yes” or “No”. Those who considered requesting a waiver were asked, “Did you 
request a waiver this year?” with response categories “Yes”, “No” and “I feel like I didn't 
need it.” Those who did not consider requesting a waiver were asked, “What were the 
reasons you chose not to request a waiver?” Response options were, “Unaware of need to 
request”, “Missed the deadline to request”, “Did not have the capacity to request” or 
“Other”. Those who indicated applying for a waiver were asked to specify each waiver for 
which they applied.  
 
Perceived Waiver Impact 

Perceived Waiver Impact—the study outcome variable—was measured using a six-item 
scale developed by the research team, which assessed the perception of impact on sponsor 
site operations. Sponsors were asked to rate the following statements on a scale of 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree): The regulation changes brought by this waiver 
repeal will increase the workload for my staff; The regulation changes brought by this 
waiver repeal will increase the amount of money my organization will need to spend to 
continue meal service in summer 2019; I will need to hire additional staff this summer 
because of program changes due to the loss of these waivers; I will need to cut meals 
(either breakfast, lunch, supper, or snack) from sites due to timing regulations; I will need to 
decrease the number of meals served at each site due to program changes and I will need 
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to decrease the number of sites we serve due to regulation changes.  Although this scale 
has not been formally tested for validity, the Cronbach’s alpha for reliability was 0.85. 

The surveys were pilot-tested with former SFSP sponsors from Maryland who served 
multiple locations across the state. Pilot-testing revealed that the questions were easily 
understood by sponsors and the data were well distributed. Some small changes to wording 
and formatting of the survey were indicated and made prior to data collection. 

 

Data Analysis 
 
Data analysis included calculation of means, modes, standard deviation and frequency 
distributions (Table 1). Bivariate analysis using chi-squared for categorical variables and One-
way ANOVA for continuous variables was conducted to compare distribution of sample 
characteristics by perceived impact (Table 2). 
 

Results 
The final sample for analysis was 29 SFSP 2018 Sponsors in Maryland.  Data was collected 
during July and September of 2019.  Sponsors provided meals throughout Maryland during 
2019.  
 
Sponsor Characteristics 
The sponsors survey sample identified as 58.6% public school food authorities, 10.3% 
government agencies, and 20.7% nonprofit organizations, religious organizations or higher 
education. Many sponsors reported having less than 10 sites (44.8%), 31.0% reported having 
11-50 sites and 24.1% reported having more than 51 sites.  Most sponsors had more than five 
years’ experience as an SFSP sponsor (n=25, 89.3%) and over 80% of sponsors served meals to 
school-aged children (ages 4-18). However, only 59% serve meals to children 3 years old or less.  
The Offer versus Served option was employed at 51.7% of sponsors in in 2018 and most 
sponsors had both closed and open sites (58.6%), although 24.1% had only open sites and 
17.2% had only closed sites in 2018 (Table 1). 
 
Waiver Awareness 
Sponsors were asked about their familiarity with the six USDA rescinded waivers. Twenty-six 
(89.7%) were familiar with Waiver # 1 (Waives first-week site visits for successful returning 
sites). Twenty-two (75.9%) were familiar with Waiver # 2 (Waives first-week site visits for 
School Food Authority (SFA) sponsors in good standing. Twenty (69.0%) were familiar with 
Waiver # 3 (Waives requirement of Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) and Seamless 
Summer Option (SSO) sponsors in good standing to conduct first-week site visits). Twenty-three 
(79.3%) were familiar with Waiver #4 (Policy of Offer vs. Serve is extended to non-SFA 
sponsors), Waiver #5 (Waives meal-time requirements) and Waiver #6 (Area eligibility is 
extended to closed enrolled sites). Two sponsors (6.9%) reported not being familiar with any 
waivers and 11 sponsors (37.9%) were not familiar with most of the waivers. 
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When asked if they considered individually requesting a waiver for Summer 2019, only 5 
sponsors (17%) reported considering such a request.  For those who did not request the waiver, 
reasons for not requesting included being unaware of the need to request (16.6%), not having 
the capacity to request a waiver (25.0%), unaware of the impact of the waiver and lack of 
support from MSDE (29.2%) and did not feel they needed the waiver (29.2%) (Table 1). 
 
Perceived impact of waivers 
 
Sponsors reported the following perceived impacts of the rescission of the waivers on their 
SFSP operations: increased workload for staff (68.%), increased spending to continue SFSP meal 
service in 2019 (52.2%), need to hire additional staff (39.1%), need to cut meals from sites due 
to timing regulations (38.1%), decrease in number of meals served (40.0%),  and decrease 
number of sites (20.0%).  The total impact score for sponsors was 19.6 (11.5) (mean(sd)) with a 
range of (8-37). Nineteen sponsors (65.5%) agreed with at least one impact item and twelve 
sponsors (41.4%) agreed with at least three impact items (Table 1). 
 
Perceived impact of waivers, characterized by agreement with three or more impact items, was 
analyzed by sponsor characteristics.  Sponsors with more than 51 sites were more likely to 
perceive an impact compared to sponsors with a smaller number of sites (50.0% vs 25.0%, 
p=0.02).  There was no statistically significant difference in perceived impact by other sponsor 
characteristics, although sponsors who had both open and closed sites in 2018 trended towards 
having higher perceived impact than sites with open sites only (75.0% vs 16.7%).  Future 
analyses examine the perceived impact scale and sponsor characteristics as well as using data 
on meal participation from MSDE an perceived impact of waivers. 
 
Discussion 
The preliminary data analysis suggests impact on sponsor operations (65% reported an impact 
on their program). Some sponsors may have dropped meals like breakfast or supper because 
they could not get them both done within the time constraints imposed without the waiver, 
others may have closed sites because the site did not want to be an open site and the process 
of proving eligibility criteria was too time consuming. Also, we found out that the site visits 
required sponsors to either hire more staff or decrease meals served because staffing was 
diverted for that activity. Most concerning is the reported amount of impact of the waiver 
rescission by 2018 SFSP Sponsors and the fact that MDSE has decided not to apply for state 
waivers for Summer 2020.  The current SFSP sponsors will need support to apply for individual 
waivers or adjust their operations. 
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Table 1. Sponsor Characteristics, Waiver Awareness and Perceived Impact of Waiver Rescission (n=29) 

Characteristic N % or mean (sd) 
Type of Sponsor   

Public school food authority 17 58.6 
Government agency 3 10.3 
Nonprofit organization 6 20.7 
Other 3 10.3 

Number of Sites  29 37.8 (65.5) 
Less than 10 sites 13 44.8 
11-50 sites 9 31.0 
51+ sites 7 24.1 

Number of Years a  Sponsor (n=28)   
1-2 previous years 1 3.4% 
3-5 previous years 2 7.1% 
More than 5 previous years 25 89.3% 

Ages of Children Served   
Pre-K (Ages 0 - 3) 17 58.6% 
Elementary School (Grades K - 5, Ages 4 - 10) 24 82.8% 
Middle School (Grades 6 - 8, Ages 11 - 13) 25 86.2% 
High School (Grades 9 -12, Ages 14 - 18) 28 96.6% 

FY 2018 Employed Offer vs Serve   
Yes 15 51.7% 

FY 2018 Open vs Closed Sites available    
Closed only 5 17.2% 
Open only 7 24.1% 
Both 17 58.6% 

Awareness of Waivers   
Waiver # 1 (Waives first-week site visits for successful 
returning sites) 

26 89.7 

Waiver # 2 (Waives first-week site visits for School Food 
Authority (SFA) sponsors in good standing) 

22 75.9 

Waiver # 3 (Waives requirement of Summer Food Service 
Program (SFSP) and Seamless Summer Option (SSO) 
sponsors in good standing to conduct first-week site 
visits) 

20 69.0 

Waiver #4 (Policy of Offer vs. Serve is extended to non-
SFA sponsors) 

23 79.3 

Waiver #5 (Waives meal-time requirements) 23 79.3 
Waiver #6 (Area eligibility is extended to closed enrolled 
sites) 

23 79.3 

Not familiar with any of these waivers 2 6.9 
Familiar with at least 5 waivers 18 62.1% 
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Table 1. Sponsor Characteristics, Waiver Awareness and Perceived Impact of Waiver Rescission (n=29) 

Waiver request activity Summer 2019   
Requested Waiver for 2019 5 17.2 
Reasons for not Requesting Waivers for Summer 2019   

Unaware of need to request 4 16.6 
Did not have the capacity to request 6 25.0 
Unaware of impact/MSDE would not support it 7 29.2 
No need for waiver 7 29.2 

Impact of Waiver Rescission   
Impact items- Waiver repeal will (1-7 strongly disagree to 
strongly agree) 

  

Increase the workload for my staff 25 5.3 (1.9) 
Any impact workload (score >4) 17 68.0% 

Increase the amount of money my organization will need 
to spend to continue meal service in Summer 2019 

23 5.0 (1.8) 

Any impact spending (score >4) 12 52.2% 
Need to hire additional staff this summer because of 
program changes due to the loss of these waivers 

23 4.3 (2.1) 

Any impact staffing (score >4) 9 39.1% 
Need to cut meals (either breakfast, lunch, supper, or 
snack) from sites due to timing regulations 

21 3.9 (2.2) 

Any impact type of meals served (score >4) 8 38.1% 
Decrease the number of meals served at each site due to 
program changes 

20 3.8 (2.2) 

Any impact number meals served (score >4) 8 40.0% 
Decrease the number of sites we serve due to regulation 
changes 

20 3.3 (2.1) 

Any impact number of sites (score >4) 4 20.0% 
Total impact score 29 19.6 (11.5) 
Average impact score 25 4.6 (1.8) 
Any impact (Any impact item >4) 19 65.5% 
Three or more impact items  12 41.4% 
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Table 2 Sponsor Characteristics by Perceived Impact of Waivers for at least 3 impact items (n=29) 
 

Characteristic N % or 
mean 
(sd) 

Perceived Impact 
 <3 items 
N=17 

Perceived Impact 
 ≥ 3 items 
N=12 

p-value 

Type of Sponsor      
Public school food 
authority 

17 58.6 10 (58.8) 7 (58.3)  ns 

Government agency 3 10.3 2 (11.8%) 1 (8.3%)  
Nonprofit organization & 
other 

9 31.0 5 (29.4%) 4 (33.3%)  

Number of Sites       
Less than 10 sites 13 44.8 10 (58.8) 3 (25.0%) 0.02 
11-50 sites 9 31.0 6 (35.3) 3 (25.0)  
51+ sites 7 24.1 1 (5.9) 6 (50.0)  

Number of Years a  Sponsor 
(n=28) 

     

0-5 previous years 3 10.7% 1 (6.3) 2 (16.7)  
More than 5 previous 
years 

25 89.3% 15 (93.8) 10 (83.3)  

Ages of Children Served      
Pre-K (Ages 0 - 3) 17 58.6% 9 (52.9) 8 (47.1) ns 
Elementary School 
(Grades K - 5, Ages 4 - 10) 

24 82.8% 13 (54.2) 11 (45.8)  

Middle School (Grades 6 - 
8, Ages 11 - 13) 

25 86.2% 14 (56.0) 11 (44.0)  

High School (Grades 9 -
12, Ages 14 - 18) 

28 96.6% 16 (57.1) 12 (42.9)  

FY 2018 Employed Offer vs 
Serve 

     

Yes 15 51.7% 8 (47.1) 7 (58.3) ns 
No 14 48.3% 9 (52.9) 5 (41.7)  

FY 2018 Open vs Closed 
Sites available  

     

Closed only 5 17.2% 4 (23.5) 1 (8.3) ns 
Open only 7 24.1% 5 (29.4) 2 (16.7)  
Both 17 58.6% 8 (47.1) 9 (75.0)  

Considered 2019 Waivers      
Yes 9 31.0% 3 (17.6) 6 (50.0)  
No 20 69.0% 14 (82.4) 6 (50.0)  

 

 


