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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Six hundred sixty-three thousand low-income California children ate a nutritious, 
USDA-funded lunch in July 2005.  This means that only 30 percent of the low-
income children who ate lunch at school during the regular school year continued to 
receive the benefits of a nourishing lunch during the period when they are out of 
school.  This 2005 participation is a 2 percent increase over July 2004.  While more 
children ate lunch at school in June and August 2005 and more sites opened in 
several communities, far too few children ate a nourishing lunch in July 2005, the 
month when most summer meals are consumed.  Policymakers should consider a 
variety of steps, described in this report, to improve participation in summer 
nutrition programs.   
 
Summary of Policy Recommendations: 
 
1. Congress should appropriate funds to extend the Simplified Summer Program 
nationwide, streamlining operations for California’s SFSP sponsors. 
  
2. The state Legislature should increase school meals reimbursement rates, which 
will improve solvency of school food services programs, particularly during summer 
months when participation is lower.  
  
3. Local school boards should assume responsibility for summer nutrition within 
their boundaries, undertakin g coordination with municipal governments and 
community partners to make meals more widely available.  
 
4.  USDA and California Department of Education should take several steps to 
improve the nutritional impact of summer meals: 

o Update SFSP meal patterns and nutrient requirements to reflect Dietary 
Guidelines and children’s eating habits. 

o Increase availability and consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables at 
summer lunch site sites. 

o Commend sponsors and vendors providing appealing and nutritious 
lunches. 

5. Local sponsors and summer nutrition partners should set and pursue goals for 
expanded participation, starting by systematically gathering information from 
participants about factors influencing participation and the impact of outreach 
activities.  

Additionally, School’s Out...Who Ate? 2006 discusses twelve summer nutrition issues, 
including expanding meal service through schools, increasing the nutritional impact 
of summer meals, status of the California snack pilot, the role of technology, 
improving the effectiveness of outreach and much more. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
 CFPA is pleased to share its annual “School’s Out…Who Ate?” report.  Over the 
past decade, this report has been valuable to local advocates and program 
operators, as well as to state and federal administrators and observers, helping 
them to explore trends and directions in summer nutrition.  It remains our vision 
that all low-income children eat nutritious meals every day of the summer.  This 
report charts trends and steps in that direction.   
 
The Problems: 
 
Summer Hunger.  Research shows that summer meal programs are important in 
reducing summer food insecurity. Food insecurity is a complex, multi-
dimensional phenomenon which varies through stages as the condition becomes 
more severe. The condition is defined as a limited or uncertain availability of 
nutritionally adequate and safe foods or limited or uncertain ability to acquire 
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways.  Food insecurity with hunger is the 
uneasy or painful sensation caused by a lack of food1. Annual studies of rates of 
food insecurity with hunger on the national level show significant seasonal 
differences between spring and summer.  Among families with children, food 
insecurity is greater during the summer than in the spring.   
 
Seasonal differences in food insecurity are less in states with greater participation 
in the summer meal programs.  According to the statistical model used in a 
USDA Economic Research Service study, increasing participation in the summer 
meals program to a rate of 54 percent – meaning that 54 percent of the low-
income students who participated in the school lunch program also participated 
in the summer meal programs - would eliminate the seasonal difference in food 
insecurity rates.2 This evidence is persuasive in demonstrating the importance of 
summer nutrition efforts, and the need to increase participation rates.  It is useful 
to note that summer meals participation nationally hovers around 20 percent of 
low-income children who eat lunch at school during the school year.  By contrast, 
summer nutrition programs in California reach 30 percent of eligible children – a 
level of which Californians should be proud.  See Appendix A for details. 
 
However, the lack of recent, nor local, findings on the specific impact of summer 
meals is limiting the efforts to improve summer feeding efforts.  To engage busy 
and distracted elected officials and policymakers, the harmful impacts of poor 
summer nutrition and the unique role of the summer meal programs must be 
more rigorously and locally documented.  A study should examine the impacts 
                                                 
1 http://www.fns.usda.gov/fsec/FILES/FSGuide.pdf 
2 USDA, ERS.  “Hunger is the Summer: Seasonal Food Insecurity and the National School Lunch and Summer Food Service 
Program,” Paper presented by Mark Nord at the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management annual research 
conference, Washington, D.C. November 2003. 
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of inadequate summer nutrition on both health and learning outcomes.  To build 
greater support for summer nutrition programs, the proposed study should also 
attempt to isolate the unique, positive impact of USDA summer meals from the 
interventions it accompanies: supervision, enrichment, and physical activity. 
   
Summer Obesity.  No one doubts that overweight and obesity now stalk 
California’s children – often the same children who are threatened by hunger 
and food insecurity.  A recent publication describes the magnitude of childhood 
obesity as follows: 
 
The percent of school-age children (aged 6-11 years) that are overweight more 
than doubled between the late 1970s and 2000, rising from 6.5 percent to 15.3 
percent. The percent of overweight adolescents (aged 12-19 years) tripled from 
5.0 percent to 15.5 percent during the same time period. Obesity is particularly 
impacting young people of Mexican and African-American descent.  Adolescents 
from families below 130 percent of the Federal poverty threshold are twice as 
likely to be overweight (16 percent) compared to those from families that are 
above 130 percent of the Federal poverty level (8 percent)3.   

 
Given these alarming statistics, it seems clear that all available resources should 
be enlisted to prevent childhood obesity and that the federal nutrition programs 
should be at the head of the line.  School vacations are an ideal time to focus on 
good nutrition:  students are less preoccupied by the core academic subjects, the 
growing season for healthy fruit and vegetables is at its peak, and opportunities 
abound for vigorous physical activity, nutrition’s counterpart in the calories in, 
calories out equation. 
 
The Solution:  
 
Our best response to summer hunger and summer obesity is easily accessible, 
appealing and nourishing meals when school is out.  There are several programs 
that aim to feed low-income children during the summer.  

                                                 
3 Childhood Obesity: Wh at the Research Tells Us (2003), by the Center for Health and Health Care in Schools, George Washington 

University, http://www.healthinschools.org/sh/obesityfs.pdf. 
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Proportion of Meals Served Through Different Summer 
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First, the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), the country’s oldest child 
nutrition program, continues to operate in the summer months at year-round 
schools and during summer school.  
 
Many schools serve lunch during summer school through the Summer Seamless 
Option, a simplified program developed through a pilot program in California in 
2001.  The Summer Seamless Option offers appealing simplicity and 
administrative cost-savings that encourage schools to operate the program.  The 
Option allows schools where more than 50 percent of the children are certified 
eligible for free or reduced-price meals to use the exact same paperwork, 
recordkeeping, accounting and claiming procedures as the National School 
Lunch Program. In return, schools must open the cafeteria to children from the 
surrounding community even if they are  not enrolled in summer school.  
Districts receive the NSLP free reimbursement rate for all meals.  Reimbursement 
rates are listed in Appendix C. 
 
State law requires all schools to serve meals during summer school sessions.  
However, this requirement can be waived if certain conditions are met.  These 
conditions were modified by AB1392, signed into law in October 2005, and are 
discussed on pages 12 of this report. 
 
For children in year-round schools, “summer” vacation may consist of three 
week breaks in November, February and April.  The nutritional needs and non-
summertime hunger gaps created by year-round schools were the subject of 
CFPA’s 1999 report: The Sleeping Giant: Outlook on Year Round Summer Food.  
Year-round nutrition is discussed on page 14.  
 
The second program, originally designed for children who attend schools with a 
traditional June through August summer break and who do not participate in 
summer school, is the Summer Food Service Program. SFSP sponsors, such as 
Parks and Recreation departments, schools and Boys and Girls Clubs, receive 
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payments from USDA for serving healthy meals and snacks to children and 
teenagers, 18 years and younger, at approved sites in low-income areas, such as 
parks and community centers4.  
  

Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) Sponsors
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SFSP is operated nationally by the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) and, in California, by the California Department of Education, Nutrition 
Services Division.  Summer Food Service Programs run by community-based 
organizations are generally connected to enrichment, recreation and other 
programs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
4 Areas where 50% or more children attending local schools are certified eligible for free or reduced price 
school meals.  In 2006, free or reduced price meals are available to children living in households with 
incomes below 185% of the Federal Poverty Level, under $29,767 annual income for a family of three. 
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DATA SUMMARY 
What does the data tell us about participation in the summer meal programs 
during July 2005 vs. July 2004? 
 

o On the average day in July 2005, 663,000 low-income children in 
California ate a nutritious, USDA-funded lunch at a school, community 
center or camp - a mere 2 percent increase in total meals served over July 
2004.  

 
o One of the three summer nutrition programs, SFSP, saw a much more 

significant increase – 15 percent.  These meals were served at municipal 
recreation centers, parks, community based organizations and camps.  
140,000 meals were served by SFSP sponsors in July 2005 - 30,000 more 
meals each day in July than 2004, at about 1300 SFSP sites across 
California. 

 
o Statewide data compiled by USDA shows that California schools served 

13 percent more lunches in June 2005 over June 2004, and 8 percent more 
lunches in August 2005 over August 2004.  These promising trends may 
reflect the work of advocates and administrators to encourage more 
schools to serve lunch alongside summer school and to invite those 
students’ siblings onto campus to eat a free summer lunch.  The increased 
meals served in June 2005 might also reflect more days of remedial 
instruction to prepare students for the high school exit exam.  Required 
for 2006 graduation, the exit exam increased the number of students 
attending summer school and preparatory classes during summer 2005. 

 

National School Lunch Program and Seamless Meals
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July 2005 participation data for each county is listed in Appendix A.    
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ANALYSES and OBSERVATIONS 

 
School Issues 
 
Access to Sites in Low-Income Neighborhoods: Closing the Gaps 
 
A snapshot of summer meal program site data for the San Francisco Bay Area 
indicates that many cities with needy children are not offering access to summer 
meals. According to California Department of Education data, eighteen 
communities in the Bay Area counties with eligible schools did not offer a single 
summer meals site in 2005.5  (Only three of these schools are on a year-round 
academic calendar, with the majority of their students in school full-time during 
July).  A similar snapshot of other areas in California would also likely identify 
significant gaps in sites.  These findings illustrate that many low income children 
still have no access to summer meals in reasonable proximity to their 
neighborhood school, and much work is still needed to increase the availability 
of summer food, even in counties with active hunger and nutrition advocates. 
 
Strategies to Close the Gaps: Foster Local Leadership 
 
The lack of clear, committed leadership appears to be a major barrier to 
implementing more sites.  Leadership can come either from a motivated food 
service director or an organized community effort, perhaps spearheaded by the 
local food bank or city government.  (In El Centro, the Imperial Valley Food Bank 
convened three summer nutrition planning meetings during 2006 to identify 
potential sponsors and sites; three sites are scheduled to open this summer, 
reaching one thousand children!).  
 
Because of schools’ nutritional expertise, access to students and their parents, 
kitchen facilities to prepare nutritious meals and the relative ease of operating 
the Seamless Summer Option, schools would seem to be the best choice of 
institution to be responsible to ensure healthy nutrition for low income children 
in their community throughout the entire year.  Initiating successful summer 
nutrition programs can be important anti-hunger victories to rally community 
support and positive media attention for further local, nutritional goals. 
  
August Gap: Ensuring Adequate Access Throughout the Entire Summer 
 
Gaps in meal services are a central concern to summer nutrition advocates.  Gaps 
can occur both at the beginning and end of the summer, but the “August Gap” is 
considered to be the most significant because children who ate lunches in July 
still need nutritious lunches until school begins again, close to Labor Day in 
                                                 
5 Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, San Francisco and Santa Clara  
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many communities.  This chart reflects the decline in meals served by SFSP 
sponsors at parks, community centers and camps: 

Decline in SFSP meals served from July to August 2005
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Research indicates that the duration of service varies greatly between sponsors, 
with an average length of service of 7.5 weeks6.  When summer school sessions 
are completed (usually in July), it is important for students to have the 
opportunity to eat a nutritious lunch at a community location and that the 
students are successfully referred to other summer lunch sites.  Parents need 
information on nearby community sites.  Schools should provide this 
information to students and parents before school summer ends.   
 
Ensuring All Summer Schools Serve Lunch: Implementation of AB1392 
 
As discussed in great detail in last year’s report, California law requires all 
schools to serve lunch during summer school, but waivers are available and the 
conditions allowed too many schools to not serve lunch.   The California 
Department of Education (CDE) sponsored AB 1392, which was signed into law 
in October 2005, and requires schools to meet more stringent conditions before 
obtaining a waiver of the requirement that they provide meals during the 
summer school session.  The State Board of Education may now release schools 
from the obligation to serve lunch only if a SFSP site is located very close to the 
school, if summer school operates less than two hours per day, or if the district 
can show that providing meals will result in a significant financial loss to the 

                                                 
6 “Feeding Low-income Children When School Is Out.” Mathematica Policy Research, March 2003. 
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district.  CFPA and the California Department of Education worked closely to 
ensure AB1392’s enactment. 
 
In 2003, before California Department of Education contemplated stricter waiver 
conditions and enforcement, 123 waivers were granted out of 172 requests.  For 
summer 2006, only 60 waivers were granted and six rejected; five for late 
submission.  The lower number of applications coupled with minimal rejections 
suggest that the legislation – and the Department’s commitment to the school 
meals mandate – has successfully increased the number of schools offering lunch 
alongside summer school. 
  
Four Years Later: Realizing the Potential of the Summer Seamless Option 
 
Four years ago, California schools gained the option to serve summer meals 
under SFSP or under NSLP paperwork in exchange for receiving the NSLP free 
reimbursement rate for all meals served.  The Summer Seamless Option 
(formerly known as the Seamless Waiver) began as a pilot in California and 
Florida and eventually expanded nationwide.   In July 2005, 114,678 meals – 25 
percent of the meals served daily in California last July - were reimbursed 
through the Seamless Option.  
 
In exchange for reimbursing all meals served at the free rate ($2.46 per meal), 
Summer Seamless Option rules require schools to operate “open” programs and 
to offer unfettered access for all children and teens 18 and under.  Yet, visits by 
advocates and administrators to school sites have noted that Seamless sites 
appear to be serving virtually no neighborhood children and few siblings of 
students attending summer instructional sessions.   
 
Unfortunately, a number of obstacles prevent the increased utilization of 
summer schools as truly open, neighborhood beacons of summer nutrition.  
Deficiencies in information, visibility and physical access are key barriers.  Few 
neighborhood residents are aware that schools are open for free lunch, gates are 
occasionally locked and promotional signage is limited.  School site 
administrators are often reluctant to let non-enrolled children on to campus for 
meals – let alone broadly advertise the program to the wider community.  Also, 
ensuring adequate supervision and minimizing disruptions among teens are 
understandable concerns.     
 
California Department of Education has modified the Seamless renewal 
agreement for schools to more explicitly ask schools to identify steps they are 
taking to encourage participation by non-summer school children.  Schools that 
do not successfully reach neighborhood children with Seamless meals should be 
required to receive reimbursement for meals served based on participants’ meal 
category eligibility, identical to regular NSLP rates.   
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The Return of Summer: Nutritional Implications of Fewer Year-Round Schools 
 
In The Sleeping Giant, published in 1999, CFPA documented the nutritional 
threats facing students who attend multi-track, year-round schools and have no 
meal sites during their “summer” breaks between September and May.  In 1999, 
fewer than 1% of the children who were out of school on break ate lunch at a 
year-round SFSP site.  In 2000 and 2001, several cities in Southern California 
began to offer lunch on a year-round basis at recreation centers, and several 
school districts used the Summer Seamless Option to invite off-track children 
back onto campus for lunch during their breaks. 
 
Concerns over unequal classroom instruction facing children attending year-
round schools, as well as lengthy morning bus rides and unbearably 
overcrowded campuses have caused California’s education leaders to take steps 
to return all children to traditional academic calendars.  Los Angeles Unified 
School District is in the middle of a $19 billion school construction initiative to 
build nearly 200 new schools and to allow all children to attend a traditional 
school near their homes within five years.   The phase out of “multi-track” year-
round education will increase the need during summer months for summer 
meals and activities outside of the academic setting.   
 
In 2004-2005, the total K-12 year-round enrollment was down to 1,249,054 from 
1,319,668 in 2003-2004. i  Of the 406,000 meals served through the National School 
Lunch Program daily in July 2005, it is likely that half or more were served to 
low-income children attending year round schools, so the footprint of year-
round education remains substantial.   These children are not accustomed to 
visiting parks and community centers for nutritious lunches, so it is critical that 
prior to year-round schools’ conversion to traditional calendars, summer 
nutrition partners work to ensure open SFSP sites are available in these 
communities and that they devise effective methods of referring students and 
families to sites. 
 
School Food Solvency: Adequate Resources for School Sponsors 
 
As this report is being published, the California Legislature has proposed adding 
$37.8 million in state-funded reimbursements to meals served to low-income 
children in California schools by increasing the per child rate from $0.14 to $0.21 
and restoring state meal reimbursement for full priced meals.  When tied to 
reaching higher nutrition standards, these funds can improve the financial 
stability of school nutrition programs and ensure more nourishing meals are 
available to California school children and to neighborhood children eating 
lunch at summer school sites and open, seamless lunch sites.  By adopting this 
budget augmentation and passing pending legislation, the Legislature and the 
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Governor can make an important investment in children’s health during summer 
months. 
 
Community Issues 
Simplify Summer Administration and Feed More Kids: S.1005 
 
Perhaps the most significant summer nutrition decision facing policymakers in 
June 2006 is extension of the Simplified Summer Program nationwide.  Summer 
lunch advocates have united around this request to Congress, which would 
expand a popular pilot program, known as the Lugar pilots.  Under the pilot, 
SFSP sponsors are reimbursed on a simple meals-times-rate basis, so they don’t 
need to calculate their costs to receive payment, they don’t need to separate 
administrative and operational costs and they receive maximum reimbursement 
for every participating child.  For more details on benefits of Summer Simplified 
to California communities, click here: 
 
http://www.cfpa.net/AlertPages/2.16.06Materials/CFPA%20Fact%20Sheet%20
on%20Simplified.pdf 
 
Senator Richard Lugar of Indiana introduced S.1005 to extend this simplification 
to all states, but the president did not propose expansion of Summer Simplified 
in the USDA budget released in February and the House Appropriations 
Committee did not include the $12 million – a 4 percent increase - necessary to 
expand Simplified nationwide during its May markup of the 2007 USDA budget.   
 
The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture, will take up USDA’s 
budget in June.  California’s senior senator, Dianne Feinstein, serves on the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture.  Over thirty organizations, 
including California Department of Education, City of Los Angeles, California 
Recreation and Parks Society, California Association of Food Banks and its 
members and dozens of hunger and nutrition coalitions added their names to a 
letter calling on the U.S. Senate to fund expansion of the Simplified Summer 
Program.  Senators Boxer and Feinstein should support Senate action to expand 
the Simplified Program. 
 
California’s Afterschool Snack Pilot: Reaching More Children Every Month! 
 
Since its inauguration in October 2004, the year-round SFSP snack pilot for 
community and municipal agencies has grown to serve children nutritious 
snacks at almost 200 sites.  This will increase substantially when the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks begins serving SFSP snacks at its 
dozens of afterschool programs this fall.  This California-only pilot program 
provides resources to local government and non-profit SFSP sponsors whose 
programs operate year-round in an afterschool setting.  By providing these 
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sponsors with reimbursement and requiring them to follow a USDA-prescribed 
component meal pattern (crackers + milk, or fruit + milk, etc), the Snack Pilot 
significantly improves the financial stability of numerous afterschool programs.  
When combined with nutrient changes mandated by pending state legislation 
(SB653), California’s afterschool nutrition environment is likely to continue 
improving.  For more information on the pilot, click here:  
http://www.cfpa.net/Snacks/snackattack.html 
 
Technology and Nutrition: Recognizing Progress and Charting Next Steps  
 
As highlighted in earlier School’s Out…Who Ate? reports, program administration 
has remained a cumbersome barrier for years.  Recently, the CDE has adopted 
some technology-based solutions in order to cut some of this red tape.  For 
example, the CDE now provides application and renewal documents to 
California sponsors electronically.  Also, schools were notified of the ease of 
applying for the Seamless Option by postcard and then directed to Nutrition 
Service Division’s website for application materials.  The department held 
conference calls in May for returning sponsors in order to provide annual 
program updates, instead of requiring that they drive great distances to 
participate in early-morning review sessions.  And, of great significance to 
outreach partners, locations of summer lunch sites open in 2006 are now 
available online at the CDE’s website:  
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/sn/summersites06.asp  These are great steps. 
 
Attention is still needed to further simplify program administration; technology 
may hold the answer. Areas ripe for 21st century solutions include web-based 
reimbursement and claims procedures, as well as site-change and other sponsor-
administrator notification functions. The CDE plans to implement this web-
based system for School Meal and Summer Food program sponsors in 2007 and 
for all Child Nutrition program sponsors in 2008 
 
Childhood Obesity: Summer Lunch Program Responses 
 
The summer lunch program works well as an obesity prevention resource 
because it can support programs that offer children a chance to be active – 
physically active, in most cases, but at least mentally active (as in summer 
school).  Perhaps the “dream” program would be one in which children on 
vacation from school are attending a program that includes meals with some 
ingredients from the program’s school or community garden, giving each child 
the chance to get physical exercise, experience good nutrition education and eat 
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healthy food – all at the same time7. 
 
Like all the other federal nutrition programs, menus of SFSP meals and snacks 
must meet USDA nutrition standards for menus and meal components if the 
meals are to qualify for federal reimbursement.  So every SFSP meal a child eats 
displaces what well may be unhealthy food they might likely eat elsewhere.   
 
Schools must balance students’ nutritional needs with the factors that will make 
the meals appealing.  And since most summer meals are served at schools, the 
same quality challenges are apparent during summer months as during the 
school year.  For the meals served at community sites and camps through SFSP, 
program operators struggle with a slightly different dilemma: although simple, 
cold sandwiches are easiest to transport and serve at most sites, this same lack of 
variety leads kids (especially teens) to lose interest as the summer progresses. 
 
SFSP meals are good but their nutrition standards have been untouched for years 
and could benefit from reconsideration.  See Appendix D for meal patterns and 
comparisons.  Thus, CFPA recommends that: 

o USDA use the new Dietary Guidelines for Americans to provide guidance 
to ensure that the SFSP meal patterns are updated.  USDA’s panel on the 
DGA should consider whether to: 

o Eliminate juice. 
o Restrict milk to 1% or nonfat. 
o Limit the frequency with which cheese may be served.  
o Eliminate added trans fats. 

The panel should also note exemplary sponsors and vendors, and compile 
and disseminate Best Practice-type SFSP menus and recipes. 

o USDA and NSD should conduct a quick, non-scientific survey and review 
of menus to determine what meals and snacks sponsors are serving 
currently.   

o NSD work together with sponsors to increase consumption of fresh fruit 
and vegetables at sites by: 

  * Developing a system to bring fresh fruit and vegetables (during 
  the height of the growing season) to SFSP sites  
  * Considering whether SB 2818 fruit and vegetables should be  
  extended to SFSP 
  * Encouraging participants to take fresh fruit with them as they  
  leave (per the updated “traveling apple” rule) 

o NSD encourage school sponsors to use NSLP nutrient-based menu 
planning nutrition standards. 

                                                 
7 Contrast this to the notorious stretches of time that children are reported to be spending in front of a television set when 
they are: 1) sedentary and burning off only minimal calories, 2) receiving a flood of elaborately -crafted commercial 
messages to buy and consume unhealthy foods and 3) often continuously and unconsciously snacking while they watch. 
8 State legislation enacted in 2005, which provides schools $0.10 per school breakfast to add fresh fruit. 
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INVESTIGATING OUTREACH 
 
During the process of assembling this year’s School’s Out…Who Ate? 2006 report, 
CFPA uncovered a number of vexing problems to work on and areas where 
more adequate data is needed to shape our recommendations. One of these 
issues – participation drivers - ought to be examined by administrators, sponsors, 
anti-hunger advocates, and researchers. These findings should be revisited at 
CFPA’s fall convening of summer lunch stakeholders. 
     
Information Needed to Increase Participation  
   
The one question heard most often from sponsors and site staff is, “How do I 
draw more kids to eat lunch at my site?”  
 
Mathematica Policy Research gathered demographic information from 
participants at SFSP sites across the country in 2001; participant characteristics 
largely reflected the surrounding neighborhoods, though they noted that 75% of 
participants were preschool or elementary school-aged children.  Additionally, 
the report published results of sponsor surveys about methods to attract 
participants to open SFSP sites; unsurprisingly, flyers and outreach materials 
were the most common tools used to reach families with information about free 
summer meals, with public service announcements close behind.  Eighty-five 
percent of site supervisors believed their publicity efforts were adequate, yet 
virtually all surveyed sponsors noted their sites were not serving enough of the 
eligible neighborhood children9. 
 
There has not been sufficient work done in California to determine why children 
eat lunch at open summer meals sites (camps, closed sites and most summer 
schools serve entirely pre-enrolled children), nor why eligible children do not 
participate.  Information is needed to determine which factors draw children to 
sites - and which factors repel or discourage likely and occasional participants.  
Participation might depend upon awareness of the site, the appeal of the meals 
or, as successfully promoted by advocates in Portland, Oregon: site activities and 
programs, and not free lunch.   
 
Since most summer nutrition partners are primarily working on increasing 
awareness of site locations, new information is needed to ascertain the 
effectiveness of competing strategies to reach eligible, nonparticipating children 
to rank whether flyers, posters, public service announcements, door hangers, 
banners, etc., actually increase non-participants’ likeliness to attend sites.  This 
information can also assist state policymakers, as state funds are awarded 

                                                 
9 Feeding Low-Income Children When School Is Out—The Summer Food Service Program: Final 
Report, USDA, Economic Research Service, 2003 
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annually to school districts to pay for expanding summer lunch sites and 
conducting outreach.  
 
Summer lunch partners, sponsors, site supervisors should undertake brief 
surveys at sites to gather information from participants to improve the 
effectiveness of efforts to lure children and families to open sites.  The surveys 
should try to distinguish reasons for participation: attractive enrichment or 
recreation programs, good promotion, nutritious and appealing meals, or a 
combination of these factors.  By more accurately identifying the role of outreach 
in increasing participation and the relative effectiveness of methods of retaining 
participants, advocates, administrators and sponsors can make smarter use of 
limited resources and attract more non-participants to summer lunch sites. 
 
A sample survey is included in Appendix E of this report. 
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to increase the number and quality of summer meals served in 
California, policymakers and summer nutrition leaders must take several key 
actions. 

 
1. Congress should appropriate funds to extend the Simplified Summer 
Program nationwide, streamlining operations for California’s SFSP sponsors. 
  
2. The state Legislature should increase school meals reimbursement rates, 
which will improve solvency of school food services programs, particularly 
during summer months when attendance is lower.  
  
3. Local school boards should assume responsibility for summer nutrition in 
all qualifying areas, undertaking coordination with municipal governments 
and community partners to make meals more widely available.  

4.  USDA and California Department of Education should take several steps to 
improve the nutritional impact of summer meals: 

o Update meal patterns and nutrient requirements to reflect Dietary 
Guidelines and children’s eating habits. 

o Increase availability and consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables at 
summer lunch site sites. 

o Commend sponsors and vendors providing appealing and nutritious 
lunches. 

5. Local sponsors and summer nutrition partners should set and pursue goals for 
expanded participation, starting by systematically gathering information from 
participants about factors influencing participation and the impact of outreach 
activities. 
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APPENDIX A: JULY 2005 COUNTY PARTICIPATION DATA 

County FRP ADP of  
National 
School Lunch 
Program 
during 2004-
2005 school 
year 

ADP of  
Seamless 
Lunch Meal 
in July 2005  

FRP ADP of 
National 
School 
Lunch 
Program  in 
July 2005 

ADP of 
Summer 
Food 
Service 
Meal in July 
2005 

Total 
ADP of 
all 
summer 
foods in 
July 2004 

Total 
ADP of 
all 
summer 
foods in 
July 2005 

Percentage of 
kids getting 
FRP meals 
during school 
year who also 
get summer 
meals 

County 
Rank 
(1=worst 
under-
utilization 
among 
eligible 
kids)  

Alameda 51,975 5,673 2,417 4,850 11,341 12,940 25% 49 

Alpine 54  -  -  -  0  0 0% 1 

Amador 928  - 49  - 95 49 5% 9 

Butte 11,207 157 618 6,939 6,417 7,714 69% 33 

Calaveras 1,423  - 140  - 625 140 10% 11 
Colusa 2,173  - 75  - 0 75 3% 16 

Contra 
Costa  

 
36,004 

 
8,024 

 
1,569 

 
566 

 
9,683 

 
10,159 

28% 44 

Del Norte  1,676 347 78  - 425 425 25% 13 

El Dorado 4,097  - 490 106 625 596 15% 20 

Fresno 92,355 4,545 12,780 2,739 21,582 20,064 22% 53 

Glenn 2,611  -  34  - 18 34 1% 17 

Humboldt 5,995  - 200 957 802 1,157 19% 25 

Imperial 17,206 105 848 2,374 3,070 3,327 19% 38 
Inyo 786  - 4  - 201 4 1% 6 

Kern 77,419 5,209 4,390 909 11,894 10,508 14% 51 

Kings 11,623 431 160 1,468 1,348 2,399 18% 34 

Lake  4,315  - 389 309 387 696 16% 21 

Lassen 1,317  - 8  - 3 8 1% 10 

Los 
Angeles 

 
749,060 

 
34,838 

 
186,981 

 
64,878 

 
262,110 

 
286,697 

 
38% 

58 

Madera  13,255 45 3,408  - 4,629 3,453 26% 35 

Marin 3,649 315 473  - 574 788 22% 19 
Mariposa 612  - 26  - 45 26 4% 4 

Mendocino 5,692 717 353 152 1,255 1,222 21% 24 

Merced 27,865 1,730 2,939  - 8,846 4,669 17% 42 

Modoc 830  -  -  - 7  0 0% 7 

Mono 472  -  - 
 

 - 0  0 0% 3 

Monterey 29,756 4,454 1,576 1,045 8,954 7,075 24% 43 

Napa 4,673 108 45  - 213 153 3% 23 

Nevada  1,565  -  107 120 127 227 14% 12 

Orange  146,675 1,216 23,925 10,577 37,650 35,718 24% 55 

Placer 7,578 89 361 332 915 782 10% 28 
Plumas 771  - 112  - 68 112 15% 5 

Riverside  135,895 6,011 29,627 1,609 37,128 37,247 27% 54 

Sacramento 89,166 189 14,416 18,290 24,443 32,895 37% 52 

San Benito 2,964 48 603  - 844 651 22% 18 

San 
Bernardino 

 
159,004 

 
810 

 
44,707 

 
983 

 
50,925 

 
46,407 

 
29% 

 
57 

San Diego 149,756 5,053 32,411 7,907 40,766 45,371 30% 56 
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County FRP ADP of  
National 
School Lunch 
Program 
during 2003-
2004 school 
year* 

ADP of  
Seamless 
Lunch Meal 
in July 2005  

FRP ADP of 
National 
School 
Lunch 
Program  in 
July 2005 

ADP of 
Summer 
Food 
Service 
Meal in July 
2005 

Total 
ADP of 
all 
summer 
foods in 
July 2004 

Total 
ADP of 
all 
summer 
foods in 
July 2005 

Percentage of 
kids getting 
FRP meals 
during school 
year who also 
get summer 
meals 

County 
Rank 
(1=worst 
underutiliza
tion among 
eligible 
kids)  

San 
Francisco 

 
21,399 

 
2,589 

 
548 

 
6,491 

 
8,158 

 
9,348 

 
45% 

 
40 

San Joaquin 46,473 3,208 7,258 492 20,237 10,958 24% 48 

San Luis 
Obispo  

 
8,153 

  
- 

 
1,099 

 
 - 

 
1,188 

 
1,099 

13% 29 

San Mateo 18,960 551 2,030 205 3,550 2,786 15% 39 

Santa 
Barbara  

 
23,072 

 
510 

 
1,676 

 
808 

 
3,101 

 
2,994 

 
13% 

41 

Santa Clara  63,129 11,037 4,328 189 15,344 15,554 25% 50 

Santa Cruz 10,610 3,422 527 1,217 6,026 5,166 49% 32 

Shasta  9,744 528 360  - 1,406 888 9% 31 
Sierra  136  -  -  - 0  0 0% 2 

Siskiyou 2,135 5 31 53 75 89 4% 15 

Solano 16,576 1,479 1,747  - 2,685 3,226 19% 37 

Sonoma  16,035 3,290 808 264 3,482 4,362 27% 36 

Stanislaus 37,289 281 6,606 2,005 14,779 8,892 24% 45 

Sutter 6,534  - 95  - 0  95 1% 26 

Tehama  4,333  - 118  - 125 118 3% 22 
Trinity 866 170 12  - 195  182 21% 8 

Tulare 46,080 3,634 1,170 2,726 8,060 7,530 16% 47 

Tuolumne 1,696  - 14  - 33 14 1% 14 

Ventura  40,157 2,657 9,696 349 11,065 12,702 32% 46 

Yolo 9,011 612 1,315 1,158 2,846 3,085 34% 30 

Yuba 6,580 93 599 264 700 956 15% 27 

Statewide  2,240,170 114,178 406,358 143,329 651,070 663,832 30% N/A 

 
Data obtained from California Department of Education, Child Development and Nutrition Fiscal Services, 
Nutrition Services Division and US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Services  
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APPENDIX B: SPONSORS AND SITES 

 
 
 

COUNTY      SPONSORS                         SITES 
 
 

 
 

2004 

 
 

2005 

% CHANGE (04-
05) 

 
 
2004 

 
 
2005 

% 
CHANGE 

(04-05) 
Alameda 9 8 -11% 66 76 15% 
Alpine 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Amador 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Butte 2 2 0% 86 76 -12% 
Calaveras 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Colusa 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Contra Costa 3 2 -33% 11 8 -27% 
Del Norte 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
El Dorado 1 1 0% 1 2 100% 
Fresno 5 4 -20% 51 68 33% 
Glenn 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Humboldt 4 4 0% 23 27 17% 
Imperial 3 3 0% 9 9 0% 
Inyo 1 1 0% 1 1 0% 
Kern 5 4 -20% 25 6 -76% 
Kings 1 2 100% 19 21 16% 
Lake 0 1 NEW 0 1 NEW 
Lassen 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Los Angeles 53 60 13% 452 449 -1% 
Madera 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Marin 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Mariposa 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Mendocino 2 2 0% 2 2 0% 
Merced 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Modoc 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Mono 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Monterey 4 4 0% 10 9 -10% 
Napa 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Nevada 0 2 NEW 0 3 NEW 
Orange 11 8 -27% 64 79 15% 
Placer 1 2 100% 1 2 100% 
Plumas 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Riverside 5 6 20% 12 16 33% 
Sacramento 3 3 0% 162 162 0% 
San Benito 1 0 -100% 1 0 -100% 
San Bernardino 5 5 0% 29 10 -66% 
San Diego 11 12 9% 38 72 89% 
San Francisco 5 5 0% 93 95 2% 
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COUNTY      SPONSORS                         SITES 
 
 

 
 

2004 

 
 

2005 

% CHANGE (04-
05) 

 
 
2004 

 
 
2005 

% 
CHANGE 

(04-05) 
San Joaquin 6 4 -17% 30 22 -27% 
San Luis Obispo 1 0 -100% 4 0 -100% 
San Mateo 1 1 0% 4 3 -25% 
Santa Barbara 2 2 0% 13 11 -15% 
Santa Clara 2 3 50% 19 3 -84% 
Santa Cruz 3 3 0% 24 25 4% 
Shasta 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Sierra 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Siskiyou 1 1 0% 2 1 -50% 
Solano 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Sonoma 1 2 100% 3 16 430% 
Stanislaus 6 5 -17% 42 41 -2% 
Sutter  0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Tehama 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Trinity 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Tulare 4 5 25% 55 53 -4% 
Tuolumne 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 
Ventura 3 3 0% 3 3 0% 
Yolo 4 3 -25% 11 8 -27% 
Yuba 2 1 -50% 3 2 -33% 
Statewide  171 174 >1% 1369 1389 1% 
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APPENDIX C: REIMBURSEMENT RATES 
 

 
(July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006) 

 
National School Lunch Program 

  Free Reduced Base 

Agencies that 
served less than 

60% 
Free/Reduced-
Price lunches 

$2.32 $1.92 $0.22 

Agencies that 
served 60% or 

more 
Free/Reduced-
Price lunches 

$2.34 $1.94 $0.24 

 

State Meal Supplement 
  Free Reduced 

 Public  
Educational 

Agencies 
$0.1413 $0.1413 

 All Other  
Eligible 

Agencies 
$0.1413 $0.1413 

 
 
 

(January 1, 2006 - December 31,  2006) 
 

Summer Food Service Program 
Operating Costs 

                           

 

       

Administrative Costs 

  
Rural and All  

Self-preparations Sites 
Maximum Reimbursement 

Vended Urban Sites 
Maximum Reimbursement 

Breakfast $0.1450 $0.1150 
Lunch/Supper $0.2675 $0.2225 

Supplements $0.0725 $0.0575 

  Maximum Reimbursement 

Breakfast $1.47 

Lunch/Supper  $2.56 

Supplements  $0.59 



 26 

APPENDIX D: SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM MEAL PATTERN 

Lunch or Supper Meal Pattern 
Select All Four Components for a Reimbursable Meal 

1 milk 1 cup fluid milk 

2 fruits/vegetables 3/4 cup juice,1 fruit and/or vegetable 

1 grains/bread2 1 slice bread or 

  1 serving cornbread or biscuit or roll or muffin or 

  3/4 cup cold dry cereal or 

  1/2 cup hot cooked cereal or 

  1/2 cup pasta or noodles or grains 

1 meat/meat alternate 2 oz. lean meat or poultry or fish3 or 

  2 oz. alternate protein product or 

  2 oz. cheese or 

  1 large egg or 

  1/2 cup cooked dry beans or peas or 

  4 Tbsp. peanut or other nut or seed butter or 

  1 oz. nuts and/or seeds4 or 

 8 oz. yogurt5 

 
1 Fruit or vegetable juice must be full-strength. 
2 Breads and grains must be made from whole-grain or enriched meal or flour. Cereal must be whole-grain 
or enriched or fortified. 
3 A serving consists of the edible portion of cooked lean meat or poultry or fish. 
4 Nuts and seeds may meet only one-half of the total meat/meat alternate serving and must be combined 
with another meat/meat alternate to fulfill the lunch or supper requirement. 
5 Yogurt may be plain or flavored, unsweetened or sweetened. 
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Snack (Supplement) Meal Pattern 

 
Select Two of the Four Components for a Reimbursable Snack  

1 milk 1 cup fluid milk 

1 fruit/vegetable 3/4 cup juice,1 fruit and/or vegetable 

1 grains/bread2 1 slice bread or 

  1 serving cornbread or biscuit or roll or muffin or 

  3/4 cup cold dry cereal or 

  1/2 cup hot cooked cereal or 

  1/2 cup pasta or noodles or grains 

1 meat/meat alternate 1 oz. lean meat or poultry or fish3 or 

  1 oz. alternate protein product or 

  1 oz. cheese or 

  1/2 large egg or 

  1/4 cup cooked dry beans or peas or 

  2 Tbsp. peanut or other nut or seed butter or 

  1 oz. nuts and/or seeds or 

  4 oz. yogurt4 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1 Fruit or vegetable juice must be full-strength. Juice cannot be served when milk is the only other 
snack component. 
2 Breads and grains must be made from whole-grain or enriched meal or flour. Cereal must be 
whole-grain or enriched or fortified. 
3 A serving consists of the edible portion of cooked lean meat or poultry or fish. 
4 Yogurt may be plain or flavored, unsweetened or sweetened. 
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APPENDIX E: SAMPLE PARTICIPANT SURVEY 
Sponsors, site supervisors and outreach partners can administer this survey – or 
their own version - with parents, teens and children at summer lunch sites. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
How did you find out about the summer lunch program? 
Como se informó Ud. del programa del almuerzo en el verano? 
 
 
Where have you seen the program promoted? 
A dondé ha visto Ud. promociónes o anuncios del programa? 
 
 
 
Is the taste and appeal of the food attractive?  Does it affect participation? 
Es atractivo el sabor de la comida?  Si o no. Afecta la participación en el programa?  
 
 
 
Are you here for programs and activities, or is the food the most important 
reason? 
Están aquí para los programas del recreo o las actividades, o es el almuerzo lo mas 
importante? 
 
 
Would you come to eat lunch if no activities were offered? 
Viniera Ud. solamente para el programa del almuerzo? 
 
 
What do you think would bring more families – more of your neighbors - to the 
lunch program?  
Qué opina Ud. que atraeria más familias (por ejemplo, sus vecinos) al programa del 
almuerzo? 
 
 
What is the best way to inform families about summer meals? 
Chose best one: flyers, radio ads, phone calls, school announcements, word of 
mouth, posters, door hangers, referral from WIC or food pantry. 
Cual seria la mejor estrategia para informar a familias sobre el programa del almuerzo en 
el verano? Escoga una de las opciones: folletos, anuncios por el radio, llamadas por 
telélfono, por medios de amistades o por referencia de agencias sociales.   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Send summaries of responses to matt@cfpa.net 
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APPENDIX F: CONTACT INFORMATION 
 
California Food Policy Advocates 
1654 Echo Park Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 
213.482.8200  
 
 
California Department of Education 
Nutrition Services Division 
1430 N Street, Suite 1500 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
800.952.5609  
 
California Association of Food Banks 
909 12th St., Suite 203 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916.321.4435 
 
Fresno Metro Ministry 
1055 N. Van Ness Avenue, Suite H 
Fresno, CA 93728 
559.485.1416 
 
US Department of Agriculture 
Food and Nutrition Service 
550 Kearney Street, Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
415.705.1336x403 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

www.cfpa.net 
                                                 
 
 


