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ABSTRACT 

 

Background: The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Summer 

Nutrition Programs (SNPs) provide free meals to children during the summertime 

when the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School Breakfast 

Programs (SBP) are not available. Only 14.1% of students who participated in 

free/reduced-price NSLP participated in SNP in 2018. Increasing the availability 

of SNP sites is one strategy to increase participation. A comprehensive 

understanding of current SNP site availability is an important first step towards 

increasing site availability.  

Objective: To present a robust examination of SNP site availability per county in 

Tennessee to assess density and consistency of SNP availability and to 

document perspectives of SNP personnel to identify key features that aid in 

program success. 

Design: This study used a mixed methods design. A heat map presented SNP 

site availability data to represent density (the number of sites in a given area) and 

consistency of site availability (the fluctuation of site availability throughout the 

summer). The heat map ranked the counties based on site availability and 

identified positive deviants. Next, semi-structured interviews were conducted. 

Thematic analysis was done on the qualitative data to identify five themes that 

contributed to high levels of site availability. 

Dataset/Subjects: Data were retrieved from the USDA FNS Capacity Builder on 

all open SNP sites in Tennessee in 2018 (n=2073). Interview participants (n=12) 

were SNP staff members. 

Results: The weekly average standardized density of SNP sites was 2.36 

(SD=3.85) sites. Weeks in June had significantly higher site densities (3.32±4.02) 

than July (2.41±4.09, p=0.017) and August (0.61±0.92, p=0.001). Heat map 

analysis identified positively deviant counties (n=16). Thematic analysis revealed 

five themes that promoted SNP program success: site accessibility, sites linked 



 

iv 
 

with community programs, kid-friendly foods, approach to administrative 

requirements, and staff values. 

Conclusions: This study presented a novel assessment of SNP site availability 

by using heat map and positive deviant methodologies in SNP research and by 

assessing density and consistency of site availability. The five themes revealed 

key features that participants believed contributed to the overall success and 

high availability.  
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CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction and Background  

 
Childhood food insecurity (CFI) in America is a public health concern. In 2017, 

15.7% of United States’ households with children under the age of 18 were food 

insecure1. Roughly 4% of children in the US lived in households with very low food 

security, the most extreme level of food insecurity that is often characterized by bouts of 

inadequate food access or hunger1,2. In Tennessee, the rates of CFI were higher than 

national averages; 21.1% of  Tennessee children lived in food insecure households in 

20153. CFI rates during the summer are higher than school-year rates, due in part to the 

lack of nutrition safety net programs, such as the National School Lunch Program 

(NSLP) and the School Breakfast Program (SBP)4-6. 

Summer nutrition programs (SNP) aim to fill the gap left by school-year programs 

(NSLP and SBP) by providing nutritious meals to children in low-income areas at no 

cost to the child. SNPs are federally funded programs by the United States Department 

of Agriculture (USDA). SNP is an umbrella term used to capture several summertime 

nutrition safety net programs. For the purposes of this project, SNP refers to both the 

Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) and the Seamless Summer Option (SSO)7,8. 

The priority population of SNPs is similar to the population of children utilizing the 

free/reduced-price NSLP and SBP meals during the school year. SNP metrics often use 

NSLP data as a comparison to assess SNP progress. In 2015, only 15.8% of children 

who qualified for free/reduced-price lunches through NSLP participated in SNP 

nationwide, indicating that SNPs are underutilized9. The USDA has prioritized 

increasing the availability of SNP sites nationwide10. The Food Research and Action 

Center (FRAC), a nationwide organization dedicated to ending food insecurity, identified 

increasing SNP site availability as a potential strategy to improve summertime CFI 

rates11. 

Additionally, there is a dearth of literature regarding SNPs, making the program 

both underutilized and understudied. Due to SNPs potential role in addressing 

summertime CFI and the charge by the USDA and FRAC to increase SNP site 
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availability, additional research is needed to assess SNP availability in a robust manner 

that captures multiple aspects of program availability, particularly in areas such as 

Tennessee where CFI rates are higher than the national average1,3.  

Childhood Food Security 

Food security is defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for 

an active, healthy life.”2 Food insecurity is the “reduction of quality, variety, or desirability 

of diet,” with or without reduction of food intake or disrupted eating patterns2.  The 

USDA describes food security status on a continuum with four levels: high food security, 

marginal food security, low food security, and very low food security. Individuals who 

identify in the low food security and very low food security category are considered food 

insecure, while individuals who identify in the high or marginal food security categories 

are considered food secure2.  

Food security is especially critical at early ages as children grow physically and 

developmentally 4-6,12-15. Food insecurity during this critical time can lead to increased 

risk of obesity later in life13,16,17. Infants living in households with persistent food 

insecurity had 22% greater odds of obesity at age 5 than their food secure 

counterparts13. Children living in low food secure households were ten times as likely to 

be overweight or obese while children living in very low food secure households were 

thirty times as likely to be overweight or obese compared to children in food secure 

households16. Therefore, public health efforts to address food insecurity are especially 

critical during childhood to promote health and wellbeing and prevent short- and long-

term health complications. 

Childhood Food Insecurity in the Summer 

CFI is not equally distributed throughout the year18,19. Researchers have found 

increased rates of CFI in the summer months, May through August, compared to the 

school year18,19. Huang and associates conducted a study to examine food insufficiency 

status, a measure synonymous with food insecurity, of households participating in the 

National School Lunch Program (NSLP)19. Researchers used data from four panels of 

the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) which includes a nationally 

representative sample of roughly 37,000 households19. The results of this study found 
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that food insufficiency rates were higher in the summer months for households with 

children receiving free/reduced-price lunch during the school year19. Another study 

found a similar seasonal rise in food insecurity rates among Mexican-American 

children18. This study suggested that the NSLP and the SBP are protective against CFI 

during the school year, and their absence may contribute to the rise in prevalence of 

food insecurity in the summer18. Due to the seasonal rise in CFI rates, special interest 

should go towards studying programs, such as SNP, that aim to reduce CFI during the 

summer18,19.  

The Summer Meal Gap 

The absence of school nutrition programs (the National School Lunch Program 

[NSLP] and the School Breakfast Program [SBP]) may contribute to the increased rates 

of CFI during the summer18,19. NSLP and SBP are federal USDA programs managed at 

the state-level by the Department of Education that provide free/reduced-price, 

nutritious meals to eligible students in schools20. These programs are provided in the 

context of the school day and follow the same schedule as the school system, so they 

do not operate during the summer20. The Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) is an 

opportunity for qualifying schools or districts to provide their entire student population 

free NSLP meals21. A school or district qualifies for CEP is greater than 40% of students 

are direct certified, meaning that the students fall into one of the following categories 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) recipient, Temporary Assistance 

for Needy Families (TANF) recipients, Medicaid recipients, or foster children21. This 

program has shown to increase participation in NSLP and SBP which may have a 

positive impact on CFI rates22.  

Afternoon snacks and evening NSLP meals can be provided to children through 

Community Schools23. Community schools are schools that act as trusted neighborhood 

centers to provide additional programming and resources to students and families 

beyond typical school-based resources23. These programs are designed to reduce 

barriers to student success and care for the whole child23. Community schools aim to 

reduce CFI by providing additional opportunities for students to receive free, nutritious 

meals23.  
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The NSLP has been shown to be an effective tool to reduce CFI and improve 

child diet quality18,24. These programs may work in part by increasing students’ food 

availability. Uncertain availability is a key characteristic of food insecurity25. The 

suspension of NSLP and SBP during the summer may decrease food availability overall 

and, therefore, contribute to increased food insecurity rates25. Furthermore, the nutrition 

requirements of the NSLP and SBP ensure the meals provided are nutritious26. The 

absence of NSLP and SBP may reduce the availability of nutritious foods, further 

contributing to increased food insecurity rates during the summer24. Food availability, 

the presence and density of food sources, is a critical component of food security. The 

availability of programs, such as SNP, that provide free, nutritious meals to children 

should be evaluated, because of their impact on CFI25.    

Summer Nutrition Programs 

 
 More research is needed to examine SNP, because research has shown the 

negative impacts of food insecurity during childhood and has reported the challenges 

children at risk for food insecurity face during the summer 13,16-19. SNP was designed to 

address these concerns. The next sections describe the programs under the SNP 

umbrella in detail. Both SFSP and SSO are designed to provide nutritious meals to 

children in low-income areas during the summer7. Both SFSP and SSO are federal 

programs, funded by the USDA Department of Food and Nutrition Services (FNS) and 

administered at the state-level. In Tennessee, SFSP is administered by the Tennessee 

Department of Human Services, and SSO is administered by the Tennessee 

Department of Education8,27. Nationally, SFSP served 70 million meals, and SSO 

served 26 million meals in July of 201728. SFSP served a total of over 112 million meals 

in the summer of 201728. 

Summer Food Service Program 

SFSP is a federal program that provides nutritious meals to low-income children 

during the summer. SFSP has two tiers of participating organizations: sponsors and 

sites7. Sponsoring organizations are central hubs that have the capacity to order, 

prepare, and store large amounts of food to support the SNP.  Sponsoring organizations 
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are responsible for the administration and organization of the summer meal program7. 

These organizations attend training by the state Department of Human Services, recruit 

sites and personnel, procure food and supplies, prepare claims for reimbursement, and 

monitor and evaluate sites7. Sponsoring organizations must be capable of supporting 

the SNP with both human resources and financial resources7. These organizations may 

include schools, units of the government, non-profit organizations such as food banks, 

nonprofit camps, or colleges and universities7. 

Sites are the locations where the food is actually served to participating children7. 

Sites must be readily accessible to children in the community, but do not need to have 

the same food production capacity of sponsoring organizations7. Any community 

organization that is located in an income-eligible area can act as a SFSP open site7. 

Organizations such as schools, Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCAs, libraries, and other 

community centers make good SFSP sites7,29. Children often visit these organizations 

for other reasons throughout the year, and they often already have the capacity to 

prepare or serve food7. SFSP is not limited to these sites, however. Other unique 

community locations can serve as sites. Convenience stores, apartment complexes, city 

parks, sports complexes, churches, summer camps, and a variety of other sites also 

provide free meals through SFSP7,29. Sites can be classified as open, closed enrolled, 

camp, or migrant7. Closed enrolled, camp, or migrant sites require participating children 

to enroll in a separate program to receive free meals or, in the case of migrant sites, 

require appropriate certifications7. Open sites do not require the individual child to 

qualify; instead, SFSP qualifies geographic areas as low-income and therefore allows 

the area, and any individual under the age of 18 to participate in the program, in a 

somewhat similar process to the community eligibility designation7. Open sites have the 

greatest impact on CFI rates and were the focus of SFSP sites for this project.  

SFSP sites can operate for any portion of the summer; they do not have to 

remain open for the entire time schools are out of session. Sites, such as schools or 

larger community organizations with ample space and staff, may operate throughout the 

whole summer7. Sites, such as libraries or parks, may have other events or varying 

staffing schedules, so they may only be able to operate for a month or a couple of 

weeks7. Furthermore, some sites only operate for one week 29. Vacation Bible School 
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(VBS) camps are often week-long day camps run by local churches7. These VBS camps 

can act as SFSP sites; therefore, many of these sites are only open for one week during 

the summer7. Sites can also be mobile sites where sponsor organizations prepare the 

food and transport it to a variety of locations such as apartment complexes, mobile 

home parks, neighborhoods, or parks7.  

Assessing the availability of SNP sites is complex due to the number of factors 

that influence site availability individually at each location and cumulatively in a 

community. One important factor to consider when assessing overall SNP site 

availability is the density of site availability, which refers to the number of sites present 

in a defined area. Another factor to consider is the consistency of site availability, which 

refers to the duration of each site’s operation over the course of a summer. Individual 

sites vary in their capacity to serve SNP meals throughout the summer, so the 

availability of SNP sites in a given community can fluctuate over the course of the 

summer. Currently, only one study has assessed the density of SNP site availability30, 

and no study has assessed the consistency of availability, despite SNP’s unique 

program design that suggests both the density and consistency of availability are 

important factors to consider. 

SFSP meals must follow specific nutritional guidelines in order to be eligible for 

reimbursement7. These nutritional guidelines are similar to NSLP and SBP guidelines 

and were developed based the Dietary Guidelines for Americans7,26,28. Currently, SFSP 

lunches must consist of four components: milk, fruit or vegetable, grains, and meat or 

meat alternative28. Milk can be whole, low-fat, or fat-free milk and must be 8 ounces28. 

Meals must include two different fruits or vegetables28. One hundred percent fruit juice 

can count as half of this requirement28.  Lunches must also contain one serving of 

grains28. Grain components must be made with whole-grain28. Finally, lunches must 

include a meat or meat alternative which can include a variety of protein-rich products 

such as two ounces of lean meat or cheese, eggs, beans, peas, nut butter, nuts, seeds, 

or yogurt28. Breakfasts must include eight ounces of milk, two servings of fruits and 

vegetables, and one grain item. The meat or meat alternative component is optional for 

breakfast 28.  
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Research has shown that some SFSP sites do not follow these nutritional 

guidelines perfectly24 31; however, SNP meals, on average, were more nutritionally 

complete than the meals that low-income children would have received at home if the 

program did not exist, suggesting that while not perfect the SNPs are still effective at 

improving nutrient intake of their priority population32.  

SFSP uses a reimbursement model. Sponsoring organizations are responsible 

for funding the program initially7 Then, sponsoring organizations present claims to the 

state agency running SFSP, in Tennessee that is the Department of Human Services, to 

receive reimbursement7. Sponsors are reimbursed for meals that meet the nutrition 

requirements that are served to children under the age of 18 years old7. Proof of 

compliance with nutritional requirements and other program polices is required to 

receive reimbursement. If sponsors cannot provide proof of compliance, they may not 

be eligible for reimbursement7. 

Seamless Summer Option 

SSO is an extension of NSLP, so schools are the only organization that can 

participate as sponsoring organizations8. This option allows schools to maintain the 

same food service offered during the school year during the summer, in other words 

schools provide “seamless” food service from the school year to summer months. The 

same regulations, procedures, and reimbursement requirements are carried through the 

school year to the summer8. SSO follows a similar structure to SFSP, in that one 

sponsoring organization operates several sites which are the locations in the community 

where food is served. The sites in SSO are not limited to schools. SSO sponsors often 

serve meals at a variety of community locations like SFSP. SSO sites can vary in the 

length of time during the summer that they serve SSO meals.  

The main differences between SSO and SFSP are administrative requirements, 

such as the nutritional requirements. SSO meals must follow the same meal pattern as 

NSLP8. SSO is a continuation of NSLP food service, so NSLP nutritional requirements 

are maintained from school year to summer. The NSLP guidelines state that elementary 

school and middle school lunches should contain one-half cup of fruit, three-fourths cup 

of vegetables, one cup of low-fat or fat-free milk per day26. Lunches for this age must 

also contain at least one ounce of whole-grain rich grains each day and a total of eight 
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to nine ounces each week26. Similarly, lunches must contain one ounce of meat or meat 

alternative each day and a total of eight to ten ounces each week26. High school 

lunches must contain one cup of fruits, one cup of vegetables, two ounces of whole-

grain rich grains, two ounces of meat or meat alternatives, and one cup of low-fat or fat-

free milk26.  

Additionally, SSO meals must stay within specific calorie requirements. 

Elementary school lunches must contain 550 - 650 calories26. Middle school lunches 

must contain 600 - 700 calories26. High school lunches must contain 750 – 850 

calories26. Lunches for all ages must contain less than 10% of the total calories from 

saturated fat26. Meals must also contain less than 1,230 mg, 1,360 mg, and 1,420 mg of 

sodium for elementary, middle, and high school students respectively26.  

SSO is funded through reimbursements from the Department of Education, 

following the same reimbursement procedures as NSLP and SBP33. Food service 

managers submit claims for reimbursement based on the number of meals distributed33. 

Schools are only reimbursed for complete meals served to children under 18 that meet 

the nutritional guidelines33. Proof of compliance is required for reimbursement33. 

Summer Nutrition Program Research 

 
A search of the literature was conducted to review any study that examined one 

or both of the SNP programs. Overall, there is a dearth of literature regarding SNP. 

However, one area of SNP research evaluates the nutritional standards of meals served 

by SNP31,32,34. An observational study by Cotugna and Vickery in a sample of six urban 

SFSP sites in Delaware found that SFSP meals as consumed were low, when 

compared to Recommended Daily Allowances (RDA) and Adequate Intakes (AI), in 

protein, vitamin C, calcium, and iron34.  Focus groups of a subsample of the participants 

indicated that taste and food quality influenced consumption and satisfaction34. Hopkins 

and associates conducted a case study on 304 SFSP sites managed by one sponsor in 

Columbus, Ohio, in 2014 to assess the nutrient composition of the summer meals 

served compared to NSLP and SBP nutritional standards31. SFSP meals, in this 

sample, were found to have provided too much protein and carbohydrates and not 

enough fiber31.  In this study, SFSP meals met micronutrient recommendations for most 
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children, but the meals were low in vitamin C, iron, and zinc for older children31. 

Stuhldreher and associates found that, in a low-income population in West Virginia, 

SFSP lunches provided greater variety of food, more fiber, more fruits, vegetables, and 

beans, and more vitamin C from more nutrient dense sources than lunches consumed 

from home32. Taken together with other research on the nutrient content of SNP meals, 

this study suggests that SNP meals provide higher quality nutrition than low-income 

children may otherwise eat without the program31,32,34. 

Documented Perceptions of SNP 

Bruce and colleagues conducted a mixed methods study to examine one set of 

SNPs in a library setting35. The programs included in this study used USDA funds to 

serve children through SNP and private funds to serve meals to adults either 

accompanied by a child or without a child. Surveys and semi-structured interviews were 

completed with adult participants35. Results found that 41% of participants were at risk 

for food insecurity, 91% of participants participated in the SNP at least once a week, 

and 21% of participants participated every day35.  

Results from the semi-structured interviews summarized participants’ perceptions 

of libraries as SNP sites35. Participants agreed that libraries were suitable locations for 

SNP sites35. Additional research should be conducted on SNP to identify key features of 

SNP that may contribute to its success. Future research should add to the existing 

literature by including additional diverse examples of SNP implementations beyond only 

library-based programs.  

Quigley and associates conducted a case study on an innovative approach to 

SNP: an intergenerational model36. The program included in this study combined two 

programs SFSP and the Older Americans Act Nutrition Program (OAANP)36. 

Researchers conducted focus groups with children, older adults, and site staff who 

participated in the program. Results found that the program provided nutritious meals 

and high levels of participation and satisfaction36. Researchers concluded that using 

innovative approaches can create more SFSP sites which has been cited as a need and 

a potential mechanism to reduce rates of CFI in the summer36,37. This study is similar to 

the study conducted by Bruce and associates35 in that it highlights key features that 

participants viewed as influential in the success of SNP sites36. Future research should 
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build upon these studies to capture the perceptions of diverse individuals involved in 

SNP from a variety of implementation settings35,36.   

Molaison and Carr conducted a study to examine the benefits and challenges 

involved with SFSP as perceived by program sponsors and state directors 38. The study 

used a mixed-methods design with two phases: phase one consisted of phone 

interviews with state agency directors and program sponsors, and phase two consisted 

of a survey sent to 803 SFSP sponsors in the Southeastern United States that was 

developed based on the interviews38. A total of 18 individuals were interviewed for 

phase one, and 316 surveys were included in phase two38.  

Participants were asked about barriers and benefits of the program, program 

participation strategies, helpful resources that support the program, and factors that 

may contribute to stopping a program38. The survey results found that the large amount 

of paperwork involved was perceived as the most common reason for sponsors to stop 

SNP as well as the most common reason staff would not want to offer SNP again after 

they left the program once before38. Results identified adequate funding prior to the 

launch of SNP, sufficient personnel, and access to appropriate meal preparation 

facilities as important to the launch and maintenance of SNP sites38. Lack of 

transportation to sites was identified as the leading barrier for children, and including 

activities of some kind was identified as the leading strategy to increase participation38.It 

also highlights the administrative burden associated with SNP in terms of the amount of 

paperwork, human resources, and physical resources required38. Additional research is 

needed to document SNP administrators’ experiences with the program to identify key 

features and strategies employed by these administrators, specifically around 

administrative burden, that may alleviate barriers and contribute to SNP success38. 

SNP and CFI 

A study by Nord and associates examined summer meals and food insecurity at 

the state level using data from a nationally representative survey, the Current 

Population Survey Food Security Supplements (CPS-FSS)39. A ratio of the average 

number of summer meals offered in July compared to the average number of 

free/reduced-price school meals offered in March was used as an approximation of SNP 

participation rates39. Researchers found that states that provided more summer meals 
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(identified by having higher SNP participation rates) had lower rates of food insecurity 

among families with school age-children39. The method used to approximate SNP 

participation rates is supported by other literature. This study suggest the work SNPs do 

during the summer is important and may be effective at reducing summertime CFI rates. 

More research is needed on SNPs, however, to better understand SNPs effectiveness. 

A study by Miller examined the relationship between the geographic accessibility 

of SNP sites and household food insecurity, in low-income households with children in 

California37. In this study, a gravity model was used to examine geographic accessibility 

of SNP sites, which acted as a proxy for program participation37. In this model, an 

accessibility score was calculated using the supply of summer meals at a site, the drive 

time from a home to the site, and the population demand for SNP sites37. Miller found 

that increases in the accessibility score of SNP sites in an area were associated with 

decreases in the percentage of households with very low food security37. This 

association was only found with very low food security, not low food security, suggesting 

that geographic accessibility may improve food insecurity status for those experiencing 

the worst effects of it, but it may not resolve the problem of food insecurity entirely37. 

This study focused on site accessibility which is related to site availability but not exactly 

the same. Both accessibility and availability are important dimensions of food security. 

More research is needed to provide robust assessments of SNP site availability to 

complement research such as this study that focus on site accessibility.  

Availability Research 

One recent study of SNPs in California aimed to describe the SNP site 

availability in the state and assess how it varied in different communities30. This study is 

important to the body of SNP literature, because it was the first to define SNP site 

availability. Authors adapted the general definition of food availability as a dimension of 

food security which is “the presence and/or density of food sources.”30 Therefore, the 

definition of SNP site availability is the “presence and/or density of SNP sites in a 

defined area”.30 The study used this definition to assess site availability in different 

locations across California while accomplishing the studies other aims which addressed 

additional components of SNP such as meals served and measures of participation. 
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SNP in California served 4.7 million, 4.5 million, and 817,000 meals in June, July, 

and August 2016 respectively30. The number of daily meals served per site in 

urban/suburban counties was significantly higher than the number of daily meals served 

per site in rural/township counties in all three summer months30. Urban areas on the 

coast had greater uptake, or participation, in SNP than Northern rural areas30. Among 

urban schools, SNP sites were more common near high schools than elementary or 

middle schools30. Sites were more common around schools with a higher percentage of 

students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch through NSLP30. Among rural schools, 

SNP sites were less common around schools with low student enrollment when 

compared with schools with high enrollment. Sites were more common near schools 

that had a majority non-white population; this association was seen with urban schools 

as well30. This is the only study to date to analyze SNP site availability directly30. 

However, this study documents the density of SNP availability in various communities 

but does not include a measure of the consistency of availability, meaning the study did 

not account for the fluctuation in SNP site availability based on the frequent opening 

and closing of SNP sites throughout the summer. Based on the known characteristics of 

SNP sites, specifically the frequent short-term nature of the SNP sites, it is critical to 

account for changes in SNP availability throughout the summer by measuring the 

consistency of SNP site availability. 

 Additionally, studies are needed to assess SNP site availability in a robust 

manner in locations outside of California. Tennessee has higher rates of CFI than 

national averages, which is characteristic of the Southeastern region of the US1,3. 

Therefore, research that presents a robust assessment of the density and consistency 

of SNP site availability in Tennessee should be conducted in order to grow the SNP 

availability literature and document the important metric in a high-need area.  

Gaps in the Literature 

 
 Research has shown that CFI is a pressing public health problem, and 

Tennessee has higher rates of CFI than the national average3. Summer is a vulnerable 

time for children who are at-risk for food insecurity, because the lack of school nutrition 

programs leading to a potential decrease in food availability and diet quality18-20,24,28,40-
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42. Because of these reasons, SNP exists to help reduce summertime CFI. However, 

the program is understudied and underutilized.  

The USDA and FRAC have identified the strategy of increasing SNP site 

availability as a potential mechanism to increase SNP participation and improve 

summertime CFI rates. However, only one study presents a direct assessment of SNP 

site availability, and it does not capture important elements of SNPs that contribute to 

overall site availability. SNP sites can vary in the length of time that they serve meals in 

the summer, so it is important to measure SNP site availability in a way that captures 

multiple aspects of availability.  

In addition, due to the documented challenges of the program and the nationally 

low participation rates seen by the program, SNP is a challenging program to 

administer. The norm of SNP administration is often characterized with challenges and 

barriers; however, exceptional SNPs do exist. There is a need to document examples of 

SNPs that have overcome these barriers and have administered high-performing SNPs 

with a high density and consistency of SNP site availability, because these perspectives 

are currently underrepresented in the SNP literature. Including these perspectives in the 

literature could identify key features and characteristics of the SNPs that may contribute 

to their programmatic success.   

Specific Aims 

Based on these gaps, more robust methods are needed to describe SNP site 

availability accounting for the density and consistency of site availability. Additionally, 

due to the challenges associated with operating an SNP that is able to provide a high 

density and consistency of SNP site availability, there is a need to capture additional 

rich data from programs that are able to provide a high density and consistency of SNP 

site availability. The additional rich contextual data may help understand characteristics 

of programs that offer high SNP site availability in both metrics. Therefore, this study 

has two specific aims.  

1. To present a robust assessment of SNP site availability per county in 

Tennessee, on a weekly basis during one summer to assess density and 

consistency of SNP availability  
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2. To document perspectives of SNP personnel working in Tennessee counties 

that provided a high density and consistency of SNP site availability, using a 

positive deviance approach, to identify key features of program success 

Heat Maps 

  
 To fulfill research aim one, a heat map, which is a visual representation of data 

that captures variability of schedules and distribution patterns across a large are, was 

created to represent SNP availability across the state of Tennessee and throughout the 

summer. This method captured the density and consistency of SNP site availability in 

Tennessee. A color-coding system was used to identify categories of frequencies.  

Heat maps have been used previously in public health research, but not in 

relationship to SNP. For example, Kretzman and associates used heat maps to classify 

and analyze alcohol consumption among alcoholics at various stages of treatment 43. In 

this study, they perceived that the heat map analysis provided additional insight than 

other, more traditional methods of analysis43.  

Currently, no research study has used heat maps to describe SNPs; however, 

there is a geospatial heat map feature on the USDA’s FNS Capacity Builder29. The 

USDA heat map lacks county-level data29. The heat map created in this project provides 

more complete data. Additionally, like many current SNP publications and reports, the 

heat map on the USDA’s FNS Capacity Builder does not capture the consistency of 

SNP site availability throughout the summer29. Dates of operation are listed on the tool; 

however, this is difficult to visually interpret29. The heat map created in this project 

provides county-level, weekly counts of site availability which is a novel contribution to 

the field. 

Positive Deviance Approach 

  
To fulfill research aim two, thematic analysis of qualitative interviews with SNP 

personnel were conducted to identify key features of the programs that aid to their 

success. Positive deviance is a theory that aims to describe cases that achieve a 

favorable outcome or possess desirable characteristics, especially when those positive 



 

15 
 

outcomes are not the norm44,45. This approach was developed in the 1990s when 

researchers were trying to create an intervention for an “impossible task.”46 

Researchers discovered that by studying cases that exhibited a positive outcome or 

characteristic even when exposed to the same challenging circumstances, they could 

learn strategies and principles that contributed to the positive outcome, and those 

principles and strategies could be applied to others who did not exhibit positive 

outcomes46. This approach has since been used in many research studies in a variety 

of disciplines46. 
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CHAPTER TWO: MANUSCRIPT 

Introduction 

 
More than 15.7% of US children experience childhood food insecurity (CFI)1. CFI 

is a significant public health concern, because it can lead to a variety of physical and 

developmental issues such as increased risk of childhood obesity13,16,17, poorer dietary 

patterns4,5, risk factors for type 2 diabetes6, and overall poorer health12. CFI is not 

evenly distributed across the United States (US). Geographic disparities exist, with the 

Southeastern region having some of the highest rates of CFI in the US47. This is 

consistent in the state of Tennessee, which had a higher rate of CFI than national 

averages at 21.1% compared to 15.7% respectively3.  

CFI is also disproportionately distributed throughout the year19,20,48. Summertime 

rates of CFI are higher than school-year rates, due in part to the lack of nutrition safety 

net programs, such as the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School 

Breakfast Program (SBP)19,20,24. Summer Nutrition Programs (SNPs) aim to fill the gap 

left by school-year programs and address the seasonal rise of CFI7,8. These programs 

are administered by community organizations, referred to as ‘sponsors’ within the 

program, and provide free, nutritious meals to children at community locations, referred 

to as ‘sites’7,8. 

Only 14.1% of children who qualified for free/reduced-price lunches through 

NSLP participated in SNP nationwide in 201849, indicating a large gap between the 

number of students served through SNP and students served through school-year 

programs, despite having the same priority population9. Because of the significant 

underutilization of SNPs, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has 

prioritized increasing the availability of SNP sites10 and the Food Research & Action 

Center (FRAC), a nationwide organization dedicated to ending food insecurity, has 

identified increasing availability of SNP sites as a strategy to improve summertime CFI 

rates11. 

However, there is little in the current literature about SNP programs, as they are 

studied much less frequently than other federal food and nutrition programs30,37. 
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Comprehensively defining and describing the current availability of SNPs is an 

important first step in increasing SNP site availability. The one study that has examined 

SNP site availability defined ‘availability’ as the density or number of sites in a defined 

area30. While geographic density of SNP sites is critical to understanding SNP 

availability, it should not be the only factor considered, because sites can operate for 

varying lengths of time from one week to an entire summer. Thus, this study proposes 

two factors of SNP site availability: density of site availability and the consistency of site 

availability. The density of SNP site availability refers to the number of SNP sites in a 

defined area. For example, the number of sites per zip code or county. The consistency 

of SNP availability refers to the fluctuation of the density of site availability throughout 

the summer a summer in a given area. According to federal SNP guidelines, sites can 

operate for any portion of the summer. In Tennessee, some sites operate all summer 

long while others operate for just a select number of weeks or months. Thus, it is 

insufficient to assess SNP availability by the density of SNP availability alone, a 

measure of consistency that captures fluctuations in density of availability over time is 

needed. This is the first study to robustly assess SNP availability by examining both 

density and consistency. 

One previous study analyzed the variation in SNP density in the state of 

California for one summer and found that certain community characteristics were 

associated with a higher density of SNP availability30. In urban areas, SNP sites were 

more likely to be located near schools with greater free/reduced-price NSLP eligibility 

and near schools with more diverse student populations30. In rural areas, more SNP 

sites were available around large schools compared to small schools30. These findings 

suggest that different communities, with varying community characteristics such as 

school size and racial diversity, may have different densities of SNP availability30.While 

important, these findings are limited, because they do not take into account the 

consistency of SNP site availability.  

Challenges of SNP delivery have been documented in SNP literature and 

include: the burdensome administrative requirements of SNPs, insufficient staff to 

support the labor intensive work of meal preparation and delivery, and transportation 

challenges that limit participation 38,50. These challenges are reflected in the low 
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participation rates seen across the US9. Despite these challenges, exceptional SNPs do 

exist. For this reason, the concept of positive deviance can be applied to SNPs45. The 

positive deviance approach describes cases that achieve a favorable outcome, when 

favorable outcomes are not the norm45. Positive deviance approaches have been used 

before in other areas of public health nutrition in breastfeeding promotion51, enhancing 

diet quality among low-income women52, and maternal pregnancy outcomes53, but not 

in SNP literature prior to this study. 

This study had two aims: 1) to present a robust assessment of SNP site 

availability per county in Tennessee, on a weekly basis during one summer to assess 

density and consistency of SNP availability and 2) to document perspectives of SNP 

personnel working in Tennessee counties that provided a high density and consistency 

of SNP site availability, using a positive deviance approach, to identify key features of 

program success.  

This study adds to literature by presenting a novel approach to assessing SNP 

site availability that documents both the density and consistency of SNP site availability. 

Additionally, it includes the perspectives of SNP personnel working in positive deviant 

counties that can be useful to characterize SNPs that provide a high density and 

consistency of SNP site availability, which can then be extrapolated and used as best 

practices in communities with less SNP site availability30,38,50. 

Methods 

Study Design 

This study used an explanatory sequential, mixed methods design54. Mixed 

methods designs use both quantitative and qualitative elements to better answer a 

research question than either element could on its own54. In explanatory sequential 

designs, the quantitative arm is conducted first, followed by the qualitative arm, and 

results from both arms are integrated throughout the project to allow the qualitative arm 

to explain and add context to the quantitative results54.  In this study, the quantitative 

arm consisted of a heat map of the density and consistency of SNP availability in 

Tennessee in the summer of 2018. Heat maps are visual tools that display data using 

color to represent differences or changes in the data43. The heat map informed 



 

19 
 

qualitative data collection by systematically ranking SNP availability among all counties 

in Tennessee and identifying the counties with the highest levels of SNP site availability 

as positive deviants. The qualitative arm consisted of semi-structured interviews with 

SNP staff and key stakeholders who worked in counties identified by the heat map. The 

results from both arms were interpreted together by using the qualitative results to 

characterize the sample of positive deviant counties seen the heat map, and to provide 

understanding about how the positive deviant counties were able to achieve high levels 

of SNP site availability. Figure 2.1 includes a visual representation of the study design.  

Heat Map Methodology   

Data for the heat map were obtained from the USDA Food and Nutrition Service 

(FNS) Capacity Builder29. The Capacity Builder is a publicly available federal database 

of SNP open site information and other community demographic data29. Opens sites 

allow any child under the age of 18 to receive food from the site. Children do not need 

to be enrolled in other programs or meet other eligibility criteria, beyond the age 

restriction, to receive a free meal from the SNP site. Data used in the heat map 

included: the site name, site address (used to determine county location), and site start 

and end dates. Data from 2018 were used as that was the most current, complete 

dataset at the time of this study. Eighty-two of 95 counties in Tennessee had at least 

one SNP site in 2018. To avoid skewing the results, the 13 counties with no SNP sites 

were excluded from the heat map analyses.  

The heat map was created in Microsoft Excel (Microsoft, Version 2001). SNP site 

availability data were entered as follows: the first column listed the name of each site 

(n=2,073). The next 13 columns were labeled with the dates of the 13 weeks of  
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Figure 2.1. Mixed Methods Study Design and Data Integration 
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summer. A formula populated the cells with a 1 if the site served meals in a given week 

and a 0 if the site did not serve meals that week. Once availability was calculated by 

week at each site (n=2,073), data were collapsed by summing site availability at the 

county-level. In the new, collapsed dataset, the first column of the spreadsheet listed 

the names of each of the 82 participating Tennessee counties. The next 13 columns 

were labeled with each week of the summer and contained the total number of open 

sites in each county for that week.  

Data were then standardized to account for population size and need in each 

county. To do this, data provided by the Tennessee Department of Education on the 

total number of free/reduced-price NSLP lunches served in March 2018 in each county 

were used. NSLP data from March were used at the recommendation of partners at the 

Tennessee Department of Education. This value estimates the size of the priority 

population of SNPs and has been previously used in SNP literature39. The total number 

of SNP sites that served meals each week in each county was divided by the total 

number of free/reduced-price NSLP lunches served in March 2018 in each county and 

multiplied by 10,000. The new values populated in each cell of the heat map 

represented the number of SNP sites that served meals in a given week in a given 

county per 10,000 free/reduced-price NSLP lunches served in March 2018 in the same 

county. 

Next, data obtained from each school system were used to determine the exact 

start and end dates of summer for each county. Summer was defined as the period in 

which no public school was in session in the county. Summer break durations vary 

greatly across Tennessee schools and ranged from eight to 13 weeks in summer 2018. 

Weeks when school was in session were systematically omitted from the analysis 

(indicated in grey on the heat map), to avoid penalizing a county for not serving summer 

meals when the schools were open. 

To develop the color-coding scheme on the heat map, all standardized density 

values (the number of SNP sites open in a given week in a given county per 10,000 

free/reduced-price NSLP lunches served in March in the same county) from each 

participating county in Tennessee and each week of the summer were rank ordered and 

divided in quintiles. Quintile cut points were selected to capture appropriate levels of 



 

22 
 

variability while maintaining ease of interpretability. The quintile ranges were 0.00-0.56, 

0.57-1.24, 1.25-2.18, 2.21-3.63, 3.64-32.45.  Each quintile was assigned a unique color, 

where lighter colors represented lower site density and darker colors represented higher 

site density. This color-coding scheme was then applied to each cell on the heat map to 

represent its corresponding quintile to allow for easy visualization of the fluctuation in 

the density and consistency of SNP availability (See Table 2.1). 

To identify positive deviant counties, an Availability Score, a single measure of 

SNP site availability for the entire summer, was calculated by averaging the 

standardized density scores for each week of summer in each county. The counties 

were then ranked by their Availability Score. Counties with an Availability Score above 

3.75 were considered positive deviant counties. This cutoff was selected because there 

was a natural break in the data at this point. Counties below this line had lower densities 

of availability and less consistent availability than the counties with an Availability Score 

above 3.75.  

The consistency of site availability throughout the summer was assessed by 

examining statistically significant differences in the density of site availability across 

summer months using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). To do this, the weekly 

standardized site density values (number of sites available in each county per 10,000 

NSLP meals served in March 2018) were coded according to their corresponding 

calendar month (May, June, July, August). This created four groups of data that 

represented the number of sites open in all counties each week in May, June, July, or 

August/10,000 NSLP free or reduced-price meals served in March 2018 in each county. 

An ANOVA test was run in SPSS Software 24.0 (IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows 

Version 24.0, Armonk, New York) to determine if statistically significant differences in 

standardized site density values existed across the four months. Post hoc Tukey tests 

were used to determine which months were significantly different from each other. A 

probability value of <0.05 was considered to be significant.  

Qualitative Methodology  

The employees and other key stakeholders of sponsoring organizations working 

in the positive deviant counties were considered eligible for the qualitative interviews. 
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Additionally, qualitative interview participants had to be over the age of 18 and provide 

written informed consent to participate in the interviews. Participants were recruited 

using purposive55 and snowball sampling techniques56 beginning with the supervisor of 

the selected SNP (whose contact information was available on the FNS Capacity 

Builder website). 

Interviews took place by phone or in person at the SNP sponsoring organization. 

A semi-structured interview guide was developed using previous SNP literature30,37,38,50. 

The interview guide asked about general characteristics of the SNP and challenges and 

strategies in eight key program areas: program description, staff and program 

personnel, program development and growth, administrative requirements, food 

procurement, food preparation, participation, participant experiences, and community 

support. Participants received a $25 Walmart gift card upon completion of the interview. 

All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim by both the graduate 

researcher and an undergraduate research assistant. The researcher who performed 

each interview reviewed each transcript to ensure the accuracy of the transcriptions. 

Transcripts were uploaded to NVivo version 12.0 (QSR International, Melbourne, 

Australia) for analysis. 

For qualitative analysis, one rich transcript was open coded to create a 

preliminary codebook57,58. The codebook was adapted in an iterative process 

throughout coding to include new codes that emerged in the coding process57. Each 

transcript was coded at the thought-level by the graduate researcher and the 

undergraduate research assistant using the codebook57. Data analysis allowed for one 

thought to be coded with multiple codes. Double coding allowed for analyst triangulation 

and reduced analyst bias by including multiple perspectives in the data analysis 

process57,59. In lieu of measuring inter-rater reliability, all transcripts were double-coded 

and consensus was met for each transcript. Data collection and data analysis occurred 

simultaneously to allow for data collection to be shaped by the results57. Saturation was 

defined as the point when no new information was obtained from additional interviews. 

When saturation was reached in the current study, an additional three interviews were 

completed to confirm saturation57. The final sample size was n=12. Once all transcripts 

were coded, queries were conducted on each code, and major themes were identified57. 
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All study procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University 

of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK IRB-19-05334-XP).  

Results 

Quantitative Results   

Eighty-two counties with a total of 2,073 open sites were included in the heat 

map analysis. The full heat map is included in Appendix A. Sixteen (20%) of the 

counties in Tennessee reached positive deviance status having an Availability Score 

greater or equal to 3.75 (Table 2.1). Of the SNP sites in Tennessee (n=2073), 25% 

(n=517) were located in a positive deviant county. On average, SNP sites operated for 

6.32 (SD = 3.19) weeks, while summer break was an average of 9.93 (SD = 0.68) 

weeks. June had the highest density of site availability with a weekly average of 3.32 

standardized sites per county in June (SD=4.03) compared to 2.03 (SD=3.98), 2.40 

(SD=4.01), and 0.66 (SD=0.98) per week in May, July, and August respectively. There 

was a statistically significant difference in the density of site availability between months 

as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F=7.34, p=0.00). A Tukey post hoc test revealed 

that the weekly average of standardized sites per county in June was significantly 

greater than July (p= 0.02), and August (p<0.01), and significantly greater in July and 

August (p=0.50). There was no significant difference between density of site availability 

in May and any other month (Figure 2.2). 

The Availability Scores ranged from 0.13 – 32.45 with a mean of 2.68 (SD=3.85). 

The median Availability Score was 1.85, indicating significant skew in the data. Twenty-

five (30%) counties scored an Availability Score at or above the mean, while fifty-seven 

(70%) counties scored an Availability Score below the mean. Twenty-two counties (27) 

scored an Availability Score at or below 1.00, with six counties (7%) scoring below 0.5. 
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Table 2.1: Heat Map of Positive Deviant County’s Weekly Density and Consistency of SNP Site Availability by 

County in Tennessee, 2018 

 

  Weeks of Summer 2018    

County 
5/20- 5/28- 6/4- 6/11- 6/18- 6/25- 7/2- 7/9- 7/16- 7/23- 7/30- 8/5- 8/12- 

AS+ 
5/26 6/1 6/8 6/15 6/22 6/29 7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/11 8/18 

Pickett   32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45       32.45 

Obion   2.53 12.21 11.98 11.52 11.52 11.29 11.52 11.29 11.06         10.55 

Haywood   8.53 11.87 12.61 11.87 12.24 12.24 12.24 1.85 1.85       9.48 

Chester   6.61 8.26 7.71 8.26 6.61 6.06 6.06 7.16 6.61       7.04 

Cumberland   5.91 6.87 7.19 7.51 6.87 6.07 6.23 6.39 6.39 4.79     6.42 

Unicoi   4.1 5.46 5.46 5.46 5.46 9.56 11.6 10.24 10.24 1.37 1.37   6.39 

Fayette   0.28 8.01 8.57 8.01 8.01 8.01 8.01 8.29 7.74 0.28 0.00   5.93 

Hancock   5.99 5.99 5.99 5.99 5.99 5.25 5.25 5.99 5.25       5.74 

Morgan   2.04 5.52 6.69 5.82 5.52 5.23 5.23 6.4 2.33       4.98 

Hawkins     5.23 5.57 5.57 5.4 5.23 5.23 5.06 4.39 0.00     4.63 

Bledsoe   0.00 9.64 9.16 9.16 9.16 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48       4.34 

Washington   2.73 5.47 5.47 5.47 5.47 5.22 4.6 4.47 2.48 0.62     4.20 

Johnson   5.7 5.7 5.7 5.22 5.22 4.75 4.75 4.75 0.00 0.00     4.18 

Henderson   4.6 5.21 5.51 4.9 3.68 3.06 3.37 3.37 3.06       4.08 

Tipton   1.6 4.66 4.26 4.53 4.53 4.13 4.4 4 3.73        3.98 

Monroe   3.14 5.93 5.06 4.19 4.19 3.66 3.66 4.36 3.32 0.00     3.75 

 

AS+: Availability Score: the average of the standardized site density values throughout the entire summer in each county
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Figure 2.2. Average Weekly Density of SNP Sites in Tennessee Counties in May, June, 

July, and August 2018 
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Pickett County was considered an outlier with an Availability Score of 32.45, 

making it the highest scoring county by over 20 points. The second highest county, 

Obion County, scored an Availability Score of 10.55. Pickett County operates 13 sites, 

each for the full nine-week summer in the county and served 4,006 free or reduced-

price NSLP meals in March 2018. Pickett County is considered a true outlier due to the 

large number of SNP sites compared to the number of free or reduced-price NSLP 

meals served in Pickett County and the consistency of the SNP sites.  

A geospatial map of Tennessee (Figure 2.3) was created to visually capture 

variation across the state using Availability Score scores. The non-positive deviant 

counties (Availability Scores <3.75) are shaded in various shades of blue. Positive 

deviant counties (Availability Scores >3.75) are indicated in shades of orange.  

Qualitative Results 

Twelve interviews were conducted with SNP personnel from seven SNP 

sponsoring organizations which operated 259 SNP sites across eight counties. The 

sample was 67% (n=8) public school employees, 25% (n=3) non-profit employees, and 

8% (n=1) faith-based ministry employee. SNP personnel in various roles were 

represented in the sample including 50% (n=6) department directors or supervisors, 

25% (n=3) program assistants, 17% (n=2) program directors or coordinators, and 8% 

(n=1) program administrative support staff (Table 2.2).   

The five main themes that emerged from the data include: site accessibility, SNP 

sites linked with community programs, kid-friendly foods, approach to administrative 

requirements, and staff values. The following sections include a description of the 

theme along with participant quotations that ground the theme in the data.  

Sites Accessibility 

SNP personnel identified transportation as a common barrier that their priority 

population experienced. Participants described overcoming this barrier by serving meals 

where children lived, such as at apartment complexes, mobile home parks, or  
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Figure 2.3. Geospatial Map of SNP Availability Scores by County in Tennessee, 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.2. Demographic Characteristics of Interview Sample (n=12) of SNP Personnel 

in Positively Deviant Counties in Tennessee, 2019-2020 

 

 

 

 

Demographic Characteristic Frequency Percent 

Employer 
Public School System 
Food Bank 
Faith-based Ministry 

 
8 
3 
1 

 
67% 
25% 
8% 

Job Title 
Department Director/Supervisor 
Program Assistant     
Program Coordinator/Director 
Administrative Support Staff 

 
6 
3 
2 
1 

 
50% 
25% 
17% 
8% 

   



 

29 
 

 

subsidized housing complexes. Participants attributed low participation rates at sites  

where parents or caregivers needed to drive the children to the site, specifically for the 

SNP meal. 

“We had a weird thing happened in (our) where on Mondays for July, 
we had to move the site out of the apartment complexes and to a 

nearby park. Added you know, you know, a five-minute walk or, you 
know, a short car ride to get to where the meals are, and attendance 

dropped 90 - 95%... So you have to go where they are. The people that 
we're trying to reach, the people that we're serving, transportation is 
one of their biggest problems, especially out here [in rural counties]. 

And I don't think it's a lack of want. I think it's really just a lack of ability 
to meet you where you're going to be, so you have to meet them where 

they are.” 

- Food Bank Employee 

SNP Sites Linked to Community Programs 

SNP personnel described the beneficial partnership between SNP sites and 

community programs or camps. Sponsoring organizations represented in this sample 

operated SNP sites at camps, programs, or activities in the community that 

independently enrolled a large number of children. For example, sponsors operated 

SNP sites at their local high school football practice, band camp, summer school, VBSs, 

YMCA or Boys and Girls Club summer camps, reading programs, and other community 

events. SNP personnel stated that this model contributed to the financial sustainability 

of the SNP. All SNPs have basic costs including labor, fuel, rent, and maintenance. 

SNPs are reimbursed based on the number of meals served. Programs serving more 

meals receive more reimbursement. Participants stated that this increased, and steady 

flow of reimbursement can help offset other costs of the program, making the program 

fiscally sustainable.  

“And to be honest, it’s our churches that allow us to go to mobile homes 
and that, because your churches, you’re feeding a large number of kids 
at a site. Well, you may go to a housing project that only has nine kids, 

but those nine kids really need it.” 

 –Public School System Employee 
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Kid-Friendly Food  

SNP employees stated that even though children participating in the SNP may be 

hungry or have limited access to food, they often don’t eat food that they do not enjoy. 

Many participants perceived serving hot meals, rather than prepackaged cold meals 

increased children’s satisfaction in the program and contributed to steady levels of 

participation and reimbursement throughout the summer.  

“You have to serve food that kids want to eat. Just because they’re 
hungry doesn’t mean that they’ll eat whatever you put in their hands. As 
anyone who has, you know, tried to feed a hungry child will know… You 

know kids, they have strong opinions about what they like and what 
they don’t like, and no amount of whatever is going to persuade them.” 

- Food Bank Employee  

Participants reported providing fresh fruit and vegetables in the program meals, 

and perceived that participating children enjoyed the produce which introduced variety 

into the children’s diets and incentivized them to continue to participate in the SNP. In 

addition, serving kid-friendly foods was reported to increase intake and decrease food 

waste. 

“We used squash last year and used it fresh and cut it up for kids with 
dip, and you would not believe how the kids loved it! ... Just little things 

like that. We did zucchini and squash both.” 

 –Public School System Employee 

Approach to Administrative Requirements  

While the participants acknowledged that there were a number of administrative 

requirements of the program, they did not find this to be a barrier to program delivery. 

Participants reported managing the administrative requirements with a team approach 

which made the tasks more feasible. Multiple staff members and volunteers contributed 

to collecting data and completing the paperwork. There was also a shared feeling that 

the benefits of SNP outweighed the administrative requirements and the extra work 

involved in the program. 
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“There is a lot of paperwork to do… But you know, we are a severe 
need county. You know, it is worth feeding these kids, because a lot of 

them are hungry.” 

 – Public School System Employee 

Staff Values 

SNP personnel revealed that the staff working directly with the children and 

delivering the SNP meals were essential to program success. These staff have formed 

relationships with many of the children by serving them meals during the summer. The 

children began to look forward to the SNP meal because of the food, the staff, and the 

experience they have during the meal.  

“They love the bus. And they love the bus drivers. The people that I 
have, that work with us, they’re just wonderful. They just love on the 

kids, and sometimes you pull into a site, the kids are so excited; they'll 
be jumping up and down hollering, ‘They’re here! They’re here!’ You 

know, it’s heart touching to actually watch them run to the bus and give 
you a big hug when they get off and scream back ‘Thank you!’”  

- Faith-based Ministry Employee 

SNP personnel emphasized the importance of the entire SNP team being 

dedicated to serve children in need of the SNP. The summer program is a lot of work, 

often added on in addition to other year-long work responsibilities. However, the staff in 

this sample were dedicated to serve the need in their communities.  

“When I first started, I was in the van, and I was in one of our housing 
developments. And there was a little boy, and he was probably, maybe 
3 or 4 years old… He came every day. Well, there was this one time he 

came and um I asked him, and I known him by name, and I said 
‘What’s the matter with you today?’ And he just kind of looked at me, 
and he kind of smiled. And I said, ‘Are ya hungry?’ He said ‘Yes, I’m 

hungry.’ He got about maybe 8 or 10 feet (away) from my bus, and he 
couldn’t go no farther. He set down on that sidewalk and started eating 
the food. I’ll never forget that little boy… I tell that story to everybody. 

When they go to ask me, ‘Now why do you do that?’ That’s the reason I 
do it.”  

–Public School System Employee 
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Discussion 

The USDA set the goal to increase the percentage of children participating in 

SNP as compared to free/reduced-price NSLP to 17.5% by 201810. According to FRAC, 

there has been a slight downward trend in these numbers from 15.8% and 15.1% in 

20159 and 201749 to only 14.1% in 201849. FRAC identified increasing the density of 

sites as an important step to increase participation11. This study found that in 

Tennessee, 16% of counties had no SNP sites at all and 27% of counties had less than 

1 SNP site available per 10,000 free/reduced-price NSLP meals served on average, 

indicating that in many counties in Tennessee, the density of site availability is low and 

needs improvement. 

In addition to site density, another key element of SNP availability is the 

consistency of sites being open during the summer. This is the first study to present a 

robust assessment of the density and consistency of SNP availability at the county-level 

across an entire state. Compared to other summer months, the month of June had the 

most sites consistently open and operating. SNP availability tended to taper off later in 

the summer, with there being very low numbers of sites remaining open for weeks in the 

beginning of August just prior to the start of the school year. A similar trend was seen in 

another study in California in the number of SNP meals served with 4.7 million meals 

served in June, 4.5 million in July, and 817,000 in August30. The California study did not 

account for the difference in serving days in August due to schools being back in 

session30. However, the current study did account for these differences, and the 

relationship remained. The inconsistent SNP site availability over the duration of the 

summer seen in this study and in previous literature indicate that work needs to be done 

to increase consistency of SNP site availability over the course of a summer, in addition 

to the density of site availability in an area. SNPs are designed for daily use as they 

provide one meal at a time and require children to be present and consume the meal 

on-site rather than providing a larger quantity of food that can be taken home and eaten 

later. Significant decreases in the consistency of site availability seen in July and August 

make the end of the summer a vulnerable time for children who are food insecure. This 

finding emphasizes this importance of examining the consistency in addition to density 
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of SNP site availability as an important first step to increasing overall SNP availability in 

a community.  

In this study, Pickett County which is a small rural county on the Tennessee, 

Kentucky border had the highest level of SNP site density and consistency. Despite the 

small size and population, the Pickett County Board of Education operated 13 SNP sites 

for the full nine-week summer. The standardized site availability scores each week in 

Pickett county were 32.45, while the next highest weekly standardized site availability 

score was 12.24. Pickett County offered complete consistency, meaning the density of 

site availability was the same each week of the summer. Whereas, other counties, such 

as Decatur County, offered variable consistency throughout the summer, with the 

Availability Score fluctuating up to 5 points throughout the summer, further reinforcing 

the importance of an assessment of both density and consistency of site availability. 

This data suggested that while Pickett County’s score is an outlier, it is a true outlier and 

was thus included in analysis. 

 Thirteen counties did not participate in SNP and were excluded from the heat 

map analysis. Interestingly, the 13 counties that did not have any SNP sites in 2018 

served some of the fewest numbers of free/reduced-price NSLP meals in March of 

2018. A small number of free/reduced-price NSLP meals served could indicate a low 

need for nutrition safety net programs in an area or it could indicate a small population 

overall. SNP federal guidelines indicate which areas can support SNP sites, based on a 

number of factors including the number of children who are eligible for free/reduced-

price NSLP meals in a census block. In each of the 13 non-participating counties, some, 

if not all, census blocks were eligible for SNP sites, indicating that the lack of 

eligibility/the lack of need, was not the reason counties did not participate in SNP. The 

lack of SNP sites in these counties create vulnerability for children at risk for CFI. It is 

possible that other summer food assistance programs outside of the federal SNPs 

operate in these counties. While the non-participating counties were not the focus of this 

study, future research should examine the characteristics of non-participating counties.  

A wide range of communities and SNP program structures were represented in 

the positive deviant counties, indicating that a variety of program structures can be 

successful in offering a high density and consistency of SNP site availability The 
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qualitative results identified underlying characteristics that transcended program 

structure and community demographics. These results suggest that it is the softer 

characteristics of programs (such as personal characteristics or foods offered), rather 

than objective programmatic or demographic characteristics, that may influence 

program success. The findings of this study have practical implications for program 

evaluation and improvement purposes, because the themes identified in the qualitative 

analysis are modifiable aspects of SNPs. A variety of program structures can implement 

the strategies identified in the qualitative analysis.  

A strategy to reduce the barrier of transportation was identified by the sample as 

well as supported in previous studies38. A study of SNP sponsors and state directors in 

the Southeastern US indicated several challenges and benefits involved in operating 

SNPs, including transportation limitations as a barrier to participation38, which was 

consistent with the current study. Participants emphasized the importance of making 

sites accessible to participants, often times within walking distance of their residence.  

In contrast to previous SNP literature, the current sample did not perceive the 

paperwork involved in the SNP as a limiting barrier. Previous studies have identified the 

administrative requirements of SNPs as the main reason sponsors may stop operating a 

SNP29. The conflicting results between the current study and previous literature may be 

because the previous study was published in 200638. Since publication, the federal 

requirements of SNP administration have been simplified and transitioned online based 

on sponsor feedback7. Additionally, the sponsors included in this sample worked in 

areas with a high density and consistency of SNP availability. The successful nature of 

these sponsoring organization may be related to their ability to manage the 

administrative requirements of the program. The heat map results could be used in 

tandem with these results to indicate that counties with lower SNP availability may 

benefit from assistance with the administrative aspect of operating SNPs.  

Additionally, previous studies reported maintaining sufficient staffing may be 

difficult for some sponsors, especially in rural areas38. However, this sample reported 

that their SNP employees appreciated working in the summer. School cafeteria 

employees typically only work during the school year, leaving a gap in their income. 

Participants, who were primarily supervisors, reported that many food service workers 
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would look for other temporary jobs during the summer. SNPs gave these employees 

the option of full-time work which was perceived to increase employee satisfaction and 

decrease turnover.  

Strengths and Limitations 

One challenge in this line of research is to find an appropriate unit of analysis at 

the local level. In this study, heat map data were analyzed at the county-level, so NSLP 

data on free/reduced-price meals served could be used to standardize the availability 

data. However, SNPs are not exclusively administered within single counties. Many 

different community organizations can act as SNP sponsors, some associated with 

county government, such as school districts, and some as separate entities, such as 

faith-based organizations and non-profits that have the potential to provide services 

across multiple counties. Thus, analysis at the sponsor-level instead of the county-level 

has potential advantages. However, no standard metric exists to standardize SNP 

availability data at the sponsor-level. Therefore, this study analyzed SNP availability at 

the county-level, so NSLP data could standardize the data. This method was both 

supported by current literature and supported by experts in the SNP field that consulted 

on this project39.  

One potential limitation of this study was researcher bias, as is common with 

qualitative work59. Effects of this bias were mitigated by double-coding all transcripts 

and reviewing the themes with multiple researchers59. Double coding allowed for analyst 

triangulation which strengthened the qualitative results59.  

A major strength of this study is the novel methodology. This was the first study 

to use heat map and positive deviant approaches in the context of SNP. It also added to 

the body of SNP literature by presenting the consistency of SNP site availability, in 

addition to density of availability30. Increasing SNP availability is a priority of the USDA, 

and robust assessments of the density and consistency of site availability is an 

important first step towards this goal10.  

Finally, the mixed methods design provided an enhanced assessment SNP site 

availability supported by both quantitative and qualitative data54. The quantitative arm 

provided an objective measure of SNP site availability using a national database, the 
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USDA FNS Capacity Builder. The heat map also quantified and ranked counties based 

on their SNP site availability by calculating the Availability Score. The objective, 

quantifiable quantitative arm also included two methods of data visualization: the heat 

map and the geospatial heat map which increases the practicality and interpretability of 

the results. Similarly, the qualitative arm of this study carries practical implications for 

program evaluation and improvement. 
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CHAPTER THREE: EXPANDED METHODS 

Qualitative Methods 

Details of the qualitative data analysis methodologies are included in this section. 

These details are important to accurately understand the methodologies used in this 

study; however, they are too detailed to be included in the manuscript. These sections 

provide additional details related to the qualitative methodology to augment the 

information included in the manuscript. 

Undergraduate Research Assistant Training 

One undergraduate research assistant (URA) was recruited to assist with data 

analysis on this project. The URA was a senior in the nutrition department with an 

interest in public health nutrition and experience working in SNP in Tennessee. The 

URA received a copy of the thesis proposal and met with the graduate researcher to 

discuss responsibilities of the URA position and the study aims and design. CITI training 

was required for any researcher on the project. The URA provided proof of completion 

of CITI training.  

The URA assisted with transcription. The graduate researcher and the URA met 

to discuss the process of transcription. The graduate researcher wrote up detailed 

instructions for transcription. The graduate researcher and URA went through a sample 

transcript together using the instructions, and the URA was sent an electronic copy of 

the instructions for their reference. A procedure for transcription was created and the 

team met weekly to discuss progress and resolved any issues related to transcription.  

Training for data analysis began with an instructional meeting between the 

graduate researcher and the URA. The graduate researcher explained the protocol for 

coding the transcripts and general qualitative coding methodology. Together, the 

graduate researcher and URA along with support from the faculty advisor on this project 

conducted initial open coding of one rich transcript following the procedures defined by 

the graduate researcher. The graduate researcher and URA then independently coded 

one sample transcript and met to compare and discuss their coding. The graduate 

researcher and URA used the open coding to develop a code book that would be 
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applied to all transcripts. Both researchers then used the codebook to code the same 

transcript and met to compare codes and reach consensus. After these tasks, the 

graduate researcher and the URA were confident in the URA’s ability to transcribe and 

code. The researchers then started systematically transcribing and coding the data.  

Transcription 

As interviews were completed, the audio recordings were saved onto UT’s 

password protected server. The graduate researcher emailed the URA to assign the 

audio file to be transcribed. The URA then downloaded the audio file and transcribed 

the data using the protocol created by the graduate researcher. The URA uploaded the 

transcript to the password protected server and emailed the graduate researcher when 

the file was uploaded. The graduate researcher listened to the audio file and confirmed 

the accuracy of each transcript. The graduate researcher would then email the URA to 

assign transcripts to be coded. All copies of audio files and transcriptions were deleted 

from personal computers and stored on the password protected server maintained by 

UTK. 

Thought-level analysis 

The transcripts were coded at the thought level. A thought was defined as a 

statement, roughly one to four sentences long, that encompassed one complete idea. A 

thought must have enough information that it could stand on its own and be understood 

in its appropriate context. Data analysis allowed for one thought to be coded with 

multiple codes. For example, a statement about serving fresh produce that the children 

said they enjoyed could have been coded as food provided and participant feedback. 

Applying multiple codes to one unit of text captures the fullness of data included in each 

thought while maintaining the integrity of the statement. 

Double Coding 

One undergraduate research assistant (URA), who was familiar with SNPs, was 

recruited to assist with data analysis. The URA and the graduate researcher 

collaborated to double code each interview transcript. First, the URA and the graduate 

researcher coded one transcript on their own using the codebook. Then, the URA and 
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the graduate researcher met to compare their individual coding. When there was a 

discrepancy between the two coders, each researcher explained their rational until 

consensus was met for each code. At the end of each meeting, the two researchers 

reached consensus for the entire transcript, and that version of the transcript and codes, 

that had complete consensus, was used in thematic analysis. This process was 

conducted for each of the 12 transcripts included in this study. The URA and graduate 

researcher double coded all transcripts, so an interrater reliability score was not 

calculated. Instead, complete consensus was reached for each transcript.  
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Appendix A. Heat Map of SNP Site Availability per 10,000 NSLP Free/reduced-price Meals Served in March 2018 by 

County by Week in Tennessee 2018 

 
 
 
 
 

  Weeks of Summer 2018  

County 
5/20- 5/28- 6/4- 6/11- 6/18- 6/25- 7/2- 7/9- 7/16- 7/23- 7/30- 8/5- 8/12- Availability 

Score 5/26 6/1 6/8 6/15 6/22 6/29 7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/11 8/18 

Pickett   32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45 32.45       32.45 

Obion   2.53 12.21 11.98 11.52 11.52 11.29 11.52 11.29 11.06         10.55 

Haywood   8.53 11.87 12.61 11.87 12.24 12.24 12.24 1.85 1.85       9.48 

Chester   6.61 8.26 7.71 8.26 6.61 6.06 6.06 7.16 6.61       7.04 

Cumberland   5.91 6.87 7.19 7.51 6.87 6.07 6.23 6.39 6.39 4.79     6.42 

Unicoi   4.1 5.46 5.46 5.46 5.46 9.56 11.6 10.24 10.24 1.37 1.37   6.39 

Fayette   0.28 8.01 8.57 8.01 8.01 8.01 8.01 8.29 7.74 0.28 0.00   5.93 

Hancock   5.99 5.99 5.99 5.99 5.99 5.25 5.25 5.99 5.25       5.74 

Morgan   2.04 5.52 6.69 5.82 5.52 5.23 5.23 6.4 2.33       4.98 

Hawkins     5.23 5.57 5.57 5.4 5.23 5.23 5.06 4.39 0.00     4.63 

Bledsoe   0 9.64 9.16 9.16 9.16 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48       4.34 

Washington   2.73 5.47 5.47 5.47 5.47 5.22 4.6 4.47 2.48 0.62     4.20 

Johnson   5.7 5.7 5.7 5.22 5.22 4.75 4.75 4.75 0.00 0.00     4.18 

Henderson   4.6 5.21 5.51 4.9 3.68 3.06 3.37 3.37 3.06       4.08 

Tipton   1.6 4.66 4.26 4.53 4.53 4.13 4.4 4 3.73        3.98 

Monroe   3.14 5.93 5.06 4.19 4.19 3.66 3.66 4.36 3.32 0.00     3.75 

 
 
 
 

Key 

Quintile 5 32.45 3.64 Grey cells indicate weeks that were 
not part of the summer time period, 
because school was in session. 

Quintile 4 3.63 2.21 

Quintile 3 2.20 1.25 

Quintile 2 1.24 0.57 Green text indicates positive 
deviant county (Availability Score 
>3.75) Quintile 1 0.56 0.00 
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Appendix A. Continued 
  Weeks of Summer 2018   

County 
5/20- 5/28- 6/4- 6/11- 6/18- 6/25- 7/2- 7/9- 7/16- 7/23- 7/30- 8/5- 8/12- Availability 

Score 5/26 6/1 6/8 6/15 6/22 6/29 7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/11 8/18 

Coffee     3.39 3.39 3.39 3.39 4.31 4.31 4 2.31       3.56 

Dyer   3.48 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.48 3.3 3.3         3.53 

Putnam   3.63 4.19 4.47 4.05 4.05 3.21 3.21 3.07 1.68       3.51 

Hardeman   2.18 6 4.91 4.09 3.28 2.73 2.73 3.28 2.73 2.73     3.47 

Green   1.93 3.21 3.21 3.21 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.83       2.86 

Decatur   1.07 4.26 5.33 5.33 4.26 1.07 1.07 2.13 1.07       2.84 

McNairy   1.86 4.51 3.98 3.98 2.65 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86        2.71 

Gibson   2.21 3.17 3.03 3.03 3.03 2.48 2.34 2.34         2.70 

Crockett   2.85 3.2 3.56 2.85 3.2 2.85 2.85 2.85 0.00       2.69 

Blount   1.63 2.9 3.25 2.9 2.79 2.56 2.67 1.74         2.56 

Franklin    0.00 3.17 3.17 3.44 3.44 2.38 2.64 2.11 1.85       2.47 

Madison   1.89 2.87 3.15 2.66 2.31 2.1 2.45 1.61 1.68       2.30 

Cannon   0.00 3.02 3.02 3.02 3.02 2.26 2.26 2.26 1.51       2.26 

Sullivan   2.13 2.92 2.76 2.84 2.76 2.53 2.53 2.53 1.03 0.08     2.21 

Henry   2.09 2.35 2.09 2.09 2.09 2.09 2.09 2.35 2.09       2.15 

Lewis   2.98 2.98 2.98 2.98 2.38 2.38 2.38 0.00 0.00       2.12 

Overton   1.36 3.63 3.18 3.63 2.72 0.45 0.91 1.36 0.91       2.02 

Weakley   3.01 3.91 3.61 2.41 1.5 1.5 1.81 0.9 0.9 0.6     2.02 

Bradley   0.07 2.5 2.65 2.79 2.72 2.28 2.2 2.42 2.06 0.22     1.99 

Van Buren   0.00 4.42 4.42 4.42 4.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00       1.96 

Loudon   1.68 2.31 2.31 2.52 2.1 1.68 1.68 1.68 1.26       1.91 

Perry   1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88     1.88 

Rhea   0.68 2.45 2.31 2.45 2.31 1.9 2.17 2.04 1.77 0.68     1.88 
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Appendix A. Continued 
  Weeks of Summer 2018   

County 
5/20- 5/28- 6/4- 6/11- 6/18- 6/25- 7/2- 7/9- 7/16- 7/23- 7/30- 8/5- 8/12- Availability 

Score 5/26 6/1 6/8 6/15 6/22 6/29 7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/11 8/18 

Polk   0.83 2.07 2.90 2.90 2.90 2.07 2.07 1.24 1.24 0.41     1.86 

Roane   1.09 2.55 2.55 2.37 2.37 2.00 2.37 1.82 1.27 0.18     1.86 

McMinn   0.93 2.38 2.59 2.38 2.48 2.17 2.38 2.07 0.62 0.52     1.85 

Shelby   0.99 2.04 2.44 2.49 2.42 2.25 2.18 1.81 1.59 0.05      1.83 

Hamilton   0.91 2.24 2.34 2.36 2.34 1.66 1.66 1.66 1.47 1.27     1.79 

Carroll   2.11 2.63 2.63 2.63 2.37 1.58 1.58 0.26 0.00       1.75 

Knox   0.94 1.88 1.93 1.9 1.93 1.58 1.58 1.51 1.31 0.67     1.52 

Carter   0.33 1.47 1.63 1.95 1.79 1.63 2.12 1.95 1.63 0.65     1.52 

Campbell     2.58 2.43 2.29 2.43 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00     1.51 

Scott   0.60 2.41 2.61 2.41 1.80 1.20 0.80 0.80 0.60       1.47 

Sequatchie   0.00 3.89 3.46 3.46 3.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00     1.47 

Lake   1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 0.00       1.43 

Lauderdale   0.00 2.26 2.88 1.65 1.65 1.03 1.03 0.82 0.62        1.33 

Anderson    0.00 1.89 1.89 1.89 1.75 0.94 0.94 0.81 0.40       1.31 

Sevier     1.34 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.26 1.26 1.18 1.18 1.02 0.63   1.28 

Rutherford   0.7 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24        1.18 

Williamson   1.24 1.39 1.39 1.39 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 0.00     1.16 

Hardin   0.40 2.41 2.01 2.21 1.00 0.80 1.00 0.8 0.6 0.20     1.14 

Wilson   0.00 1.47 1.47 1.47 1.47 1.34 1.22 1.22 0.12       1.09 

Fentress   0.00 1.20 2.00 1.20 1.60 1.20 1.20 1.20 0.00       1.07 

Macon   0.95 0.95 1.19 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.19 1.19 1.19       1.06 

Houston   0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98         0.98 

Clay   1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00       0.97 
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Appendix A. Continued 
  Weeks of Summer 2018   

County 
5/20- 5/28- 6/4- 6/11- 6/18- 6/25- 7/2- 7/9- 7/16- 7/23- 7/30- 8/5- 8/12- Availability 

Score 5/26 6/1 6/8 6/15 6/22 6/29 7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/11 8/18 

Dickson     1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 0.00 0.00     0.95 

Grainger   1.4 1.68 1.68 1.68 1.68 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.00     0.92 

DeKalb   1.64 2.3 1.97 0.98 0.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00       0.87 

Benton   0.46 0.46 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92       0.82 

Lawrence     1.77 1.77 1.77 1.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00     0.79 

Grundy   0.00 0.76 1.15 0.76 1.15 0.76 0.76 0.76 1.15 0.38     0.76 

Montgomery   0.42 0.76 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.76 0.76     0.75 

Marion   0.7 0.98 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00       0.75 

Maury   0.63 1.41 1.18 0.94 0.86 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.00       0.64 

Jefferson   0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.78 0.59     0.61 

Cocke     0.95 0.81 0.95 0.95 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.14       0.58 

Meigs   0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56       0.56 

Smith   0.74 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00     0.52 

Warren   0.53 1.05 0.88 0.53 0.53 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.18     0.51 

Hamblen   0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.21       0.47 

Davidson   0.33 0.46 0.5 0.51 0.5 0.43 0.4 0.38 0.36 0.27     0.41 

Robertson   0.00 1.17 1.17 1.17 0.35 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00     0.40 

White   0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27       0.27 

Jackson   0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00       0.20 

Sumner   0 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15       0.13 
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Appendix B. Interview Guide 

 

Script:  

Hello, thank you so much for taking the time to meet with me. I know you are 

busy with summer wrapping up, so I appreciate your time. I’d like to begin by 

reviewing the project again to see if you have any questions. This is my thesis 

project for my Masters of Public Health Nutrition. I am beginning my second year 

in the program at UT. My goal of the project is to describe examples of 

exceptional SNPs in Tennessee and to identify components of the program that 

help it succeed. I will be asking you questions today about the SNP that you work 

with/in your area to specifically capture your perceptions and experiences with 

the program. There are no right or wrong answers, so please feel free to be 

honest. Also, if there is something important that you think I should know about 

your program that doesn’t come up in one of my questions, please feel free to tell 

me. Your SNP was chosen because it stood out as an exceptional program, so 

please know that the goal of this report is to highlight the positive aspects of the 

program. You can stop me at any time or let me know if you are not the best 

person to answer a question. I will be meeting with multiple people on your team, 

so if another person is better suited to answer certain questions, please let me 

know. Thank you again for agreeing to participate. Your insight is an important 

part of this project.  

*Interviewer can adapt the script to be more conversational and to build rapport 

with the participant. Also, slight alterations of the script can be made based on 

the participant. 

 

1. SNP Description 

a. Tell me about your SNP 

i. How many sites does this SNP have? 

ii. What type of sites does this SNP have (mobile, traditional, 

etc.)? 
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iii. Do you operate SFSP, SSO, or a combination? 

iv. How long has this program existed in this county? 

b. Tell me about your population 

i. The need 

ii. The people 

iii. The community 

iv. Other programs in the area 

2. SNP Staff and Personnel 

a. Tell me about your role with SNP. 

i. How long have you worked with SNP? 

b. Tell me about the others on the SNP team 

i. How many other staff or volunteers work with the program? 

ii. What role do these additional individuals play in the 

program? 

iii. How important is program personnel (staff and volunteers) to 

the success of this program? 

c. What are the biggest challenges related to personnel you have 

faced? 

d. What strategies have you used to overcome these challenges? 

3. Program Development and Growth 

a. Tell me about the process you use to establish a site 

i. Do you lead this process or do the sites/community partners? 

ii. How does need in the area influence these decisions? 

iii. How do gaps in coverage impact these decisions? 

iv. How do policies or regulations impact these decisions? 

4. Administrative Requirements of SNP 

a. Tell me about the administration of SNP 

i. Paperwork 

ii. Eligibility 

iii. DoE, DHS, USDA requirements 
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b. What challenges have you experienced related to the 

administrative requirements of the program (eligibility criteria, 

funding, reimbursements, paperwork, planning, etc.) 

i. Research has identified administrative burden as the number 

one complaint or barrier of SNP, specifically SFSP. Do you 

agree with this statement? Why or why not? 

c. What tactics have you used to manage the paperwork and 

administrative requirements? 

d. How do you manage the large administration tasks? 

i. How much time is spent on the administrative paperwork? 

ii. Do you have a team to support you with this? 

5. Participation 

a. Tell me about how you encourage participation in the program 

i. What has been the most effective method? 

ii. Have you tried something that was not helpful? 

6. Food Procurement Processes 

a. Tell me about the food procurement process 

i. Where do you get your foods? 

ii. How are the foods funded initially? 

iii. Does the reimbursement rate cover the food costs 

completely? 

iv. If not, what funds cover the difference? 

b. Tell me about your experience with following nutritional standards. 

c. What were the biggest challenges related to food procurement? 

d. What strategies have you used to overcome these challenges? 

7. Food Preparation Processes 

a. Tell me about food preparation for SNP 

b. Where are the meals prepared (on-site, centralized kitchen then 

transported, prepackaged meals, etc.)?  
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i. What are those facilities like (industrial kitchens, school 

cafeterias, etc.)? 

c. If transported is involved, please describe the process of 

transporting the foods to sites. 

d. What are the biggest challenges related to food preparation? 

e. What strategies have you used to overcome these challenges? 

8.  Community Support 

a. Tell me about the community support for this program 

b. Who or what organization is a big support of the program? 

c. In what ways do those organizations/people support the program? 

d. Tell me about the challenges related to community support. 

e. What would you tell someone who was new to SNP work about 

community support? 

f. How do you get community support? 

g. Describe the importance of having community support/community 

partners. 

h. Describe how you use community support to support your program. 

9. Participant Experiences 

a. Tell me about children’s experiences with this program 

i. Do they like the food/sites/staff/method used/overall 

experience? 

ii. Do they think the program is easy to use? 

b. Tell me about parents and families’ experiences with the program 

i. Do they think the program is appropriately meeting their 

needs? 

c. What barriers do you think keeps more children from participating? 

d. Have you seen any trends in participation over the years? 

e. Have you experienced challenges finding the way best serve 

children? 

f. How have you overcome those challenges? 
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10. Questions for Champions 

3. Can you describe the reasons you support the SNP? 

4. What benefits have you seen from the program (for your role and for 

the community)? 

5. What about the program has made you want to continue supporting 

it/partnering with it? 

6. Did you have any reservations or concerns about officially supporting 

the program? Can you describe that experience and how those 

concerns were addressed? 

7. How does the SNP interact with or compliment other initiatives or 

priorities of your school system/organization? 

11. In your opinion, what has made your SNP so successful? What is 

essential for an SNP to be successful? 

12. Within your program, who or what would you say is an example of 

excellence that I should include in my project to understand how your 

program is successful. This could be a site that does exceptionally well, a 

team member who is essential to the program, a community partner who 

is a valuable supporter of the program, a community member that is 

knowledgeable of the need in the area and how this program is meeting it, 

or anyone else that supports this program’s goals. 

13. Is there anything else that you think I should know about SNP? 

 

Closing Remarks:  

That is all of my questions. Thank you so much! I learned a lot about your 

program today. I think I gathered a lot of very useful information, but if I think of 

another question, may I contact you again? If you have any questions after 

today, please feel free to email me at arider2@vols.utk.edu or call me at 423-

612-6744. Thank you again for your time. It was a pleasure talking with you 

today.  

mailto:arider2@vols.utk.edu
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