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Pantry day is a program operated in Washington, DC, by Martha’s Table, a nonprofit organization serving 

low income households and the homeless. The program provides bags of food to beneficiaries once a month.  

This brief presents the results of a beneficiary survey which aimed to measure the satisfaction of 

beneficiaries with the program and to provide information on their socio-economic characteristics. 
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Introduction 

 

Hunger is widely recognized as a problem among 

America’s low income population, and a range of 

programs are operated by nonprofits to provide 

food at no or low cost to those in need.  Pantry 

day is such a program operated in Washington, 

DC, by Martha’s Table, a nonprofit organization 

serving low income households and the 

homeless. Every last Thursday of the month the 

program provides free bags of food to 

beneficiaries. Distribution takes place around 

lunch time.  On a typical day some 200 to 250 

individuals come to Pantry day to receive the 

food, which includes both fresh and packaged 

items.  

 

Anybody can come to Pantry day, and there are 

no eligibility criteria.  However, in order to 

benefit from the program, beneficiaries must 

come to Martha’s Table location.  As the food is 

distributed at lunch time, and as many 

beneficiaries come earlier on, it is not unusual for 

beneficiaries to have to wait two or more hours 

before they receive the free bags of food.  Given 

that the value of the food individuals receive is 

limited, the waiting time sometimes in cold or hot 

weather in a side adjacent street to the distribution 

point and the fact that the food is distributed at 

mid-day are likely to generate self-targeting, so 

that the program is likely to reach the poor and 

others in need.  But proper survey data is needed 

in order to establish whether this is correct. 

 

This brief presents the results of a beneficiary 

survey implemented for a period of three and a 

half hours on July 26, 2012.  The survey aimed to 

provide information on the socio-economic 

characteristics of beneficiaries.  Apart from 

assessing to what extent program beneficiaries 

are poor, another objective of the survey was to 

assess whether beneficiaries are satisfied with the 

program and the food they receive.  Clearly an 

important driver of satisfaction will be derived 

from the type (quantity and quality) of the food 

received, but other factors are also likely to come 

into play, such as whether the personnel and 

volunteers running the program are seen as 

friendly and providing good service, or whether 

the length of the waiting time is deemed 

excessive by beneficiaries.   

 

The brief is structured as follows.  Section 2 

provides a summary of the methodology used for 

the survey and its analysis.  Section 3 discusses 

how beneficiaries heard about the program.  

Section 4 provides a demographic and socio-

economic profile of the beneficiaries.  The 

satisfaction of beneficiaries with the program and 

its comparative position versus other programs 

are discussed in sections 5 and 6.  A conclusion 

follows.  
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Methodology and Data 

 

This section briefly describes the methodology 

and data used for the analysis.  The survey of the 

beneficiaries of Pantry day was implemented on 

Thursday, July 26, 2012, from 9:30 am to 1:00 

pm.  The questionnaire of the survey is provided 

in appendix.  It was one page long, with 19 

questions and some sub-questions within those.  

In total, 78 beneficiaries responded to the survey.  

Before beneficiaries receive the food, they must 

provide basic demographic information to 

program staff.  The characteristics of the 78 

respondents were very similar to those of all 

program beneficiaries that day, except in one 

area: men tended to respond less to the survey 

than women.  When analyzing the data, a higher 

weight was therefore attributed to the men in the 

survey than the women, so as to better represent 

the beneficiary population of the program.   

 

In this brief statistics from the survey are 

provided with two different weights. The first 

weight corresponds to the share of beneficiaries. 

The second weight takes into account the 

frequency with which beneficiaries come to 

Pantry day, so that it better captures the share of 

benefits as opposed to beneficiaries from the 

program that might be obtained by different types 

of individuals.  Said differently, in the “visit” 

weights, beneficiaries who come more often to 

Pantry day (for example, every month instead of 

every three months) receive a higher weight. In 

most of this brief we will discuss only the results 

obtained with client weights because the results 

do not change much with visit weights.  Still, 

displaying results with visit weights provides 

additional information which may be useful, if 

only to confirm the fact that the population of 

beneficiaries coming more often (every month) to 

the program is not fundamentally different from 

that of those who come slightly less often.   

 

As can be seen from the questionnaire of the 

survey provided in appendix, some of the 

questions were open ended.  This brief focuses 

solely on the answers provided to closed 

questions, but more detailed work is underway 

also discusses qualitative results.  The very 

positive evaluation of the program that emerges 

from the closed questions is also supported by the 

qualitative feedback provided by beneficiaries. 

 

Finding Out about the Program 

 

The first part of the survey questionnaire included 

questions to better understand how beneficiaries 

found about the program. Table 1 suggests that 

every week, one third (29.2 percent) of 

beneficiaries are new, which is rather large and 

was somewhat unexpected.  The table also 

suggests that 37.2 percent of beneficiaries came 

for the first time to the program in 2012, versus 

32.8 percent in 2011 and 30.0 percent in 2010 or 

before. Many beneficiaries are new to the 

program, or at least this was so on the day of the 

survey.  

 

  Table 1: Basic Characteristics 
Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Beneficiaries   

New Beneficiaries (%) 29.2 - 

Repeat Benef. (%) 70.8 - 

Year of First Visit  

2012 (%) 37.2 - 

2011 (%) 32.8 - 

2010 or before (%) 30.0 - 

Other characteristics  

Time (minutes) 27.0 27.0 

Frequency/ month 0.78 - 

Source:  Authors.   

 

Beneficiaries who were repeat customers were 

asked how often they come to the program.  On 

average, each client comes to the program times 

0.78 times per month, or about three times every 

four months. Table 1 also suggests that it takes on 

average 27 minutes for beneficiaries to come to 

the program, whether they come from work or 

home.  In table 1, the only statistics which is 

meaningful with visit weights is that of the time 

it takes to come, and the results are similar (using 

the visit weights for the other questions would 

essentially weighting the responses by 

themselves). 

 

Table 2 provides data on where beneficiaries live. 

Almost a third of beneficiaries live in zip code 

area 20009 where the program is located.  Zip 

codes 20010 and 20011 also have a large share of 

beneficiaries, (9.5% and 16.4%, respectively). 

Only 6.2 percent of beneficiaries live in zip code 
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20001, and the proportion is similar for zip code 

20020 (Anacostia).  One third of the beneficiaries 

live in all other zip codes.  Results are similar 

with visit weights. 

 

  Table 2: Location of Beneficiaries (%) 

Category Beneficiaries Visits 

20001 6.2 7.3 

20009 31.0 28.7 

20010 9.5 8.5 

20011 16.5 16.7 

20020 6.2 6.7 

Others 30.6 32.2 

Source: Authors. 

 

How did beneficiaries find out about the 

program? As shown in table 3, 56.7 percent found 

the program through word of mouth from a friend 

or a family member.  The second most likely way 

to come to know about the program is through 

referrals from social agencies and other 

nonprofits (21.4 percent). All other ways to find 

the program account together for 21.9 percent of 

the sample. The results are similar for the share 

of visits and beneficiaries, the largest difference 

being that the share of beneficiaries who heard 

about the program from a friend or family 

member is smaller when visits are factored in, 

suggesting that those who came to know the 

program by word of mouth tend to come less 

often than other beneficiaries.   

 

  Table 3: Point of First Contact (%) 

Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Other 21.9 22.8 

Friend or family  56.7 53.8 

Referral agency 21.4 23.4 

Source: Authors.    

 

Profile of Beneficiaries 

 

Questions were asked about the socio-economic 

profile of beneficiaries (table 4).  The sample is 

evenly split between men and women, although 

the share of visits is higher for men.   The largest 

age group is that of those above 55 who account 

for 40.3 percent of beneficiaries. The second 

largest group is that of those aged 45-54, which 

accounts for a fifth to a fourth of the sample, 

depending on the weight.  Thus, very few among 

beneficiaries are young individuals. 

Not only are most beneficiaries above the age of 

45, but many live in small households.  The 

average household size was two adults and one 

child, but half of the beneficiaries declared 

having no children living in their home and 43 

percent declared living alone. Still, some other 

beneficiaries lived in larger households with 

more than 5 members. Table 4 also provides data 

on race.  Almost three fourths of the beneficiaries 

are African Americans, and most others are 

Latinos. Very few beneficiaries were Caucasians 

and none were from Asian descent on the day of 

the survey.   

 

  Table 4: Demographic Profile (%) 

Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Gender   

Men 51.0 54.4 

Women 49.0 45.6 

Age   

Under 25 1.3 2.1 

25-34 3.4 5.5 

35-44 6.3 10.2 

45-54 21.6 26.4 

55+ 40.3 55.7 

Race   

African American 73.8 73.2 

Latino 25.2 25.6 

Caucasian 1.0 1.2 

Household Size   

Adults 2.0 2.0 

Children 1.1 1.0 

Source: Authors.    

 

Table 5 provides data on occupations, income 

levels, and whether beneficiaries benefit from 

government programs or other programs run by 

Martha’s Table. Most beneficiaries are 

retired/inactive or unemployed, with only one in 

seven being employed.  Self-declared income 

levels are very low, with virtually all 

beneficiaries living in households earning less 

than US$30,000 per year.   
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  Table 5: Socio-Economic Profile (%) 

Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Occupation   

Employed 14.6 13.7 

Unemployed 40.0 37.0 

Retired/Inactive 45.3 49.2 

Income   

Under $15,000 85.0 85.4 

$15K-$30K 13.0 12.4 

Above $30,000 1.8 2.2 

Govt. programs   

Yes 54.8 44.9 

No 45.2 55.1 

MT programs   

Yes 14.0 14.3 

No 86.0 85.7 

Source: Authors.   

 

Many beneficiaries receive government programs 

such as food stamps or disability benefits, but few 

beneficiaries participate in other Martha’s Table 

programs, suggesting that more could be done to 

inform Pantry Day beneficiaries of these other 

programs. 

 

Satisfaction among Beneficiaries 

 

Another section of the survey asked beneficiaries 

about their experience with Pantry Day. 

Beneficiaries were asked to rate the program on a 

scale from 1 to 4 (with 4 being excellent and 1 

being poor) in terms of (1) the variety of the food 

received; (2) the quality of the food; (3) the 

amount of the food; and (4) the waiting time for 

receiving the food. 

 

Table 6 provides the results.  Almost two thirds 

of beneficiaries rated these aspects as excellent, 

and about a fourth said that the variety and quality 

of food were good.  Results are slightly less 

positive for the amount of food received and the 

waiting time to receive the food, although even in 

that area the program is still doing well.  The table 

also provides average ratings from one (lowest 

rating) to four (highest rating). The program 

ranks equally high on the variety and quality of 

food, followed by the amount of food given, but 

with lower ratings for waiting time, as expected 

given that many beneficiaries wait for several 

hours in line, in order to be among the first 

served.  The ratings are slightly higher when 

using the visits weight (those more satisfied with 

the program are more likely to come every 

month). 

 

  Table 6: Satisfaction Rates (%) 
Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Food Variety   

Poor 0.0 0.0 

Average 12.1 9.0 

Good 25.1 21.2 

Excellent 62.8 69.8 

Food Quality   

Poor 0.0 0.0 

Average 10.0 7.3 

Good 25.5 21.9 

Excellent 64.6 70.8 

Amount of Food   

Poor 1.3 0.8 

Average 9.1 6.3 

Good 35.9 33.8 

Excellent 53.7 59.2 

Waiting Time   

Poor 11.1 9.4 

Average 11.6 10.7 

Good 27.1 24.6 

Excellent 50.2 55.4 

Average Ratings   

Food Variety 3.5 3.5 

Food Quality 3.5 3.6 

Amount of Food 3.4 3.4 

Waiting Time 3.1 3.2 

 Source: Authors.  
 

As shown in table 7, two thirds of the 

beneficiaries use by themselves all the food 

received is being used, and those who do not use 

all of the food by themselves tend to give what 

they do not use to others.  This suggests that the 

quantity of food discarded is minimal.   

 

  Table 7: Usage of the Food (%) 
Category Beneficiaries  Visits 

Any Unused Foods?   

No 65.1 67.1 

Yes 34.9 32.9 

If Yes, Disposal Mode   

Exchange 4.1 4.9 

Give to Others 78.2 79.5 

Throw Away 8.9 9.2 

Donate Back 8.9 6.3 

 Source: Authors. 
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Comparative Position 

 

The survey also asked whether beneficiaries 

receive food from other organizations, and how 

they compare Pantry Day with the programs run 

by other organizations. Less than half of the 

beneficiaries declared receiving food from other 

organizations, and only 4.5 percent of 

beneficiaries said that Pantry Day was worse than 

other food distribution programs, while almost 

two thirds said that this program was better.  

 

Table 8: Comparative Position (%) 
Category Beneficiaries Visits 

Food from Other Organizations 
No 57.3 57.8 

Yes 42.7 42.2 

Comparison to Other Organizations  

Worse 4.5 3.9 

Similar 33.1 32.4 

Better 62.4 63.7 

Source: Authors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

This objective of this brief was to provide a rapid 

evaluation of Pantry Day on the basis of a 

beneficiary survey implemented in July 2012.  

The beneficiaries of the program appear to be 

rather poor, with most beneficiaries being above 

the age of 45 and living by themselves or with 

few other household members.  The program 

scores very well on all measures of satisfaction, 

although finding ways to reduce waiting time 

would be beneficial. The program is also rated 

highly by beneficiaries in comparison to other 

food distribution programs in Washington, DC.   
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Appendix: Questionnaire for Martha’s Table Pantry Day Beneficiary Survey 
 

1. Is this your first visit to Pantry day? Yes O No O   (if yes, go to 3.) 

If no, when did you first come? This year O    In 2011 O In 2010 or before O 

 

2. How often do you come to Pantry day?  

Every month O   Once in two months O   Once every 3 or 4 months O   Less often O 

 

3. How did you first hear about Pantry day? 

Referral agency O  Friend or family member O Other O   If other, please specify:_____ 

 

4. How satisfied are you with Pantry day? 

 Poor Average Good Excellent Don’t know 

Variety of the food received O O O O O 

Quality of the food received O O O O O 

Amount of the food received O O O O O 

Waiting time to receive the food O O O O O 

 

5. Are there times that you receive items at Pantry day that you are not able to use? Yes O  No O  

If yes, which food items do you not use?_____________________________________________ 

 

6.  What do you do with the food items that you can’t use?  

Exchange with others O   Give to others O   Throw away O  Donate back to MT O   Other O 

If other, please specify:_______________________________________________ 

 

7. Is there anything we could improve in this program?_________________________________ 

 

8. Do you currently receive food from other organizations? Yes O   No O 

If yes, which ones? ______________________________________________________________ 

 

9. How does Pantry day compare with other food programs? Worse O   Similar O   Better O 

Please explain why: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Zip code ________  11. Amount of time needed to come to Pantry day ___________ 

 

12. Gender Male O  Female O 

 

13. Age   Under 25 O    25-34 O    35-44 O   45-54 O  55 or above O 

 

14.  Occupation  Student O Employed O Unemployed O      Inactive/retired O 

 

15. How many people currently live in your household?  Adults _____   Children ______ 

 

16.  Race African American O Asian O   Hispanic O White O Other O 

 

17. In the following brackets of income, where does your total household income fall? 

Under $15,000 O  $15,000- $30,000 O  $30,000-$50,000 O Above $50,000 O 

 

18. Do you receive any form of government support, like food stamps? Yes O  No O 

If yes, which ones? _____________________________________________________________ 

 

19. Do you participate in other programs of Martha’s Table?  No O   If Yes, please specify: 

Emergency Grocery Assistance O        Education O       Martha’s Outfitters O      Other O ___________ 


