
ACCESSING 
EMERGENCY FOOD 
SERVICES: A REVIEW 
OF ELIGIBILITY 
STRATEGIES 
OCTOBER, 2012 

Rachel Salt 
Intern, ICES/Research Shop 

With Erin Nelson 
Postdoctoral Fellow, ICES/Research Shop



p.2

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

October 2012. 

This report was prepared by Rachel Salt, with support from Erin Nelson and the Guelph & 
Wellington Task Force for Poverty Elimination’s Research and Policy Working Group. 



p.3

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction	  ............................................................................................................................	  3	  
Research	  Goals	  ............................................................................................................................................................................	  3	  
Background	  ...................................................................................................................................................................................	  3	  
Methods	  .................................................................................................................................	  3	  

Results	  ....................................................................................................................................	  4	  
Types	  of	  Eligibility	  Requirements	  ......................................................................................................................................	  4	  
	  	  	  	  	  Formal	  Eligibility	  Requirements:	  ID,	  Income,	  and	  Expenses	  .............................................................................	  4	  
	  	  	  	  	  Informal	  Eligibility	  Requirements	  .................................................................................................................................	  5	  
	  	  	  	  	  Minor	  Eligibility	  Requirements	  /	  No	  Eligibility	  Requirements	  ........................................................................	  6	  
Types	  of	  Eligibility	  Requirements	  Currently	  Used	  in	  Guelph-‐Wellington	  ........................................................	  9	  

Summary	  ..............................................................................................................................	  11	  

Appendix	  I:	  Interview	  Guide…………………………………………………………………………………………………13	  

References	  ............................................................................................................................	  15	  



 

 

p.4 

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

RESEARCH GOALS 
In a 2011 report on emergency food services in Guelph-Wellington, eligibility requirements were 
identified as a significant barrier to partaking in emergency food services [2]. Taking that finding 
as a starting point, this report investigates both the literature pertaining to eligibility strategies 
and the types of eligibility practices currently used in Guelph-Wellington.  It was prepared as 
part of a community engaged project carried out by the University of Guelph’s Research Shop, 
working in partnership with the Guelph & Wellington Task Force for Poverty Elimination (PTF). 
 
BACKGROUND 
During the mid 1980s, a number of changes were made to Canada’s welfare system and social 
policy framework [4, 5].  Specifically, unemployment benefits were reduced and eligibility criteria 
were made stricter, and the Canada Assistance Plan was eliminated [6].  At the same time, 
costs for utilities and housing were rising. The combined effects of higher living costs and 
reductions to social assistance made it increasingly difficult for households to meet their food 
needs [7, 8].  As a result, emergency food programs such as food banks and pantries became a 
growing component of the country’s food system [8, 9].  Although these programs were initially 
designed to provide emergency, short-term assistance, they have now become a staple in many 
people’s lives [10].  Indeed, 2011 saw the second highest use of food banks in Canadian 
history, with more than 850,000 people accessing food banks across the country every month 
[11].  Given this context, many organizations have implemented or tightened eligibility 
requirements in order to deal with growing demand for emergency food, and limited supply [12-
14].  This report will outline a range of different eligibility requirements commonly used by 
service providers. 
 

METHODS 

The report begins by outlining trends found in emergency food service eligibility based on a 
scan of grey and scholarly literature. This scan focused on the Canadian context, and more 
specifically on Ontario examples. The information obtained from the literature was 
complemented by a series of informational interviews with emergency food service organizers, 
staff and volunteers in Guelph-Wellington. During these interviews, participants were asked 
questions about the eligibility strategies used by their organizations, and the rationales behind 
them (see Appendix I for the full interview guide). Prior to this research project, twenty 
emergency food organizations had shared their eligibility criteria with the PTF for inclusion in the 
Guelph Wellington Food Access Guide.  The data presented in this report is based on the 
information gathered by the PTF as well as through eight informational interviews conducted by 
the author. As a result, the report reflects the eligibility criteria used by 28 emergency food 
services in Guelph-Wellington.   
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RESULTS 

TYPES OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS  
This section outlines different types of eligibility 
requirements used by various emergency food 
providers across North America. The types of 
eligibility practices have been categorized as: 1) 
formal eligibility requirements; 2) informal 
eligibility requirements; and, 3) minor or no 
eligibility requirements. 

1.1.1 Formal Eligibility Requirements: ID, 
Income, and Expenses 
Emergency food providers in this category use a 
range of eligibility criteria, primarily related to 
users’ income. Clients must prove that they meet 
these criteria by providing supporting documents 
such as identification, and proof of residency, 
income, and expenses.  Generally, identification 
must be provided for everyone who lives within a 
client household, while proof of income is required 
from all household members over the age of 18.  
Clients are typically required to show proof of 
income, including income from Ontario Works, the 
Drug Benefit Card, Ontario Disability, Canada 
Pension Plan, Employment Insurance, Child 
Support, Alimony, National Child Benefit 
Supplement, Basic Child Tax Credit, Universal 

Child Benefit, and Ontario Child Care Supplement for Working Families.  In terms of 
expenses, required documentation includes: receipts for the current month’s rent or 
mortgage payment; current month’s bills and payment receipts for hydro, gas and water; and, 
if applicable, a receipt or bank statement for any court-ordered child support or alimony 
payments.   
 
While documentation of income and expenses is the most commonly required item used in 
formal eligibility standards, additional requirements are sometimes applied as well. These are 
generally managed by asking a prospective client questions regarding: use of other 
emergency food services; referrals to (and/or use of) credit counselling, and; patterns of 
violence and/or drug use.  In cases where an emergency food service is operated by a 

 
 

AN EXAMPLE OF FORMAL ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

 
The Daily Bread Food Bank began in 1983 
as a centralized organization that would 
solicit and distribute food as a means of 
coping with escalating poverty and hunger 
in Toronto.  This organization follows a set 
of formal eligibility criteria.  Clients need to 
bring with them identification for all family 
members, proof of income and 
expenditures (rent, hydro, basic phone), 
and proof of current address.  As part of a  
first visit, clients undergo an income 
assessment interview to determine if and 
how often the food bank can be accessed.  
The Daily Bread reports that the process 
respects the dignity of the clients while at 
the same time ensuring that food is getting 
to the people who need it most.    
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religious organization, clients must sometimes demonstrate that they belong to the particular 
parish or religious community [8].   
 
The main rationale behind the kind of formal eligibility strategy described above is the issue 
of demand for service outstripping available food supplies [10].  Processes are designed to 
ensure that food is received by those who need it most, that the appropriate amount of food 
is distributed based on family size, and that potential abuse of service is avoided [15, 16].   
 
The main benefit of such a formally structured system based on multiple requirements is that 
it helps stretch an often limited supply of food, thereby providing a greater number of clients 
with at least some support [9].  In other words, it can be a necessary means of dealing with 
high demand.  
 
While it may be seen by some service providers as a necessity, many negative effects are 
recognized in the literature pertaining to this type of eligibility strategy.  For example, 
disclosing personal information (such as details about household finances) may be seen as 
an invasion of privacy, and can deter potential users from seeking out a service [13, 17, 18].  
In other cases, potential service users may be unwilling or unable to meet some 
requirements – for example those related to participation in religious services [8].   
 
Perhaps the greatest negative impact of more formal eligibility processes is their potential to 
contribute to feelings of stigma on the part of emergency food users. Studies have shown 
that the stigma associated with living in poverty can contribute to psychological distress and 
damaging perceptions of self [7, 19].  In cases where eligibility requirements for emergency 
food access are more stringent, and especially when service providers are larger in scale, 
the experience tends to be depersonalized and the social detachment between clients and 
volunteers/workers can increase feelings of stigma [10, 12]. Although the stigma that is often 
associated with formal eligibility requirements is most acutely felt by service users, it has 
been observed that emergency food organizations can sometimes lose volunteers as 
eligibility standards tighten [14].  Specifically, a 2010 study found that volunteers were 
leaving emergency food agencies because they did not want to send away people hungry, 
especially when they had formed a relationship with participants and had provided them with 
food access in the past [14]. 

1.1.2 Informal Eligibility Requirements 
Emergency food providers in this category have no formal eligibility criteria.  Rather, eligibility 
is determined by those who operate the food service based on their own judgement.  In 
these cases, potential service users are generally interviewed by service operators. Although 
it is not the norm, these interviews are sometimes conducted at the potential client’s home so 
that the interviewer can personally observe the state of their household food security.  
Informal eligibility requirements tend to be more common for smaller service providers. They 
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are particularly prevalent in rural communities, 
where service clients and volunteers often know 
each other firsthand [12]. 
 
A positive element of the more informal eligibility 
strategy is that it is viewed as a relatively personal 
process that allows clients and volunteers to 
interact on a one-one basis.  Rather than relying 
on an inflexible list of structured criteria, this kind 
of eligibility standard also allows some flexibility 
regarding who receives assistance. For example, 
within the less formal process, service providers 
are able to recognize that some users may need 
assistance more frequently than structured 
policies tend to permit [9, 12].   
 
While the subjectivity allowed within informal 
eligibility processes can be a benefit, it can also 
act as a barrier to service access, contribute to 
feelings of stigma, and cause confusion among 
clients as to who is eligible to receive services 
and who is not.  Specifically, participants who are 
denied assistance based on informal criteria may 
feel humiliated and personally judged – 
particularly when the decision is made based on a 
home visit –  and in many cases they may not 
know why they were deemed ineligible [20]. The 
lack of uniform standards and related lack of 
transparency regarding criteria can cause 
confusion and doubts about eligibility, and has 
therefore been identified as a significant barrier to 
those seeking assistance within this kind of 
framework [12, 13, 16, 21].   

1.1.3 Minor Eligibility Requirements / No 
Eligibility Requirements 
Emergency food providers in this category have 
either no or very few eligibility requirements.  
Perhaps the most common example of minimal 
eligibility criteria are cases where clients are 
eligible for service provided that they live within 
the service provider’s catchment area and provide 

 

 
 
A MINOR ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT MODEL 

 
The Stop is a community food centre that 
has two locations in Toronto.  The Stop 
provides services to their surrounding 
community, including a food bank, 
perinatal programs, community action 
programs, bake ovens and markets, 
community cooking, community advocacy, 
sustainable food systems education, urban 
agriculture, a sheltered garden, and 
compost demonstration centre. 
 
Former executive director, Nick Saul, who 
recently left The Stop to spread the 
community food centre model nationally, 
argues that many current practices and 
ideas governing food banks divide people, 
but it doesn’t need to be this way.  In his 
words, “Food is one of the ways we can 
find common ground.  It is a beautiful way 
to organize and bring people together.” [1]   
 
The Stop model has been widely 
championed for its holistic approach to 
food security. In particular, it has been 
recognized for its view of food as a basic 
human right, and its philosophy of 
promoting social justice and empowering 
people to make change in their lives and 
communities [3].  In accordance with that 
philosophy, the only eligibility requirement 
for using The Stop’s emergency food 
services is that people live within its 
geographical catchment area. Again, in 
the words of Saul, the central question 
guiding The Stop is how can a food bank 
“experience be fuelling self-worth and 
hope and a sense that things can 
change?” [2] 
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identification with proof of residency.  In some cases, service providers may also ask for 
information regarding the number of people within a client’s household.  Generally, service 
providers using minimal eligibility requirements will provide food for all those who seek 
assistance. 

 
The main rationale behind this kind of eligibility strategy is to normalize the experience of 
accessing food from service providers in an effort to make clients comfortable and reduce 
stigma [16].  Some organizations that use this strategy believe that the likelihood of abuse of 
emergency food programs is minimal, and thus trying to curb it is not worth the potential 
damage done by strict eligibility requirements [9, 16].  In cases where minimal requirements 
are used, the issue of demand outstripping supply is generally dealt with only by restricting 
access to residents of a particular geographical area.  
 
The main benefit of this approach is that it can reduce the feelings of stress and social 
stigma attached to emergency food use [19].  A reduction in these feelings in turn reduces 
barriers to seeking assistance [16].  Additionally, without fears of having to turn people away, 
there is the potential for a more positive and engaged volunteer base.  The main potential 
challenge of this approach is the issue of how to deal with a demand that may be greater 
than an organization’s available food supply. 
 
Table 1: Summary of Different Eligibility Requirements 

 
Type of 

Eligibility 
Requirements 

 

Goals/Benefits Challenges 

Formal 
Eligibility 
Requirements 
In order to receive 
food, clients must meet 
a set of established 
requirements.  These 
focus primarily on 
income, though many 
organizations use 
additional criteria. 
 

§ Designed to ensure 
that food is received by 
those who need it most 

§ Designed to avoid 
possible service abuse 

§ Helps stretch a limited 
supply of food among 
a greater number of 
people 

§ Disclosing personal 
information can be 
viewed as an invasion of 
privacy 

§ Clients may be unwilling 
or unable to meet some 
requirements 

§ Contributes to feelings of 
stigma among clients. 

§ Loss of volunteers 
Informal 
Eligibility 
Requirements 
Decisions regarding 

§ A more personal 
process with one-on-
one interaction 

§ Flexibility on who 

§ Lack of transparency 
regarding criteria can 
cause confusion  

§ Clients denied access to 
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eligibility are made by 
those who operate the 
emergency food 
organization.  
Decisions often 
depend on personal 
discretion. 

receives assistance 
§ Circumstantial 

situations can be 
considered   

service may feel 
personally judged 
because of the 
subjective procedure.  
This can result in 
feelings of humiliation 
and stigmatization. 

Minor Eligibility 
Requirements / 
No Eligibility 
Requirements 
Generally, all people 
who request food 
receive it. Sometimes 
there is a requirement 
to live within a 
particular geographic 
area. 

§ Helps normalize the 
experience of accessing 
food from an emergency 
food provider 

§ Reduced feelings of stress 
and social stigma 

§ Reduction in stigma 
reduces a barrier against 
seeking assistance  

 

§ Demand may be greater 
than an organization’s 
available food supply 

 
 

TYPES OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS CURRENTLY USED IN GUELPH-WELLINGTON 
Of the 28 emergency food service organizations considered in this report, 11 reported using 
eligibility requirements that could best be categorized as formal, 4 used informal requirements, 
and 13 had minor or no eligibility requirements (Figure 1). In general, the use of formal 
requirements tended to be more common amongst larger-scale service providers, while smaller-
scale food banks and pantries were more likely to use informal or minor requirements. 
 
Within both the city and county, the most common requirement used by essentially all service 
providers is that clients live within a particular geographic area.  This criteria was cited most 
frequently by organizations that fit into the minor or no eligibility requirements category; 
however, it was also mentioned by many organizations using formal or informal strategies. 
While not directly related to eligibility, most service providers also reported asking questions 
regarding the number of members in a client’s household and any food preferences. Answers to 
these questions help the providers gauge how much and the type of foods to give to clients, 
once they have been deemed eligible. 
 
It is worth noting that the prevalence of different types of eligibility requirements was somewhat 
different between the city and the county (Figures 2 and 3). 
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2.1.1 Patterns within Wellington County 
In Wellington County, approximately half of the service providers reported using formal 
eligibility requirements, 31% informal eligibility requirements, and 15% no eligibility 
requirements (Figure 2).  The relatively frequent use of informal eligibility requirements is 
unique to the county, with that strategy not being reported by any of the Guelph service 
providers.  The use of informal requirements in Wellington is consistent with the literature, 
which suggests that the more subjective, informal strategy tends to be more commonly 
applied in rural communities, where operations are generally smaller in scale and staff and 
volunteers are more personally familiar with clients and their circumstances.   
 
In some cases, it was difficult to determine exactly what criteria are used to assess eligibility 
by service providers using an informal strategy. This is reflective of the subjective nature of 
the informal system. Some interviewees stated that decisions about eligibility were up to their 
individual discretion, and could not elaborate in any more detail, while others gave some 
indication of why a person may be ineligible.  For example, one service provider explained 
that individuals who try to access service immediately after receiving a benefits cheque from 
Ontario Works or the Ontario Disability Support Program may be turned away, if it is believed 
that they should have sufficient money from their cheques to purchase food.  

2.1.2 Patterns within the City of Guelph 
In Guelph, the majority of service providers reported using minor or no eligibility requirements 
(Figure 3). In part, the prevalence of this strategy may be related to the significant number of 
smaller-scale operations in the city. For those services, the logistics of implementing formal 
criteria would be challenging and, because the number of clients served tends to be lower, 
the issue of excess demand may not be as pressing as it is for larger-scale operations. 
Notably though, some service providers indicated that the main reason for minimal criteria 
was a desire to ensure open access to all community members, and avoid the appearance of 
personal judgment. As one interviewee explained: “If you are coming to (an emergency food 
provider), you probably really need the help”. That perspective could be considered in 
keeping with the motivations behind The Stop Community Food Centre’s use of minimal 
eligibility criteria, which are focused on reducing stigma and increasing self-worth.  
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     Figure 1 

        

  
Figure 2                                                                       Figure 3 

SUMMARY 

Food security is a very complex issue, and thinking about different strategies for emergency 
food service eligibility requirements is no exception.  Use of emergency food services has 
increased in recent years, and in many cases is no longer a form of short-term help, but rather a 
necessary part of many people’s lives [6, 10].  This report examined the issue of eligibility 
criteria, and considered how different strategies are used to cope with high levels of demand for 
limited supplies of food. In particular, it focused on some of the differences between formal, 
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informal, and minor eligibility requirement strategies, and summarized the use of these different 
options in Guelph-Wellington. 

The use of formal eligibility requirements was most common for larger-scale service providers. 
This could be at least partly due to higher demand pressures faced by those organizations. It 
could also be reflective of service provider norms, as it is the strategy used by prominent large-
scale food banks such as Toronto’s Daily Bread Food Bank. Designed to guard against potential 
service abuse, formal requirements address the issue of excess demand and seek to provide a 
fair, standardized system for determining eligibility. However, they are viewed by some as an 
invasion of privacy, a source of stress and social stigma for service users, and a barrier to 
access. 

Informal eligibility criteria were not reported in Guelph, but were somewhat common in rural 
parts of Wellington. Like formal requirements, informal standards are designed to avoid service 
abuse and restrict access to limited food supplies, and they are subject to similar critiques 
regarding privacy, stress and social stigma, and creating a barrier to access. Service providers 
using the informal strategy indicated that the personalized exchange between volunteers, staff 
and clients, and the flexibility allowed by less rigid standards are important benefits of the 
model. On the other hand, because of their subjectivity, informal eligibility requirements 
sometimes face criticism for causing confusion regarding exact requirements. They also have 
the potential to be particularly stigmatizing in cases where clients may feel personally judged by 
service providers.  

The use of minor or no eligibility requirements was the most commonly used strategy by service 
providers in Guelph. Based on both interviews and the literature, the main rationale for this 
approach is that it respects clients’ dignity, providing them with a judgment-free environment for 
accessing emergency food. There may be some fear that this strategy could allow for abuse of 
service, leaving those most in need with insufficient food supplies; however, there was no 
indication of this problem in either the literature consulted or the interviews conducted for this 
research. 



 

 

p.13 

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Hello, my name is Rachel Salt and I am a graduate student at the University of Guelph, 
and an intern at the University’s Research Shop, which works in partnership with the 
Guelph & Wellington Taskforce for Poverty Elimination.  I am collecting information from 
emergency food providers in the Guelph-Wellington area concerning eligibility 
requirements.  Insufficient information concerning eligibility requirements has been 
identified as a barrier to access for emergency food services.  Hopefully, with your help, 
this information will further improve the issue of food security and the provision of 
emergency food services in Guelph-Wellington.   The information collected will be used 
in a publicly available report. 
 
May I speak with you about eligibility requirements at your organization? 

-‐ (Yes)	  –	  Proceed	  to	  section	  A	  
-‐ (No)	  –	  Is	  there	  better	  time	  that	  I	  can	  call	  back?	  

o (Yes)	  –	  Reschedule	  interview	  time	  
o (No)	  –	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  time,	  have	  a	  great	  day.	  

Section A 
Does your organization have eligibility requirements? 

-‐ (Yes)	  –	  What	  are	  those	  requirements?	  
o If	  I	  feel	  there	  is	  not	  a	  full	  understanding	  of	  what	  those	  requirements	  are	  then	  I	  will	  ask	  

some	  questions	  from	  Section	  B	  to	  gain	  a	  better	  understanding.	  	  	  If	  appropriate,	  I	  will	  
proceed	  to	  Section	  C,	  if	  it	  is	  not	  appropriate	  I	  will	  move	  on	  to	  Section	  D.	  	  

-‐ (No)	  –	  Proceed	  to	  Section	  B	  

Section B 
May I ask you some questions to get a better idea of some non-formal requirements 
your organization may have? 

-‐ (Yes)	  –	  Proceed	  with	  questions	  below.	  	  Upon	  completion	  proceed	  to	  Section	  C	  if	  appropriate,	  if	  
not	  Section	  D.	  

-‐ (No)	  –	  Proceed	  to	  Section	  C	  

Section B Questions 
-‐ Is	  the	  decision	  of	  who	  is	  eligible	  for	  emergency	  food	  services	  made	  consistently	  by	  the	  same	  

person	  or	  do	  several	  people	  determine	  eligibility?	  
o Is	  this	  person/are	  these	  people	  volunteers	  or	  staff?	  

-‐ Is	  there	  a	  limit	  as	  to	  how	  often	  a	  person	  can	  use	  your	  service?	  
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o What	  would	  limit	  be?	  
-‐ Do	  you	  keep	  records	  of	  who	  accesses	  your	  services?	  
-‐ Is	  the	  location	  of	  the	  person’s	  home	  a	  factor	  that	  influences	  their	  eligibility?	  
-‐ Does	  a	  person	  wishing	  to	  access	  your	  service	  need	  to	  have	  income	  below	  a	  certain	  level?	  

o What	  income	  level	  would	  this	  be?	  
-‐ Would	  a	  client	  be	  ineligible	  if	  the	  possessed	  certain	  personal	  belongings?	  

o If	  yes,	  what	  kind	  of	  belongings	  would	  influence	  your	  decision?	  	  
-‐ Does	  family	  size	  play	  a	  role	  in	  deciding	  who	  is	  eligible	  for	  your	  services?	  

o What	  family	  structure	  would	  be	  eligible	  for	  your	  services?	  
-‐ If	  the	  person	  seeking	  your	  services	  accesses	  food	  from	  additional	  emergency	  food	  services,	  

would	  this	  influence	  their	  eligibility?	  
-‐ If	  the	  person	  receives	  Ontario	  Works	  would	  this	  influence	  your	  decision	  on	  their	  eligibility	  to	  

access	  emergency	  food	  services?	  
-‐ If	  this	  person	  had	  addiction	  issues	  that	  you	  were	  aware	  of,	  would	  this	  influence	  their	  eligibility?	  

Section C 
Would you be willing to give some examples of when you felt a person was ineligible for 
the emergency food services you provide? 

-‐ (Yes)	  –	  If	  I	  feel	  that	  from	  the	  examples	  they	  provide	  some	  questions	  from	  Section	  B	  would	  be	  
helpful	  to	  ask	  then	  I	  will.	  	  If	  not,	  head	  to	  Section	  D.	  

-‐ (No)	  –	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  time,	  and	  have	  a	  great	  day.	  

Section D 
Are there suggestions or additional comments you would like to make concerning 
eligibility requirements for emergency food services? 

-‐ (Yes)	  –	  Upon	  receiving	  suggestions	  and	  comments,	  thank	  interview	  participant	  very	  much	  for	  
their	  time.	  

-‐ (No)	  	  -‐	  Thank	  you	  so	  much	  for	  your	  time,	  it	  is	  really	  appreciated.	  	  Have	  a	  great	  day!	  



 

 

p.15 

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

REFERENCES 

1. Monsebraaten, L., Rethinking the food bank: It’s no longer just about handing out food to 
the hungry, in The Toronto Star. 2012, John D. Cruickshank: Toronto. 

2. Nelson, E., et al., Emergency food services in Guelph-Wellington.  A scan of the current 
system and thoughts on the future, T.R. Shop, Editor. 2011, University of Guelph: 
Guelph. 

3. Levkoe, C., Widening the appraoch to food security: The Stop Community Food Centre. 
Canadian Review of Social Policy, 2004. 52. 

4. Béland, D. and J. Myles, Policy change in the Canadian Welfare State: Comparing the 
Canadian Pension Plan and Unemployment Insurance, SEDAP, Editor. 2008: Hamilton. 

5. Riches, G., Advancing the human right to food in Canada: social policy and the politics 
of hunger, welfare, and food security. Agriculture and Human Values, 1999. 16: p. 203-
211. 

6. Riches, G., Food banks and food security: Welfare reform, human rights and social 
policy.  Lessons from Canada? Social Policy & Administration, 2002. 36(6): p. 648-663. 

7. Reutter, L.I. and M.J. Stewart, "Who do they think we are, anyway?": perceptions of and 
responses to poverty stigma. Quantitative Health Research, 2009. 19(3): p. 297-311. 

8. Barbolet, H., et al., Vancouver food system assessment, S.F. University, Editor. 2005, 
Western Economic Diversification Canada, City of Vancouver's Department of Social 
Planning, SFU's Centre for Sustainable Community Development, SFU's Environmental 
Youth Alliance: Vancouver. 

9. Tarasuk, V. and J.M. Eakin, Charitable food assistance as symbolic gesture: an 
ethnographic study of food banks in Ontario. Social Science & Medicine, 2003. 56: p. 
1505-1515. 

10. Le Meur, A., Sacramento's food insecure: Who is utilizaing Sacramento's food bank 
emergency food services, in Social Work. 2009, California State University: Sacramento. 
p. 109. 

11. Canada, F.B., Hunger Count: A comprehensive report on hunger and food bank use in 
Canada, and recommendations for change. 2011. 

12. Duffy, P.A., et al., Private food assistnace in east alabama: issue of access and need. 
1999. 

13. Hagert, C. and C. Schechter, Ending hunger in our community: Food security through 
food assistance. 2004, Center for Public Policy Priorities and Orchard Communites 
Communications Inc. 

14. Companion, M., Construction in the variety of urban food pantry donations by private 
individuals. Journal of Urban Affairs, 2010. 32(5): p. 633-646. 

15. Bank, D.B.F. Get Food.  2012  July 1, 2012]; Available from: 
http://www.dailybread.ca/get-support/get-food/. 

16. Brennan, C., M. Herod, and D. Swanson, Barriers to the use of emergency food 
programs by low income populations in Waterloo region. 2011, University of Waterloo: 
Waterloo. 



 

 

p.16 

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

17. McPherson, Food insecurity and the food bank industry: political, individual and 
environmental factors contributing to food bank use in Christchurch., G. Department, 
Editor. 2006, University of Cantebury. 

18. Keller, H.H., et al., Food security in older adults: community service providers 
perceptions of their roles. Canadian Journal on Aging, 2007. 26(4): p. 317-328. 

19. Galbraith, H. (2011) Visible and Actual. Letting Space. 
20. Molnar, J.J., et al., Private food assistance in a small metropolitan area: urban resources 

Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare 2001. 28(3): p. 187-209. 
21. Chan, S., et al., San Francisco's hungry: Who is utilizing food bank pantry services?, 

S.F.S. University, Editor. 2008, San Francisco Food Bank: San Francisco. 
 
 



 

 

p.17 

ACCESSING EMERGENCY FOOD SERVICES: ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

 

                                                
 
 

 


