
  

1  |  P a g e   
  

Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  Evaluation  Report  

  
May  2013  

  
Prepared  by:  

Leah  Carpenter,  MPH  
Mary  Chapman,  BS  

Courtney  Pinard,  PhD  
Dan  Schober,  PhD  
Amy  Yaroch,  PhD  

  

  
  
  
  

                                               
  
  



  

2  |  P a g e   
  

Table  of  Contents  

Organization  Background    -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   3  

Need  of  School  Breakfast-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   4  

Project  Description-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   5  

      Survey  Administration  Procedures-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   5  

Results-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   6  

      Table  1:  Geographic  distribution  of  recipient  schools-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   7  

      Table  2:  Distribution  of  schools  among  type-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   8  

      Table  3:  Distribution  of  schools  among  size-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   9  

      Table  4:  percentage  of  F/R  eligible  students-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   10  

      Changes  in  breakfast  delivery-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   11  

      Changes  in  breakfast  participation-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   13  

      Food  cost  of  breakfast-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  14  

      Breakfast  labor  hours-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  15  

      Parent  volunteers-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  16  

      Fruit-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   17  

      Sugar-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  18  

      Days  of  hot  breakfast-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  20  

      Cycle  menus-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  21  

      Planned  changes-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   22  

      Challenges-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐   23  

      Successes-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  25  

Grant  Recipient  Interviews-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  27  

Conclusions-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  28  

Sources  cited-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  29  

Appendix  A:  Application/Pre-­‐implementation  survey-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  30  

Appendix  B:  Post  implementation  survey-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  40  

Appendix  C:  Participant  interview  guide-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  43  

  

     



  

3  |  P a g e   
  

Organization  Background  

Founded  by  Chef  Ann  Cooper,  the  Food  Family  Farming  Foundation  (F3)  is  a  501(c)3  nonprofit  organization  
created  to  empower  schools  to  serve  nutritious  whole  food  to  all  students.  Changing  the  outlook  of  our  
children's  future  through  the  power  of  choice,  food  and  flavors     real  whole  foods  in  schools  will  impact  our  
families  and  our  food  system  in  a  profound  way.  F3  supports  positive  change  through  educational  training  
programs,  direct  services,  a  web  portal  and  collateral  resources.  
  
The  Gretchen  Swanson  Center  for  Nutrition  (GSCN)  is  an  independent  research  institution  providing  scientific  
expertise,  partnership  and  resources  to  improve  diet  and  physical  activity  behaviors  among  youth  and  their  
families  to  help  grow  a  healthier  next  generation.  The  GSCN  was  launched  in  the  summer  of  1973  as  the  first  
center  for  its  kind  in  the  United  States  focusing  on  the  health  of  underserved  populations,  especially  youth.    
The  Center  was  founded  by  Gretchen  Swanson  as  an  Omaha,  Nebraska  based  organization  dedicated  to  
addressing  disparities  in  nutrition  and  health-­‐related  research.  The  Center  still  operates  with  an  adaptive  
approach,  adjusting  to  the  needs  of  local  and  national  communities,  other  non-­‐profit  organizations,  academic  
and  government  institutions  and  policy  makers.  The  GSCN  provides  scientific  expertise  and  technical  
assistance  in  key  areas  of  public  health,  including  childhood  obesity  prevention,  food  insecurity,  local  food  
systems,  survey  development,  and  program  evaluation.  
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Need  to  Address  Childhood  Hunger  through  Breakfast  in  Schools  

The  National  School  Breakfast  Program  was  started  in  1966  by  Congress  (Public  Law  89-­‐642)  for  the  purpose  of  
offering  a  nutritious  morning  meal  to  low-­‐income  children  who  otherwise  would  go  without.1  Nutrition  

cy  and  have  
been  linked  to  academic  problems.2,3    As  part  of  the  school  breakfast  program,  students  who  are  eligible  can  
receive  free  or  reduced  (F/R)  breakfasts  according  to  federally  mandated  eligibility  criteria  based  on  family  size  
and  family  income.4  Students  whose  families  earn  income  at  130%  of  the  poverty  level  or  less  are  eligible  for  
free  breakfasts  and  students  whose  families  earn  income  in  between  130  and  185%  of  the  poverty  level  
receive  reduced-­‐price  breakfasts.  5  
  
Studies  have  shown  that  students  who  eat  breakfast  are  more  likely  to  improve  academic  performance,  as  
well  as  have  fewer  sick  days  and  tardy  days.  Additionally,  students  who  increase  breakfast  participation  also  
have  lower  hyperactivity  than  children  who  do  not  increase  breakfast  participation.6  An  important  step  to  
addressing  academic  performance,  school  absences,  hyperactivity,  and  other  issues  that  plague  school-­‐aged  
children  is  to  address  what  is  going  into  their  bodies.  School  breakfasts  offer  an  opportunity  to  give  the  
students  nutrition  and  set  them  on  an  equal  playing  field  before  lessons  even  start.  The  purpose  of  this  report  
is  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  F3  award  of  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  grants  awarded  in  the  2012-­‐2013  school  
year.  
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Project  Description    

The  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  program  was  designed  to  increase  access  and  utilization  of  school  breakfasts  in  
schools  and  districts  around  the  country.  Through  partnership  with  the  Wal-­‐mart  Foundation  and  F3,  grants  
were  awarded  to  117  schools  throughout  the  country,  totaling  more  than  $370,000.  Grant  recipients  were  
instructed  to  use  funds  for  purchasing  equipment  to  implement  universal  breakfast  programs  in  their  school.  
The  grant  targeted  non-­‐metro  (rural)  schools,  while  a  complementary  grant  Breakfast  in  the  Classroom  
focused  on  five  urban  districts  in  the  United  States  implementing  universal  breakfasts  in  the  classroom.  
  

Interested  schools  were  asked  to  fill  out  an  
application  on  the  F3  website,  which  also  included  
resources  about  breakfast  programs.  The  grant  
provided  equipment  funding  to  117  schools  in  78  
districts  across  25  states  and  the  District  of  
Columbia.    An  eligibility  requirement  of  all  
applicants  was  a  minimum  of  40  %  of  their  
students  being  eligible  for  F/R  meals.    Of  the  
45,612  children  enrolled  at  the  117  recipient  
schools  at  the  time  of  the  application,  33,132  (72.6  
%)  were  eligible  for  F/R  meals.    It  is  estimated  that  
the  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  program  has  provided  
more  than  6  million  breakfasts  for  children  since  
its  inception.    
  
Evaluation  of  the  program  was  provided  by  GSCN,  
and  is  outlined  in  this  report.  A  combination  of  
application  data,  post-­‐implementation  survey  
results,  and  key-­‐informant  interviews  were  used  
to  produce  this  report.    

  

Survey  Administration  Procedures  
Using  Foundant  software,  F3  created  an  online  
application  for  school  food  service  directors  to  use  
to  apply  for  a  Healthy  Breakfast  for  Kids  grant.  The  
online  application  (Appendix  A)  was  available  on  

the  Healthy  Breakfast  for  Kids  website,  which  was  accessed  directly  or  from  the  F3  homepage.  The  landing  
page  of  the  website  provided  tools  and  support  for  applicants,  such  as  program  costs  calculator  and  a  list  of  
information  and  documents  that  the  applicants  needed  to  complete  the  application.  

increase  in  the  breakfast  

participation  from  last  year  to  this  

year.  [Our  school]  has  a  very  high  

free  and  reduced  percentage.  They  

have  487  students  enrolled  and  

about  400  of  these  students  are  

eligible  for  free  and  reduced  price  

meals.  Participation  has  increased  

from  214  per  day  to  435  per  day.  I  

believe  this  program  has  reduced  the  

peer  pressure.  All  of  the  kids  are  

  

  -­‐School  Nutrition  Supervisor  
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After  grant  implementation,  a  follow-­‐up  survey  (Appendix  B)  was  developed  
in  collaboration  between  F3  and  GSCN.    The  survey  was  disseminated  using  
Foundant  software  and  the  grant  recipients  were  expected  to  fill  it  out  online  
within  two  weeks  of  it  being  available.  Ninety-­‐eight  recipients  participated  in  
the  follow-­‐up  survey,  yielding  an  excellent  response  rate  of  84%.    The  survey  
combined  a  variety  of  question-­‐types,  including  fill-­‐in-­‐the-­‐blank,  multiple  
choice  and  short  answer.    Two  key  informant  interviews  (guide  in  Appendix  
C)  took  place  after  post-­‐grant  implementation  survey  data  analysis  was  
complete:  one  with  a  participant  who  felt  their  grant  implementation  was  more  successful  and  one  with  a  
participant  who  felt  their  grant  implementation  was  less  successful.    
  

Results  

Overall,  the  grant  recipients  indicated  an  increase  in  breakfast  participation  as  a  result  of  grant  
implementation.    Many  changed  their  approach  with  how  they  actually  delivered  breakfast  (e.g.  going  from  
Grab-­‐and-­‐Go  before  to  scheduled  time  period  during  the  day  for  all  students  to  eat  in  their  classroom).    

  
To  calculate  the  total  number  of  breakfasts  the  
Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  grant  program  has  
helped  to  provide  to  school  children,  we  took  the  
total  enrollment  of  the  schools  (47,717  students)  
and  multiplied  it  by  the  average  implementation  
percentage  (71.6%).    Then,  we  multiplied  this  by  
180  school  days  per  year.  With  this  estimate,  
6,150,380  breakfasts  were  provided  post-­‐grant  
implementation.  This  is  only  slightly  less  than  the  
original  estimate  provided  in  the  interim  report  
(6,157,620)  because  actual  usage  rate  after  grant  
implementation  was  71.6  %  instead  of  the  
previously  used  75  %  for  the  estimation.  

However,  this  is  still  3,410,458  more  breakfasts  than  before  grant  implementation.    Of  these  breakfasts,  74%  
of  them  went  to  F/R  students,  totalling  4,551,272  breakfasts  at  need  populations.  
  
More  schools  reported  serving  whole  and  cut  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables  and  fewer  schools  reported  that  they  
rarely  served  fresh  fruit  and  vegetables  compared  to  results  reported  in  the  original  application.  Additionally,  
more  schools  were  reporting  breakfast  as  being  a  scheduled  part  of  the  day,  which  helped  decrease  the  
number  of  tardy  students.      
     

F/R  
74%  

Non  F/R  
26%  

Breakfasts  provided  for  F/R  
and  Non-­‐F/R  
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The  following  charts  and  graphs  refer  to  the  locations  of  schools,  types  and  sizes  of  schools,  and  the  
percentage  of  students  in  each  school  receiving  F/R  lunches.    
  
The  grant  provided  equipment  funding  to  117  schools  in  78  school  districts  across  25  states  and  the  District  of  
Columbia.  The  following  table  details  the  geographic  reach  and  distribution  of  the  grant.    
  
  
  

Table  1:  Geographic  distribution  of  recipient  schools  (n=117)  
State   #  of  Districts   #  of  Recipient  Schools   %  of  Recipient  Schools  

  
  

Arizona   5   9   7.6%        
California   21   22   18.8%        
Colorado   4   11   9.4%        

District  of  Columbia   4   4   3.4%        
Illinois   1   10   8.5%        
Indiana   1   2   1.7%        
Kentucky   3   9   7.6%        
Maine   3   7   6.0%        

Michigan   1   1   0.9%        
Minnesota   6   6   5.1%        
Missouri   3   3   2.6%        
Montana   1   1   0.9%        
Nebraska   1   1   0.9%        
New  Jersey   1   1   0.9%        
New  Mexico   1   1   0.9%        
Nevada   1   1   0.9%        

  North  Carolina   3   6   5.1%        
Ohio   1   1   0.9%        

Oregon   4   4   3.4%        
Pennsylvania   3   3   2.6%        
South  Carolina   4   4   3.4%        
South  Dakota   1   1   0.9%        
Tennessee     2   2   1.7%        
Vermont   1   1   0.9%        
Wisconsin   1   5   4.3%        

  

     



  

8  |  P a g e   
  

  
  
Recipient  schools  covered  the  range  of  schools  from  traditional  elementary  schools  to  K-­‐12  charter  schools.  
Most  of  the  grants  were  awarded  to  elementary  schools  and  K-­‐8  schools.  A  breakdown  of  schools  follows.  

Table  2:  Distribution  of  schools  among  type  
School  Type   #  of  Recipient  Schools   %  of  Recipient  Schools  

     
  

K-­‐12  (all  grades)   11     9.4%           
Elementary   54   46.1%           

K-­‐8   36   30.8%           
Middle   8   6.8%           

Middle/High   5   4.3%           
High   3   2.6%           

  

  
  
  

9%  

46%  
31%  

7%  

4%  3%  

School  type  
K-­‐12  (all  grades)   Elementary   K-­‐8  

Middle   Middle/High   High  
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The  average  enrollment  for  recipient  schools  was  390  students.  The  median  enrollment  was  373  students.  The  
total  number  of  students  enrolled  in  the  117  recipient  schools  was  47,717.    
  
  

Table  3:  Distribution  of  schools  among  size  
School  enrollment   #  of  Recipient  Schools   %  of  Recipient  Schools  

  
  

<100   12   10.3%        
100-­‐249   23   19.7%        
250-­‐499   52   44.4%        
500-­‐749   20   17.1%        
750-­‐999   8   6.8%        
>1000   2   1.7%        

  

  

  

  
     

10%  

20%  

44%  

17%  

7%  

2%  

School  Enrollment  
<100   100-­‐249   250-­‐499  

500-­‐749   750-­‐999   >1000  
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An  eligibility  requirement  of  all  applicants  was  a  minimum  of  40%  of  their  students  being  eligible  for  F/R  
meals.    Of  the  47,717  students  enrolled  at  117  recipient  schools,  72.6%  were  eligible  to  receive  F/R  meals.    

Table  4:  percentage  F/R  eligible  students  
%  of  students  eligible  for  F/R  Meals      #  of  Recipient  Schools   %  of  Recipient  Schools  

  
  

100%      8   6.8%        
90-­‐99%      23   19.7%        
80-­‐89%      16   13.7%        
70-­‐79%      20   17.1%        
60-­‐69%      32   27.4%        
50-­‐59%      7   6.0%        
40-­‐49%      11   9.4%        
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Changes  in  Breakfast  Delivery  
Food  service  directors  were  presented  with  options  for  their  delivery  methods  involving  breakfast  before  the  
grant  on  the  application.  After  the  grant,  a  fill-­‐in-­‐the-­‐blank  question  inquiring  delivery  methods  for  breakfast  
was  included.  Before  the  grant,  there  was  a  variety  of  method  the  schools  used,  including  non-­‐universal  
service  and  universal  service.  As  indicated  from  food  service  directors  in  interviews,  non-­‐universal  service  
produces  a  stigma  for  those  students  receiving  F/R  breakfast.    Because  respondents  were  not  allowed  to  
choose  multiple  responses,  this  question  was  asked  two  times,  allowing  respondents  to  mark  the  top  two  
ways  breakfast  was  served.  These  two  questions  are  combined  for  the  following  graph.    

Figure  1:  Before  grant,  method  of  breakfast  delivery  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

77  

55  

7  
4  

30  

11  

31  

3   4  

0  

10  

20  

30  

40  

50  

60  

70  

80  

90  

Before  
classes,  in  

cafeteria,  not  
universal  

Before  
classes,  in  
cafeteria,  
universal  

Scheduled,  in  
cafeteria  by  
grade,  not  
universal  

Scheduled,  in  
cafeteria  by  

grade,  
universal  

Scheduled,  in  
classroom,  
universal  

Before  class,  
grab  and  go,  
not  universal  

Before  class,  
grab  and  go,  
universal  

None  of  
above  

Not  serving  
breakfast  

What  method  of  breakfast  is  the  applicant  school  
currently  serving?  



  

12  |  P a g e   
  

  
After  grant  implementation,  it  appeared  as  though  more  schools  moved  to  a  scheduled  in  the  classroom  
model,  which  allowed  for  decreased  stigma  of  those  receiving  breakfast.  Additionally,  all  schools  were  
successful  in  implementing  breakfast  programs  of  some  variety.  While  this  was  originally  a  fill-­‐in-­‐the-­‐blank  
question,  clear  reponses  allowed  it  to  be  captured  categorically  in  this  graph.  

Figure  2:  After  grant,  method  of  delivery  
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Average  increase  in  

breakfast  participation:  

39.7%  

Changes  in  Breakfast  Participation    

  Across  most  grant  recipients,  there  was  a  significant  increase  in  breakfast  participation.  Only  five  schools  
found  they  had  no  increase  in  participation,  and  many  schools  indicated  100%  participation.  (Note:  some  of  
these  schools  neglected  to  indicate  their  original  participation  rate,  so  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  whether  this  is  
an  increase  to  100%  or  if  they  were  already  at  100%  participation  before  grant  implementation.)    For  schools  
reporting  both  pre-­‐grant  and  post-­‐grant  implementation  numbers,  there  was  an  average  increase  of  39.7%  in  
breakfast  participation.  The  highest  increase  in  participation  came  from  two  schools  in  California  at  94.0  %  and  
90.0  %  increase  in  participation.  
  
Participants  were  also  asked  post-­‐grant  implementation  
whether  there  had  been  any  change  in  participation  in  the  
school  lunch  program  since  implementing  their  breakfast  
program.    Most  noted  that  there  was  no  change,  but  some  
said  that  because  of  increased  visibility  of  programs,  lunch  
programming  increased.  One  noted  that  the  lunch  numbers  
went  up  just  because  of  increased  enrollment.    Five  respondents  (5.1  %)  noted  that  breakfast  participation  
increase  caused  the  lunch  participation  to  decrease,  an  unforeseen  outcome.  
  

Figure  3:  Change  in  school  lunch  participation  as  result  of  breakfast  
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Food  Cost  of  Breakfast  
On  the  application,  participants  were  asked  
to  note  the  food  cost  for  breakfast.  Two  
participants  indicated  that  breakfast  food  
cost  was  $70,  and  were  excluded  from  the  
analysis  as  outliers.  Breakfast  food  cost  
before  the  grant  implementation,  on  
average,  was  $1.26  per  student.  After  grant  
implementation,  breakfast  food  cost,  on  

average,  was  noted  as  $1.21  per  student,  indicating  that  cost  in  general  went  down  after  grant  
implementation.    The  graph  below  shows  individual  breakfast  food  cost  change.  Three  schools  were  excluded  
from  this  graph  as  they  were  o
costs  remained  the  same  or  went  down  as  a  result  of  grant  implementation.  
  

Figure  4:  Change  in  individual  school  food  cost  at  breakfast  after  grant  implementation  
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Breakfast  Labor  Hours  
On  the  original  application,  grant  recipients  were  asked  to  provide  the  total  number  of  labor  hours  budgeted  
towards  breakfast,  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number.  The  follow  up  survey  asked  the  same  question.  The  
change  of  budgeted  labor  hours  for  personnel  appears  to  be  diverse,  with  some  schools  reporting  an  increase,  
some  a  decrease,  and  some  no  change.  One  school  reported  decreasing  hours  by  73  and  another  reported  
increasing  by  27.  It  is  difficult  to  compare  schools  beyond  basic  increase,  decrease  and  no  change  categories  
because  the  sizes  of  the  schools  and  districts  vary  so  tremendously.    

Figure  5:  Change  in  budgeted  labor  hours  for  breakfast  
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Parent  Volunteers  
Parent  volunteers  are  common  in  many  cafeterias.  Grant  recipients  were  asked  to  indicate  whether  their  
schools  had  a  regular  group  of  reliable  parent  volunteers  participate  in  cafeteria  activities.  The  majority  of  
respondents  noted  that  they  did  not  have  parent  volunteers  before  or  after  grant  implementation.  The  next  
highest  number  of  respondents  indicated  that  since  grant  implementation,  they  have  added  some  form  of  
parent  volunteer  group  to  their  cafeteria.  Only  one  respondent  noted  that  their  school  had  eliminated  parent  
volunteers  since  grant  implementation.  Another  respondent  later  noted  that  their  breakfast  program  is  run  
completely  by  volunteers  as  they  cannot  afford  to  add  any  cafeteria  staff.  

Figure  6:  Parent  volunteers  in  the  cafeteria  change  from  before  grant  to  after  grant  implementation  
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Fruit  
As  a  key  component  to  a  nutritious  breakfast,  fruit  can  be  integral  to  ensuring  school  children  receive  the  
necessary  nutrients  and  nourishment  for  a  school  day.  As  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  grant,  several  
schools  adjusted  the  way  they  serve  fruit  at  breakfast.  Most  notable  is  the  increase  of  schools  serving  whole  or  
cut  fresh  fruit  over  the  course  of  implementation  from  27  schools  to  40  schools.  Additionally,  those  schools  
only  serving  fresh  fruit  50%  of  the  time  decreased  from  46  to  35  and  those  schools  rarely  serving  fruit  
decreased  from  21  to  16  schools.  However,  it  is  important  to  note  that  two  schools  went  from  rarely  serving  
fresh  fruit  to  never  serving  fresh  fruit  and  five  schools  did  not  have  appropriate  refrigeration  for  serving  fresh  
cut  or  whole  fruit  to  their  students.  Interestingly,  five  schools  noted  in  the  after  survey  that  they  had  no  
refrigeration  to  handle  storing.  Of  these  five  schools,  four  of  them  noted  on  the  original  application  that  they  
never  served  fresh  fruits  and  one  said  they  only  served  whole  or  cut  fresh  fruit.  The  response  option  noting  
lack  of  refrigeration  to  handle  storage  of  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables  was  not  an  option  in  the  original  
application.  The  three  schools  originally  not  serving  breakfast  now  reported  serving  breakfast  and  responded  
that  all  three  only  served  whole  or  cut  fresh  fruits  after  grant  implementation.  
  

  Figure  7:  Fruit  type  in  breakfast  
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Sugar  
Grant  participants  were  asked  to  note  the  highest  amount  of  grams  of  sugar  per  serving  of  breakfast  cereal  
served  in  their  school.  There  was  a  lot  of  variance  in  schools,  with  most  schools  serving  breakfast  cereals  with  
between  6-­‐10  grams  of  sugar.  Additionally,  95  of  the  respondents  in  the  application  and  97  of  the  respondents  
in  the  follow  up  indicated  that  their  cereal  with  the  lowest  amount  of  sugar  had  less  than  10  grams.  

Figure  8:  Sugar  in  breakfast  cereals-­‐highest  

  
*Includes  schools  that  do  not  serve  breakfast  cereal  

Figure  9:  Sugar  in  breakfast  cereals-­‐lowest  
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When  looking  at  school-­‐specific  change,  most  schools  (76.5%)  stayed  within  4  grams  of  sugar  comparing  pre-­‐
grant  implementation  and  post-­‐grant  implementation.  Twenty-­‐nine  schools  increased  sugar  (29.6%)  and  37  
schools  (37.8  %)  decreased  sugar  in  their  highest  sugared  cereal.  Figure  10  shows  the  change  one  school  made  
in  sugar  in  cereal.  The  X-­‐axis  shows  the  change  in  sugar  for  the  school  with  regard  to  the  cereal  they  served  
with  the  highest  grams  of  sugar  per  serving.  

Figure  10:  School  specific  grams  of  sugar  change-­‐-­‐highest  
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Figure  11:  School  specific  grams  of  sugar  change-­‐-­‐lowest  
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Days  of  Hot  Breakfast  
The  participants  had  a  variety  of  days  hot  breakfast  was  served.    More  participants  were  able  to  serve  hot  
breakfasts  as  a  result  of  grant  implementation,  however  not  all  were  serving  hot  breakfast.  More  schools  were  
serving  hot  breakfasts  one,  two  or  three  days  out  of  the  week  after  grant  implementation  than  before  grant  
implementation;  fewer  schools  were  serving  hot  breakfasts  four  and  five  days  of  the  week  after  grant  
implementation  than  before  grant  implementation.  

Figure  12:  Days  hot  breakfast  is  served
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hot  breakfast.  Fifty-­‐one  schools  (52.0%)  had  no  change  in  the  number  of  days  they  served  hot  breakfast.    
  
Figure  13:  School  specific  change hot  breakfast
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Cycle  Menus  
The  grant  recipients  were  asked  to  note  whether  they  used  a  menu  cycle  or  not.  Grant  implementation  had  
very  little  to  no  change  on  whether  or  not  a  school  used  cycled  menus.  

Figure  14:  Cycle  Menus  
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Planned  Changes  
Grant  recipients  were  asked  to  note  their  planned  changes  in  the  school  year  2013-­‐2014.  This  question  was  
asked  as  an  open  response  question,  meaning  the  respondents  were  asked  to  respond  in  an  open-­‐ended  
fashion.  Many  participants  have  already  implemented  any  changes  they  had  planned  to  make  or  do  not  
anticipate  making  any  additional  changes  in  school  year  2013-­‐2014.  Thirty-­‐six  respondents  (36.7%)  indicated  
that  they  had  no  plans  to  make  any  changes.  Fourteen  respondents  (14.2%)  indicated  that  they  would  make  
whatever  changes  necessary  to  remain  compliant  with  federal  regulations,  but  they  are  not  yet  sure  what  
these  changes  will  be  or  have  not  implemented  them  yet.  The  rest  of  the  respondents  indicated  specific  
changes  they  plan  on  making.    
  
The  following  quotes  are  responses  from  the  question:    
Please  describe  what  menu  changes  you  plan  to  make  to  meet  the  changes  in  the  SY14  breakfast  
regulations.  
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Challenges  
Grant  recipients  were  asked  in  an  open-­‐response  question  about  challenges  they  have  encountered  in  the  
process  of  implementing  the  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  grant.  Challenges  ranged  in  participants  from  billing  
issues,  having  an  excess  of  trash  without  enough  trash  cans,  staffing  problems,  getting  the  t

  and  problems  getting  breakfasts  into  the  hands  of  children  arriving  late.  
  
The  following  quotes  are  responses  from  the  question:    
Please  describe  any  challenges  you  have  encountered  while  implementing  your  breakfast  program.  
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Successes  
Grant  recipients  were  also  asked  to  note  their  programming  successes.  Respondents  appeared  very  excited  
about  the  program  and  had  a  multitude  of  success  stories.  In  addition  to  providing  healthy  breakfasts  to  better  
prepare  kids  for  learning,  one  unforeseen  success  that  was  mentioned  frequently  by  respondents  was  the  
increase  in  percentage  of  students  arriving  on  time.    One  respondent  noted  that  their  tardy  rate  has  decreased  
by  80%  since  implementing  the  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  grant.    
  
The  following  quotes  are  responses  from  the  question:    
Please  describe  a  compelling  success  story  as  a  result  of  implementing  your  breakfast  program.  
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over  the  world.  They  come  early  each  day  in  order  to  receive  
breakfast.  For  many,  they  would  not  eat  without  the  food  we  are  

  

-­‐Respondent  20  
  

their  home  environment,  so  our  ability  to  ensure  they  can  learn  and  
live  productively  by  providing  healthy,  well-­‐balanced  meals  is  a  

  

-­‐Respondent  30  
  

have  complained  of  

being  hungry  and  end  

up  eating  part  of  their  

lunch  at  the  morning  

recess,  not  giving  them  

enough  food  for  energy  

throughout  the  day.  By  

implementing  

breakfast  in  the  

classroom,  more  

students  are  able  to  eat  

a  healthy  breakfast  and  

  

-­‐Respondent  16  
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-­‐Respondent  49  
  

5%  of  the  responding  students  stated  that  they  
started  the  day  feeling  hungry  as  they  did  not  eat  breakfast.  With  the  
program,  75%  of  the  student  indicated  that  eating  a  healthy  breakfast  
helps  them  perform  better  in  the  classroom.  Seventy-­‐two  %  of  the  
students  felt  that  having  a  healthy  environment  is  a  priority  at  their  

  

-­‐Respondent  69  
  

percentage  of  low-­‐income  families.  We  believe  
that  offering  breakfast  in  the  classroom,  free  to  all  has  increased  the  
consumption  of  breakfast  for  many  children.  Teachers  report  that  their  

  

-­‐Respondent  84  
  

students  know  the  value  of  a  good  breakfast  and  have  started  eating  
  

-­‐Respondent  96  
  
  

  

more  students  and  

have  no  stigma  

involved.  We  made  it  

universally  free  for  all  

and  replaced  the  snack  

  

-­‐Respondent  57  
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Grant  Recipient  Interviews  
Two  interviews  were  conducted  with  food  service  directors  in  schools  with  varying  level  of  success  with  the  
Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  program  in  order  to  provide  more  in  depth  qualitative  data  to  augment  information  
collected  from  the  survey.  Responses  were  reviewed  to  extract  key  themes  and  quotations.    The  interviews  
were  approximately  15  minutes  long,  and  were  conducted  by  phone  and  audio  recorded.    Participants  were  
asked  to  describe  the  breakfast  program  in  their  school,  discuss  
changes  that  have  occurred  post-­‐implementation,  challenges,  
successes,  and  how  they  are  measuring  student,  faculty  and  
staff  satisfaction.  
  
Both  food  service  directors  were  new  to  breakfast  in  the  
classroom  programs,  but  agreed  that  the  success  of  the  
program  relied  on  the  support  of  the  teachers  and  staff.  One  

other  food  service  director  indicated  that  the  reason  teachers  
have  been  so  supportive  is  due  to  increased  student  

the  program  mid-­‐next  year.  Teachers  see  less  kids  going  to  the  

them  stay     
  
One  additional  piece  of  advice  given  by  the  food  service  director  
from  the  more  successful  district  was  to  encourage  school  
personnel  to  listen  to  students  and  find  out  what  they  want.  
While  the  district  originally  started  with  cold  breakfast  five  days  

after  the  students  requested  it.  Now  they  provide  a  hot  
breakfast  twice  a  week  after  additional  feedback  from  the  
students.    The  grant  made  this  possible  by  provide  the  funding  to  purchase  insulated  bags  to  transport  the  hot  
breakfast  to  the  classrooms.  Both  participants  agreed  that  going  into  the  classrooms  to  talk  with  the  students,  
providing  surveys,  and  other  modes  of  measurement  can  help  determine  student  and  teacher  satisfaction.  
  
When  asked  if  there  was  anything  they  thought  could  have  increased  participation  in  the  breakfast  program,  
the  food  service  director  from  the  less  successful  district  stated  they  would  have  liked  to  include  more  grade  
levels  since  they  were  currently  only  piloting  the  program  among  a  few.    Alternately,  the  food  service  director  
from  the  more  successful  district  implemented  the  program  to  all  schools  in  the  district.  This  consistency  may  
have  contributed  to  the  program  success.    
  

     

expanding  the  program  

mid-­‐next  year.  

Teachers  see  less  kids  

going  to  th

office  because  they  

[breakfast]  really  does  

help  them  stay  

  

-­‐Food  Service  Director  

Interview  
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Conclusions    

Overall,  grant  recipients  indicated  success  through  the  receiving  and  implementation  of  the  Healthy  Breakfast  
4  Kids  grant  and  program.  With  addition  of  grant-­‐funded  equipment,  many  schools  have  implemented  
programming  where  breakfast  is  a  scheduled  part  of  the  day,  ensuring  maximal  benefit  to  the  student  and  
ensuring  the  most  students  possible  could  participate.  As  a  result,  schools  noted  that  tardiness  decreased  and  
children  were  better  prepared  to  start  the  day  and  focus  on  school.  Several  schools  noted  that  this  addition  of  
breakfast  provided  much  needed  food  for  children  who  would  otherwise  go  without.  
  
The  majority  of  schools  found  their  average  food  cost  for  breakfast  either  had  no  change  or  went  down  (Figure  
4).  The  Healthy  Breakfast  4  Kids  grant  program  has  provided  more  children  with  breakfast.  There  was  an  
average  increase  in  participation  in  the  schools  for  their  breakfast  programs  by  39.7%.  Schools  were  able  to  
serve  more  fresh  fruit  and  vegetables.  Schools  only  serving  whole  or  cut  fresh  fruit  increased  from  27  schools  
to  40  schools  and  those  rarely  serving  fruit  at  all  decreased  from  21  schools  to  16  schools.    
  
The  equipment  schools  were  able  to  purchase  with  grant  funds  has  helped  to  ensure  sustainability  of  the  
changes  and  adjustments  schools  have  made.  It  has  made  the  schools  better  prepared  to  make  the  changes  
needed  to  remain  compliant  with  the  federal  changes  due  in  school  year  2013-­‐2014.    
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Appendix  A.  Application/Pre-­‐implementation  survey
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Appendix  B.  Post  implementation  survey
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Appendix  C.  Participant  Interview  Guide    
1.  Please  briefly  summarize  what  your  School  Breakfast  Program  consists  of     include  what  you  were  doing  before  the  
grant  and  what  you  added  with  the  funding.  
     

a.  Did  you  implement  new  or  different  strategies  this  past  year  in  your  efforts  to  increase  breakfast  
participation?  If  so,  what  were  they?  

  
2.  Were  you  already  doing  some  things  that  you  think  helped  to  increase  participation?  
     
   a.  What  were  these  things?  
  
3.  Was  there  anything  unintended  that  happened  in  your  district,  state,  or  nationally,  that  you  think  inadvertently  led  to  
your  increases?  Please  describe.  
  
4.  Is  there  anything  specific  to  your  district  that  might  not  be  the  case  in  other  districts,  which  helped  you  achieve  this  
increase?  
  
5.  What  challenges  did  you  face  in  your  efforts  to  increase  School  Breakfast  Program  Participation?  
  
   a.  What  did  you  do  to  overcome  those  challenges?  
  
6.  What  would  you  say  was  your  greatest  success?  
     
   a.  Do  you  think  you  could  replicate  this  (i.e.  do  it  again  next  year?)  
  
7.  Is  there  anything  you  think  could/would  have  increased  your  participation  even  more  if  you  had  been  able  to  do  it?  
Please  describe.  
  
8.  Please  tell  me  what  you  think  the  most  important  components  of  a  successful  School    Breakfast  Program  are  in  your  
area.  
  
9.  Do  you  perceive  student  satisfaction  within  the  breakfast  program?  
  
   a.  How  do  you  determine  this?  
  
10.  Do  you  perceive  teacher  satisfaction  within  the  breakfast  program?  
  
   a.  How  do  you  determine  this?  
  
11.  Do  you  perceive  principal/administration  satisfaction  within  the  breakfast  program?  
  
   a.  How  do  you  determine  this?  


