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Appendix A

Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study

The tables appearing in this appendix provide detailed background for the findings described in
Chapter Three of the report. They are grouped by respondent category as follows:

o District Administrator (Exhibits A-1 to A-5)

e Principal (Exhibits A-6 to A-27)

o Cafeteria Manager (Exhibits A-28 to A-46)

e School Food Service Director (Exhibits A-47 to A-60)

Differences between control schools and treatment schools and between classroom treatment schools
and non-classroom treatment schools have been tested for statistical significance using a difference in
proportions test. Where statistically significant differences have been observed, they are noted by *
for p<.05 and ** for p<.01.
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Exhibit A-1

School District Administrators’ Involvement in the SBPP

Activity Percent
Preparation of district application 16.7
Start-up activities 50.0
Received status reports 16.7
Review First Year Evaluation Report 33.3
Planning for termination of the pilot 16.7

N=6

Source: Implementation Study—School District Administrator Interview, Spring 2003

Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study

A-1



v

Apnis uoneiuswa|dwy :suqiyx3 Arejuawa|ddng

Exhibit A-2

School District Administrators Reporting Observations and/or Involvement in the SBPP

Nature of Observations and/or Involvement

Number of Districts Reporting

Administrator observations of impact:
Constructive influence on educational program of kids getting enough to eat

Administrator involvement in implementation:
Assisted in school issues, e.g. trash removal and teacher reactions to classroom feeding

Reporting test scores to evaluators

Monitoring use of food in some treatment schools

N=6

Source: Implementation Study—School District Administrator Interview, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-3

Percent of School District Administrators Reporting SBPP Issues Brought to their
Attention by Key Stakeholders

Stakeholder Percent
Principals 66.7
Teachers 50.0
Food Service Staff 50.0
Custodians 50.0
Nurses 0.0
Bus drivers 0.0
N=6

Source: Implementation Study—School District Administrator Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-4

School District Administrators Reporting Changes in Curriculum or Methods of Instruction
Within Past Two Years

Iltem N Percent

Made changes in curriculum/methods of instruction 6 83.3

Of those making changesl
Nature of change:

New language arts program 5 40.0
New testing standard/achievement test edition 5 40.0
Curriculum revision 5 20.0
New standards-based mathematics program 5 20.0
Adopted new science curriculum 5 20.0

1 A total of seven changes were identified by the five responding School District Administrators. In two of the
districts, there were two changes. Of these seven changes, six (85.7%) were implemented district-wide, and one
(14.3%) was implemented in selected schools within the district.

Source: Implementation Study—School District Administrator Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-5

School District Administrator Attitude Toward the SBPP and Possible Changes in the

School Breakfast Program After the Pilot Concludes

Iltem Yes No Maybe
Percent

If DIStI’.IC.t had _|t to do over, would it choose 833 00 16.7

to participate in the SBPP?

Changes in the School Breakfast Program under consideration 16.7 83.3 -
N=6

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School District Administrator Interview, Spring 2003
Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study A-5
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Exhibit A-6

Percent of School Principals by Tenure at Present School, by School Type and District,

School Year 2002-2003

Tenure as Principal at Present School

School Type/District N Median Years Lessthan 3 Years 3-6 Years More than 6 Years
Percent

School Type

Control schools 74 3.0 45,9 44.6 9.5

Treatment schools 79 3.0 45.6 39.2 15.2
Classroom 14 35 35.7 50.0 14.3
Non-classroom 65 3.0 47.7 36.9 154

District
A 17 3.0 35.3 52.9 11.8
B 24 3.0 45.8 33.3 20.8
C 9 5.0 22.2 44.4 33.3
D 34 4.0 35.3 52.9 11.8
E 59 2.0 59.3 33.9 6.8
F 10 3.5 40.0 50.0 10.0

All schools 153 3.0 45.8 41.8 12.4

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-7

Percent of Principals Reporting Unusual Events or Program Changes Occurring in Their Schools During School
Years 1999-2000 through 2002-2003, by School Type and District®

School Year 1999-2000

School Year 2000-2001

School Year 2001-2002

School Year 2002-2003

School Type/District N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

School Type

Control Schools 73 13.7 73 13.7 74 20.3 74 44.6

Treatment Schools 79 21.5 79 19.0 79 27.8 79 29.1*
Classroom 18 27.8 18 22.2 14 42.9 14 42.9
Non-classroom 61 19.7 61 18.0 65 24.6 65 26.2

District
A 16 125 16 43.8 17 29.4 17 29.4
B 24 29.2 24 12,5 24 29.2 24 41.7
C 9 22.2 9 44.4 9 44.4 9 77.8
D 34 5.9 34 29 34 235 34 44.1
E 59 15.3 59 13.6 59 15.3 59 30.5
F 10 50.0 10 20.0 10 40.0 10 10.0

All schools 152 17.8 152 16.4 153 24.2 153 36.6

! Respondents were asked to identify unusual events or program changes that might have affected school operations or academic achievement. In School
Years 1999/00 and 2000/01, curriculum changes and key staff changes were among the events most frequently identified. In School Year 2001/02, the
top three events were: construction (8 responses), redistricting (3 responses), and new academic/enrichment program (3 responses). In School Year

2002-2003, the top three events were: change in staffing (9 responses), construction (7 responses), and budget reductions (4 responses).

Note: Row percentages are independent.

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between control and treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring2001 and 2003
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Exhibit A-8

Principal’s Perceptions of How Rate of Disciplinary Actions in Their School Compares To That of Other Elementary
Schools, By School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Rate of Disciplinary Actions in Their School

School Type/District N Much Lower  Lower  About the Same Higher Much Higher  Don't Know  Other

School Type

Control schools 74 14.9 324 29.7 10.8 2.7 9.5 0.0

Treatment schools 79 13.9 31.6 30.4 13.9 1.3 6.3 2.5
Classroom 14 7.1 28.6 28.6 28.6 0.0 0.0 7.1
Non-classroom 65 15.4 32.3 30.8 10.8 15 7.7 15

District
A 17 11.8 17.6 47.1 11.8 0.0 11.8 0.0
B 24 16.7 50.0 8.3 8.3 4.2 12.5 0.0
C 9 22.2 11.1 33.3 22.2 0.0 0.0 11.1
D 34 11.8 324 324 11.8 0.0 11.8 0.0
E 59 15.3 33.9 30.5 11.9 3.4 3.4 1.7
F 10 10.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 10.0 0.0

All schools 153 14.4 32.0 30.1 12.4 2.0 7.8 1.3

! “Other” responses included: just different—a philosophical difference (it’s hard to discipline children when they have a reason to be angry); and
ranges from about the same to higher.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-9

Principals’ Estimate of the Number of Times Students Sent to the School Office for Disciplinary Reasons in a Typical Week and If There Are
More Visits in the Morning or Afternoon, by School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

of ’\\l/:Jsrintls)/eDray iz‘?‘ggtior:gp\r/lgrcilaﬁi)li How Disciplinary Visits Vary by Time of Day
er 100 in Disciplinary Visits .
stude(r?ts enrolled) by Ti?ne ofyDay . . About Sf"‘me During Recess .
School Type/ More in More in In Morning/ or After-Lunch During
District N Mean Median N Percent N Morning Afternoon Afternoon Recess Lunch Other
Percent of Those Principals Indicating Variation in Disciplinary Visits by Time
of Day @
School Type
Control 70 0.40 0.25 74 93.2 69 4.3 42.0 24.6 42.0 0.0 14
Treatment 79 0.48 0.33 79 97.5 76 1.3 30.3 19.7 55.3 5.3 1.3
Classroom 14 0.76* 0.74* 14 92.9 13 0.0 23.1 23.1 61.5 7.7 7.7
Non- 65 0.42 0.32 65 98.5 63 1.6 317 19.0 54.0 4.8 0.0
classroom
District
A 16 0.17 0.16 17 82.4 14 7.1 50.0 28.6 7.1 0.0 7.1
B 22 0.26 0.18 24 87.5 21 4.8 23.8 19.0 66.7 14.3 0.0
C 9 0.48 0.32 9 88.9 8 0.0 125 125 87.5 125 0.0
D 34 0.42 0.31 34 10.0 34 0.0 14.7 35.3 52.9 0.0 0.0
E 59 0.54 0.34 59 100.0 59 3.4 47.5 13.6 52.5 0.0 1.7
F 9 0.75 0.81 10 100.0 9 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 149 0.44 0.31 153 95.4 145 2.8 35.9 221 49.0 2.8 1.4

:suqiyx3 Arequswsa|ddng

Note: Row percentages (1) may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.
* Difference is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between classroom and non-classroom treatment schools.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-10

Principals’ Perception of Most Common Reasons for Disciplinary Actions by School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Reasons for Disciplinary Actions

- o S ® 3
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Percent of Principals
School Type
Control 74 446 432 324 13.5 10.8 95 81 135 135 12.2 5.4 9.5 2.7 5.4 14 27 14
Treatment 79 544 48.1 25.3 16.5 165 17.7 165 10.1 8.9 8.9 10.1 3.8 6.3 3.8 6.3 3.8 0.0
Classroom 14 714 643 14.3 28.6 143 143 28.6 0.0 286 0.0 21.4 7.1 7.1 00 143 71 0.0
Non-classroom 65 50.8 44.6 27.7 13.8 169 185 1338 12.3 4.6 10.8 7.7 3.1 6.2 4.6 46 31 0.0
District
A 17 353 235 41.2 235 59 235 59 59 235 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 118 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 24 375 417 16.7 25.0 125 125 83 125 0.0 8.3 83 125 0.0 0.0 83 0.0 4.2
C 9 11.1 444 22.2 11.1 0.0 333 444 4.4 111 11.1 111 111 222 00 111 111 0.0
D 34 412 471 47.1 2.9 14.7 8.8 20.6 14.7 8.8 8.8 2.9 0.0 2.9 2.9 29 59 0.0
E 59 67.8 55.9 23.7 10.2 186 119 6.8 8.5 8.5 10.2 13.6 10.2 5.1 1.7 34 34 0.0
F 10 60.0 30.0 10.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 153 49.7 4538 28.8 15.0 13.7 13.7 124 11.8 111 10.5 7.8 6.5 4.6 4.6 39 33 0.7

1 “Other” responses included: use of foul language; competitiveness; rough play; sexual harassment; and dress code violations.
Note: Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-11

Percent of Principals Ranking Reasons for Disciplinary Actions as the Three Most
Common Reasons, School Year 2002-2003

Ranking
Most Second Most Third Most
Reasons for Disciplinary Actions N Common Common Common
Percent
Disrespect Towards Teachers/Staff 76 31.6 47.4 13.2
Fighting 70 35.7 35.7 18.6
Aggressive Behavior/Conflicts 44 27.3 341 9.1
Disruptive Behavior 23 60.9 30.4 0.0
Disrespect Towards Other Students 21 52.4 23.8 9.5
Not Focused on Work 21 42.9 23.8 33.3
Other* 19 26.3 36.8 26.3
Name Calling/Teasing 18 50.0 16.7 27.8
Disobedience 17 47.1 35.3 11.8
Inappropriate Behavior/Attitude 16 56.3 18.8 25.0
Theft 12 8.3 8.3 41.7
Vandalism 10 0.0 20.0 50.0
Tardiness 7 14.3 28.6 28.6
Violation of Bus Rules 7 714 14.3 14.3
Absenteeism 6 16.7 16.7 16.7
Impulse Control/Anger 5 60.0 20.0 0.0
Don’t Know 1 0.0 0.0 0.0
! “Other” responses included: use of foul language; competitiveness; rough play; sexual harassment; and dress code
violations.

Notes: N = number of principals identifying reasons for disciplinary actions regardless of whether it ranked as one of
three most common. Percentages indicate share of principals identifying reason who ranked it as one of three
most common.

Row percentages do not always sum to 100.0% due to non-response.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-12

Percent of Principals by Locations Where Disciplinary Incidents Were More Likely to Occur, by School Type and District,
School Year 2002-2003

Locations Where Disciplinary Incidents More Likely to Occur

School Library/Music
School Type/District N Playground Bus Classroom Cafeteria Hallways Bathrooms  Class/Art Class Other®
Percent
School Type
Control 67 89.6 23.9 16.4 134 134 3.0 1.5 3.0
Treatment 69 855 13.0 5.8 5.8 4.3 2.9 2.9 5.8
Classroom 12 66.7 8.3 8.3 8.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 16.7
Non-classroom 57 89.5 14.0 5.3 5.3 1.8 1.8 1.8 35
District
A 15 60.0 66.7 6.7 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.0 6.7
B 20 90.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0
C 8 100.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 29 100.0 0.0 10.3 10.3 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
E 55 94.5 12.7 7.3 9.1 9.1 3.6 3.6 7.3
F 9 33.3 55.6 66.7 0.0 22.2 111 0.0 0.0
All schools 136 87.5 18.4 11.0 9.6 8.8 2.9 2.2 4.4

L«Other” responses included: in unstructured settings; at lunch/recess; on the way home; outside, between annex rooms; and at school, before school starts.

Notes: N represents the number of respondents indicating that disciplinary incidents were more likely to occur in certain settings within the school.
Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-13

Percent of Principals Reporting a Written Policy on School Discipline and Whether the Incidence of Disciplinary Problems
Has Changed Over the Past Three Years Compared to Previous Years, by School Type and District, School Year 2002-
2003

Incidence of Disciplinary How Incidence of Disciplinary
School Has Problems Has Problems Has Changed
Written Not Don’t
School Type/District N Policy N  Changed Changed Know N Increased Decreased Other!
Percent Percent @ Percent @
School Type
Control 74 83.8 74 48.6 37.8 135 36 13.9 75.0 8.3
Treatment 79 86.1 79 43.0 46.8 10.1 34 17.6 79.4 2.9
Classroom 14 92.9 14 64.3 28.6 7.1 9 22.2 77.8 0.0
Non-classroom 65 84.6 65 38.5 50.8 10.8 25 16.0 80.0 4.0
District
A 17 82.4 17 64.7 35.3 0.0 11 0.0 90.9 9.1
B 24 91.7 24 50.0 41.7 8.3 12 16.7 75.0 8.3
C 9 88.9 9 66.7 33.3 0.0 6 33.3 66.7 0.0
D 34 100.0 34 35.3 47.1 17.6 12 25.0 75.0 0.0
E 59 79.7 59 37.3 45.8 16.9 22 9.1 86.4 4.5
F 10 50.0 10 70.0 30.0 0.0 7 28.6 42.9 14.3
All schools 153 85.0 153 45.8 42.5 11.8 70 15.7 77.1 5.7

:suqiyx3g Areluawaddng

! «Other” responses included: have had more students with severe emotional problems, but most students’ behavior is improving; decreased during first years of
pilot, but increased again; decreased during first two years of pilot, then slightly increased; and increased last year, but returned to normal this year.

Note: Row percentages (1) sum to 100.0%; row percentages (2) do not always sum to 100.0% due to non-response.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-14

Perceived Changes in School Breakfast Operations in School Year 2001-2002 as Reported by School Principals, by School Type and

District

Time of Breakfast Service

Length of Breakfast Service

Breakfast Service Staffing

School Type/ No Don't No Don't No Don't
District N Earlier Later Change Know Longer Shorter Change Know Increase Decrease Change Know
Percent Percent Percent

School Type

Control 74 0.0 0.0 83.8 16.2 14 0.0 82.4 16.2 14 0.0 79.7 18.9

Treatment 79 3.8 3.8 83.5 8.9 3.8 1.3 86.1 8.9 10.1 0.0 81.0 8.9
Classroom 14 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 7.1 92.9 0.0 28.6 0.0 71.4 0.0
Non-classroom 65 4.6 1.5 83.1 10.8 4.6 0.0 84.6 10.8 6.2 0.0 83.1 10.8

District
A 17 5.9 0.0 94.1 0.0 11.8 0.0 88.2 0.0 5.9 0.0 88.2 5.9
B 24 0.0 4.2 75.0 20.8 0.0 4.2 75.0 20.8 4.2 0.0 75.0 20.8
C 9 111 0.0 88.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
D 34 0.0 2.9 85.3 11.8 0.0 0.0 88.2 11.8 5.9 0.0 82.4 11.8
E 59 1.7 1.7 79.7 16.9 3.4 0.0 79.7 16.9 5.1 0.0 78.0 16.9
F 10 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 70.0 10.0

All schools 153 2.0 2.0 83.7 12.4 2.6 0.7 84.3 12.4 5.9 0.0 80.4 13.7

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-15

Perceived Changes in School Breakfast Operations in School Year 2001-2002 as Reported by School Principals, by School Type and

District (Continued)

Breakfast Supervision

Location Breakfast Eaten

Related Expenditures

No Don’t No Don’t No Don’t
School Type/ District N Increase Decrease Change Know | Changed Change  Know [ Increase Decrease Change Know
Percent Percent Percent
School Type
Control 74 1.4 0.0 81.1 17.6 1.4 85.1 13.5 0.0 0.0 81.1 18.9
Treatment 79 6.3 1.3 835 8.9 7.6 835 8.9 11.4 0.0 79.7 8.9
Classroom 14 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 28.6 0.0 71.4 0.0
Non-classroom 65 7.7 1.5 80.0 10.8 6.2 83.1 10.8 7.7 0.0 81.5 10.8
District
A 17 5.9 0.0 88.2 5.9 5.9 94.1 0.0 5.9 0.0 94.1 0.0
B 24 8.3 0.0 70.8 20.8 8.3 75.0 16.7 8.36 0.0 70.8 20.8
C 9 0.0 11.1 88.9 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 111 0.0 88.9 0.0
D 34 0.0 0.0 88.2 11.8 2.9 85.3 11.8 2.9 0.0 82.4 14.7
E 59 51 0.0 78.0 16.9 1.7 83.1 15.3 34 0.0 79.7 16.9
F 10 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 70.0 10.0
All schools 153 3.9 0.7 82.4 13.1 4.6 84.3 111 5.9 0.0 80.4 13.7

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-16

Perceived Changes in School Breakfast Operations in School Year 2002-2003 as Reported by School Principals, by School Type and

District

Time of Breakfast Service

Length of Breakfast Service

Breakfast Service Staffing

School Type/ No Don't No Don't No Don't
District N Earlier Later Change Know Longer Shorter Change Know Increase  Decrease Change Know
Percent Percent Percent

School Type

Control 74 4.1 0.0 94.6 1.4 4.1 0.0 94.6 14 2.7 4.1 90.5 2.7

Treatment 79 3.8 25 93.7 0.0 6.3 25 91.1 0.0 51 3.8 91.1 0.0
Classroom 14 0.0 7.1 92.9 0.0 0.0 7.1 92.9 0.0 7.1 0.0 92.9 0.0
Non-classroom 65 4.6 15 93.8 0.0 7.7 1.5 90.8 0.0 4.6 4.6 90.8 0.0

District
A 17 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 94.1 0.0 0.0 5.9 88.2 5.9
B 24 8.3 0.0 91.7 0.0 125 0.0 87.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
cC 9 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
D 34 2.9 5.9 91.2 0.0 2.9 0.0 97.1 0.0 2.9 2.9 94.1 0.0
E 59 3.4 0.0 94.9 1.7 5.1 1.7 91.5 1.7 8.5 6.8 84.7 0.0
F 10 10.0 0.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.0 10.0

All schools 153 3.9 1.3 94.1 0.7 5.2 1.3 92.8 0.7 3.9 3.9 90.8 1.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-17

Perceived Changes in School Breakfast Operations in School Year 2002-2003 as Reported by School Principals, by School Type

and District (Continued)

Breakfast Supervision

Location Breakfast Eaten

Related Expenditures

School Type/ No Don't No Don't No Don't
District N Increase  Decrease Change Know | Changed Change Know | Increase Decrease Change Know
Percent Percent Percent

School Type

Control 74 10.8 5.4 82.4 14 4.1 95.9 0.0 5.4 0.0 89.2 5.4

Treatment 79 7.6 0.0 924 0.0 25 97.5 0.0 6.3 25 89.9 1.3
Classroom 14 7.1 0.0 92.9 0.0 7.1 92.9 0.0 14.3 0.0 85.7 0.0
Non-classroom 65 7.7 0.0 92.3 0.0 15 98.5 0.0 4.6 3.1 90.8 15

District
A 17 5.9 0.0 88.2 5.9 0.0 100.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 88.2 0.0
B 24 8.3 0.0 91.7 0.0 4.2 95.8 0.0 4.2 0.0 95.8 0.0
C 9 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 88.9 0.0
D 34 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 2.9 97.1 0.0 2.9 0.0 91.2 5.9
E 59 15.3 6.8 78.0 0.0 5.1 94.9 0.0 6.8 1.7 88.1 3.4
F 10 20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 80.0 10.0

All schools 153 9.2 2.6 87.6 0.7 3.3 96.7 0.0 5.9 1.3 89.5 3.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-18

Treatment School Principals’ Perceptions of the Impact of Universal-Free School Breakfast on Key Stakeholders, by Breakfast Setting and District,
School Year 2002-2003
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Impact on Students Impact on Teachers
Very No Very Don’t Very No Very Don’t
Breakfast Setting/District N positive Positive Effect Negative Negative Know Other' | Positive Positive Effect Negative Negative Know
Percent Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 42.9 7.1 21.4 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 36.9 50.8 9.2 0.0 0.0 15 15 20.0 43.1 33.8 15 0.0 1.5
District
A 8 50.0 37.5 125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 12 50.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 8.3 25.0 41.7 16.7 8.3 0.0 8.3
C 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 235 58.8 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 29.4 47.1 11.8 0.0 0.0
E 32 43.8 50.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.8 50.0 28.1 3.1 0.0 0.0
F 5 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 38.0 51.9 7.6 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.3 21.5 43.0 29.1 5.1 0.0 1.3

! «Other” response included: ranges from ‘no effect’ to ‘very positive’.
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003

6T-V



0c-v

:suqiyx3g Areluawaddng

Apn1s uolreiuawa|dwi

Exhibit A-19

Treatment School Principals’ Perceptions of the Impact of Universal-Free School Breakfast on Key Stakeholders, by Breakfast Setting and
District, School Year 2002-2003 (Continued)

Impact on Custodians

Impact on Cafeteria Workers

Very No Very Don’t Very No Very Don’t
Breakfast Setting/District N  Positive Positive Effect Negative Negative Know | Positive Positive Effect Negative Negative Know
Percent Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 0.0 35.7 21.4 35.7 7.1 0.0 0.0 42.9 28.6 21.4 7.1 0.0
Non-classroom 65 6.2 154 60.0 16.9 0.0 1.5 12.3 29.2 50.8 6.2 0.0 1.5
District
A 8 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 375 62.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 12 0.0 16.7 66.7 0.0 8.3 8.3 16.7 25.0 41.7 0.0 8.3 8.3
C 5 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 5.9 11.8 64.7 17.6 0.0 0.0 5.9 17.6 58.8 17.6 0.0 0.0
E 32 3.1 21.9 43.8 31.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 344 53.1 6.3 0.0 0.0
F 5 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 51 19.0 53.2 20.3 1.3 1.3 10.1 31.6 46.8 8.9 1.3 1.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-20

Treatment School Principals’ Perceptions of the Impact of Universal-Free School Breakfast on School Operations, by Breakfast Setting and District,

School Year 2002-2003

Breakfast Participation

Staffing Requirements

Sharp Slight No Slight Sharp Don’t Sharp Slight No Slight Sharp Don’t
Breakfast Setting/District N Increase Increase Effect Decrease Decrease Know Other® | Increase Increase Effect Decrease Decrease Know
Percent Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 64.3 28.6 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 41.5 40.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 15 1.5 0.0 23.1* 75.4 0.0 0.0 1.5
District
A 8 50.0 37.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 12 66.7 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 75.0 0.0 0.0 8.3
C 5 60.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 35.3 47.1 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 94.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
E 32 40.6 375 18.8 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.8 56.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
F 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 45.6 38.0 12.7 1.3 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 27.8 70.9 0.0 0.0 1.3

! «“Other” response included: ranges from slight to sharp increase.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between classroom and non-classroom treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-21

Treatment School Principals’ Perceptions of the Impact of Universal-Free School Breakfast on School Operations, by Breakfast Setting and

District, School Year 2002-2003 (Continued)

Administrative Requirements

Operating Expenses

Breakfast Setting/ Sharp Slight No Slight Sharp Don’'t | Sharp Slight No Slight Sharp Don't
District N Increase Increase Effect Decrease Decrease Know | Increase Increase Effect Decrease Decrease Know
Percent Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 0.0 21.4 71.4 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 0.0 15.4 83.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 7.7%* 90.8** 0.0 0.0 1.5
District
A 8 0.0 12.5 75.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 12 0.0 16.7 75.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 16.7 75.0 0.0 0.0 8.3
C 5 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 0.0 23.5 76.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
E 32 0.0 12.5 87.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 84.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
F 5 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 0.0 16.5 81.0 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 15.2 835 0.0 0.0 1.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

** Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .01 level. Comparison is between classroom and non-classroom treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-22

Overall Impact of Universal-Free School Breakfast as Reported by Treatment School
Principals, by Breakfast Setting and District, School Year 2002-2003

Breakfast Setting/ Very No Very Don't
District N Positive  Positive Effect Negative Negative  Know
Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 50.0 35.7 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 41.5 44.6 12.3 0.0 0.0 15
District
A 8 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 12 58.3 25.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 8.3
C 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 294 41.2 235 5.9 0.0 0.0
E 32 43.8 46.9 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
F 5 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 43.0 43.0 114 1.3 0.0 1.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-23

Treatment School Principals Perceptions of Attitudinal Changes During the Period that Universal-Free School
Breakfasts Were Offered, by Breakfast Setting and District

Staff Attitude Toward School Breakfast Student Attitude Toward School Breakfast
More Less No Don't More Less No Don’t
Breakfast Setting/District N Favorable Favorable Change Know | Favorable Favorable Change Know  Other'
Percent Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 57.1 7.1 35.7 0.0 71.4 0.0 21.4 7.1 0.0
Non-classroom 65 50.8 15 43.1 4.6 56.9 0.0 36.9 4.6 1.5
District
A 8 62.5 0.0 375 0.0 62.5 0.0 375 0.0 0.0
B 12 33.3 0.0 58.3 8.3 50.0 0.0 33.3 8.3 8.3
C 5 40.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0
D 17 47.1 11.8 35.3 5.9 47.1 0.0 41.2 11.8 0.0
E 32 59.4 0.0 375 3.1 68.8 0.0 28.1 3.1 0.0
F 5 60.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 51.9 2.5 41.8 3.8 59.5 0.0 34.2 5.1 1.3

! «Other” response included: more favorable for some, but no change for others.
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003

:suqiyx3g Areluawaddng

Apn1s uolreiuawa|dwi



:suqIyx3g Arequswaddng

Apnis uonreiuswa|dwy

Gg-v

Exhibit A-24

Impact of the SBPP on Administrative Requirements and on the Accuracy of School Breakfast Record Keeping as Reported by Treatment School

Principals, by Breakfast Setting and District, School Year 2002-2003

If Increased Requirements, Effect on Accuracy of
Distribution of Effort Between Evaluation (Eval.) and School Breakfast
Effect on Administrative Requirements Implementation (Imp.) ! Record Keeping2
All/ All/
Nearly Nearly
No Don’t All Majority Majority All Don’t Don’t
Breakfast Setting/District N |ncrease Decrease Effect Know [ N Eval. Eval. Equal Imp. Imp. | Know | N  Yes No  Know
Percent® Percent® Percent®
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 214 7.1 71.4 0.0 3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 14 35.7 64.3 0.0
Non-classroom 65 27.7 0.0 70.8 1.5 18 5.6 27.8 16.7 111 5.6 11.1 65 4.6 92.3 3.1
District
A 8 25.0 12.5 62.5 0.0 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 8 0.0 100.0 0.0
B 12 8.3 0.0 83.3 8.3 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 12 8.3 75.0 16.7
C 5 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 4 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 5 40.0 60.0 0.0
D 17 35.3 0.0 64.7 0.0 6 16.7 0.0 33.3 16.7 16.7 0.0 17 5.9 94.1 0.0
E 32 21.9 0.0 78.1 0.0 7 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 32 6.3 93.8 0.0
F 5 20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 40.0 60.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 26.6 1.3 70.9 1.3 21 14.3 23.8 14.3 9.5 4.8 14.3 79 10.1 87.3 2.5

L «“All/Nearly All” represents 90.0% or greater share of effort; “Majority” represents 60.0%-90.0% share of effort.

2 Those principals who said that the SBPP had affected the accuracy of school breakfast record keeping were divided in their perception as to whether the impact was positive or negative. Of the
seven principals who commented on the direction of the impact, four described it as positive and three as negative.

Note: Row percentages (1) and (3) sum to 100%. Row percentages (2) do not always sum to 100.0% due to non-response.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-25

Principals’ Perceptions That the Availability of Suitable Space is a Constraint in
Determining Where School Breakfast is Served, by School Type and District, School Year
2002-2003

Of Control Schools Responding “No”,
Availability of Space is Space Would be Constraining With
Constraining Sharply Higher Participation
School Type/District N Yes No N Yes No Depends”
Percent Percent

School Type
Control 74 4.1 95.9 71 19.7 73.2 7.0
Treatment 79 15.2 84.8 -- -- -- --

Classroom 14 28.6 71.4 - - -- --

Non-classroom 65 12.3 87.7 -- -- -- -
District

A 17 11.8 88.2 9 22.2 66.7 11.1

B 24 4.2 95.8 12 25.0 58.3 16.7

C 9 0.0 100.0 4 0.0 50.0 50.0

D 34 2.9 97.1 17 17.6 82.4 0.0

E 59 15.3 84.7 24 20.8 79.2 0.0

F 10 20.0 80.0 5 20.0 80.0 0.0
All schools 153 9.8 90.2 -- -- -- --

! “Depends” responses included: could serve double, but not triple; constraint if entire school ate; and not enough
tables if number eating doubled or tripled.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-26

Special Efforts Made to Promote the School Breakfast Program During School Year 2001-
2002 and/or School Year 2002-2003 as Reported by School Principals, by School Type and

District
Special Promotional Efforts
Don’t
School Type/District N Yes No Know Other?!
Percent
School Type
Control 74 47.3 51.4 1.4 0.0
Treatment 79 75.9%* 22.8** 1.3 0.0
Classroom 14 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 81.5* 16.9** 1.5 0.0
District
A 17 64.7 35.3 0.0 0.0
B 24 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0
C 9 55.6 44.4 0.0 0.0
D 34 58.8 38.2 2.9 0.0
E 59 66.1 32.2 0.0 1.7
F 10 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 153 62.1 36.6 0.7 0.7

! “Other” response included: ‘Don’t Know’ for School Year 2001/02 and ‘No’ for School Year 2002-2003.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between classroom and non-

classroom treatment schools.

** Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .01 level. Comparison is between control and treatment
schools, and between classroom and non-classroom treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-27

Attitude of Treatment School Principals Toward Discontinuation of Universal-Free School
Breakfast Due to End of the Pilot, by Breakfast Setting and District School Year 2002-2003

Does Not
Breakfast Setting/ District N Has Concerns Have Concerns
Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 64.3 35.7
Non-classroom 65 64.6 354
District
A 8 100.0 0.0
B 12 66.7 33.3
C 5 40.0 60.0
D 17 41.2 58.8
E 32 65.6 34.4
F 5 100.0 0.0
All treatment schools 79 64.6 35.4

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Principal Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-28

Percent of Cafeteria Managers by Tenure in Present Position by School Type and District,
School Year 2002-2003

Tenure in Present Position

Less than 3 3to 6 More than
School Type/ District N Median Years Years Years 6 Years
Percent
School Type
Control 75 4.0 34.7 30.7 34.7
Treatment 79 5.0 31.6 36.7 31.6
Classroom 14 5.0 28.6 42.9 28.6
Non-classroom 65 5.0 32.3 354 32.3
District
A 17" 35 35.3 35.3 29.4
B 24 4.5 33.3 33.3 33.3
C 10 4.5 40.0 20.0 40.0
D 34 55 29.4 29.4 41.2
E 59 35 35.6 33.9 30.5
F 10 5.0 20.0 60.0 20.0
All schools 154 4.0 33.1 33.8 33.1

! An additional control school in this district was added to the study in Year 3 when a portion of the enrollment in one
of the original schools was transferred to a recently opened school.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-29

Percent of Cafeteria Managers Reporting Unusual Events that Affected Operation of the
Cafeteria During School Years 2001-2002 or 2002-2003 by School Type and District
Unusual Events in

School Year School Year
School Type/District N 2001-2002 2002-2003
Percent
School Type
Control schools 75 6.7 8.0
Treatment schools 79 3.8 5.1
Classroom 14 7.1 0.0
Non-classroom 65 3.1 6.2
District
A 17 5.9 0.0
B 24 4.2 8.3
C 10 20.0 30.0
D 34 5.9 8.8
E 59 3.4 3.4
F 10 0.0 0.0
All schools 154 5.2 6.5

Note: Row percentages are independent.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003

A-30 Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study



:s1qIyx3 Arejuswa|ddns

Apnis uonejuaws|dw

TE-V

Exhibit A-30

Location Where School Breakfast is Served and Eaten, by School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Location Served

Location Eaten

o : . 2
. s 5 g . s 5
o S B c 82 o S o B 8 2
= o = c S @ ‘= 3 o = c SS9 >
o = @ 2 o 023 L o & % ) @ 23 T v
School Type/ g = @ £ g 5 €& | & = 4 £ % § Efp = 2
District N &8 = ) d S& € 88 &1 8 S o 3 833 & 88 £ 8
Percent Percent
School Type
Control 75 84.0 6.7 0.0 2.7 0.0 5.3 0.0 1.3 82.7 8.0 2.7 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 13
Treatment 79 68.4* 10.1 10.1 1.3 0.0 3.8 2.5 3.8 60.8** 114 12.7 2.5 0.0 0.0 6.3 1.3 51
Classroom 14 35.7 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 00 714 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.4 00 7.1
Non- 65 75.4 12.3 15 1.5 0.0 4.6 0.0 4.6 73.8 13.8 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.1 15 4.6
classroom
District
A 17 82.4 0.0 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 82.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 59 59
B 24 87.5 0.0 125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0| 875 0.0 125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
C 10 50.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 | 30.0 30.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 10.0
D 34 64.7 11.8 0.0 5.9 0.0 14.7 2.9 0.0 67.6 14.7 0.0 118 0.0 0.0 2.9 29 0.0
E 59 78.0 10.2 1.7 1.7 0.0 34 0.0 5.1 72.9 11.9 6.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 51
F 10 90.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 154 76.0 8.4 5.2 1.9 0.0 45 1.3 26| 714 9.7 7.8 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2 1.3 32

! «Other” responses included: annex building; and multi-purpose room and/or outside.
2 «Other” response included: annex building; multi-purpose room and/or outside; and some classes eat in the hallway, some eat in the classroom.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between control and treatment schools.
** Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .01 level. Comparison is between control and treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-31

Percent of Schools Reporting that the Location Where School Breakfast was Served in
School Year 2002-2003 was Same as the Previous Two Years, by School Type and District
Same Location as in

School Year 2000-2001 School Year 2001-2002
Don’t
School Type/District N Yes No Yes No Know
Percent
School Type
Control schools 75 96.0 4.0 94.7 4.0 1.3
Treatment schools 79 88.6 11.4 97.5 1.3 1.3
Classroom 14 92.9 7.1 100.0 0.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 87.7 12.3 96.9 15 15
District
A 17 94.1 5.9 100.0 0.0 0.0
B 24 100.0 0.0 95.8 4.2 0.0
C 10 90.0 10.0 90.0 0.0 10.0
D 34 91.2 8.8 100.0 0.0 0.0
E 59 91.5 8.5 94.9 3.4 1.7
F 10 80.0 20.0 90.0 10.0 0.0
All schools 154 92.2 7.8 96.1 2.6 1.3

Note: Row percentages for the separate school years sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-32

Number of Treatment Schools Where School Breakfast was Eaten in the Classroom and
Year-to-Year Changes, School Year 2000-2001 — School Year 2002-2003

Description Number of Schools
Breakfast eaten in classroom in Year 1 18
Changes:
Year 2 - classroom to cafeteria 3
— cafeteria to classroom 1
Year 3 - classroom to cafeteria 3
— cafeteria to classroom 1
Breakfast eaten in classroom all three years 12
Breakfast eaten in classroom in Year 3 14

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-33

Percent of Schools by Time Allotted for School Breakfast Service, Whether Part of School Day, Initiative Required by Students to Eat School

Breakfast, by School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Breakfast Initiative Required to Eat School Breakfast When Breakfast
Time Allotted for Breakfast Service Treated as is Not Treated as Part of School Day
Less More Part of
than 15t0 21to than School Day
School Type/ Median 15 20 30 30 Don’t
District N  Minutes Min. Min. Min. Min. Varies | N Percent N  Significant Moderate Little None Know  Other'
Percent Percent
School Type
Control 75 30.0 1.3 18.7 41.3 34.7 4.0 75 9.3 68 0.0 11.8 235 57.4 5.9 15
Treatment 79 30.0 1.3 114 38.0 44.3 5.1 79 12.7 68 15 14.7 17.6 60.3 59 0.0
Classroom 14 25.0 7.1 21.4 42.9 21.4 7.1 14 28.6 9 0.0 0.0 22.2 66.7 111 0.0
Non- 65 35.0 0.0 9.2 36.9 49.2 4.6 65 9.2 59 1.7 16.9 16.9 59.3 5.1 0.0
classroom
District
A 17 35.0 0.0 5.9 235 70.6 0.0 17 5.9 16 0.0 0.0 25.0 68.8 6.3 0.0
B 24 30.0 4.2 20.8 50.0 25.0 0.0 24 4.2 23 4.3 17.4 13.0 60.9 4.3 0.0
C 10 35.0 0.0 20.0 30.0 50.0 0.0 10 30.0 7 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 0.0
D 34 30.0 2.9 11.8 52.9 324 0.0 34 11.8 29 0.0 27.6 27.6 34.5 6.9 3.4
E 59 30.0 0.0 18.6 33.9 37.3 10.2 59 10.2 53 0.0 7.5 13.2 73.6 5.7 0.0
F 10 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 50.0 10.0 10 20.0 8 0.0 0.0 25.0 62.5 125 0.0
All schools 154 30.0 1.3 14.9 39.6 39.6 45 (154 11.0 136 0.7 13.2 20.6 58.8 5.9 0.7

! “Other” response included: Moderate initiative for students who walk, but none for students taking bus.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-34

Percent of Schools by Change in Time Allotted for School Breakfast Service and Change in
Perceived Initiative Required of Students to Eat School Breakfast Between School Year 2000-

2001 and School Year 2002-2003, by School Type and District

Time Allotted for Breakfast Service

Initiative Required to Eat School
Breakfast When Breakfast is Not
Treated as Part of School Day

School Type/ Remained Remained
District N Decreased the Same Increased N Decreased the Same Increased
Percent Percent
School Type
Control 71 29.6 33.8 36.6 67 41.8 40.3 17.9
Treatment 72 27.8 33.3 38.9 61 41.0 36.1 23.0
Classroom 10 40.0 20.0 40.0 6 16.7 50.0 33.3
Non- 62 25.8 355 38.7 55 43.6 34.5 21.8
classroom
District
A 17 41.2 35.3 235 14 50.0 42.9 7.1
B 23 34.8 21.7 43.5 22 59.1 22.7 18.2
C 9 11.1 44.4 44.4 6 50.0 33.3 16.7
D 31 25.8 45.2 29.0 29 31.0 41.4 27.6
E 53 30.2 24.5 45.3 50 36.0 42.0 22.0
F 10 10.0 60.0 30.0 7 42.9 42.9 14.3
All schools 143 28.7 33.6 37.8 128 41.4 38.3 20.3
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2001 and 2003
Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study A-35
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Exhibit A-35

Percent of Treatment Schools with Classroom Breakfast by Who is Responsible for Specified Tasks,

School Year 2002-2003

Food Service

(FIS) Students &  F/S Staff & Don’t
Task N Staff Students  Teachers  Custodians Teachers Teachers Others® Know
Percent of Schools Serving in Classroom
Food delivery 14 35.7 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Serving food 14 0.0 64.3 7.1 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 7.1
Trash removal 14 21.4 14.3 0.0 35.7 0.0 0.0 14.3 7.1
Record keeping 14 14.3 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 21.4 7.1 7.1

L«Others” included: cafeteria staff and students; custodians and students; and teachers, students, and cafeteria staff.
Note: Row percentages do not always sum to 100.0% due to non-response.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-36
Percent of Treatment Schools with Classroom Breakfast by Types of Problems Encountered, School Year 2002-2003
Type of Problem N Share of schools
Percent of Treatment Schools Serving in Classroom
Have had problems serving in classroom 14 64.3
Have had problems due to Percent of Treatment Schools Reporting Problems Serving in Classroom
Lack of help delivering food to rooms 9 111
Cleaning up spillage 9 33.3
Teacher resistance 9 22.2
Poor record keeping 9 33.3

Other issues* 9 22.2

L «Other issues” included: hard to get some teachers to understand what makes a reimbursable meal, and waste.
Note: ‘Percent of Treatment Schools Reporting Problems Serving in Classroom’ percentages sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple response.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-37

Percent of Schools by Selected Characteristics of the Meals Served, by School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Identical Offer ] A la Carte Offered A la Carte Foods Offered
Breakfast  Versus Ala
School Type/ Served Serve Carte Before During After
District N to All Available Offered | N Breakfast Breakfast Breakfast Other' | N Milk Juice Entrée Other?
Percent of Those Schools Percent of Those Schools
Percent® Offering A la Carte® Offering A la Carte®

School Type

Control 75 90.7 53.3 26.7 20 10.0 95.0 25.0 10.0 20 80.0 60.0 55.0 30.0

Treatment 79 91.1 48.1 30.4 24 16.7 95.8 375 0.0 24 87.5 87.5 70.8 20.8
Classroom 14 64.3 42.9 21.4 3 33.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 3 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Non- 65 96.9 49.2 32.3 21 14.3 95.2 28.6 0.0 21 85.7 85.7 66.7 23.8
classroom

District
A 17 100.0 88.2 35.3 6 0.0 100.0 33.3 33.3 6 50.0 50.0 33.3 50.0
B 24 79.2 91.7 29.2 7 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 7 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
C 10 80.0 100.0 60.0 6 0.0 100.0 33.3 0.0 6 100.0 66.7 83.3 0.0
D 34 97.1 82.4 64.7 22 18.2 100.0 40.9 0.0 22 81.8 77.3 54.5 36.4
E 59 91.5 1.7 3.4 2 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 100.0 50.0 50.0 0.0
F 10 90.0 20.0 10.0 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0

All schools 154 90.9 50.6 28.6 44 13.6 95.5 31.8 4.6 44 84.1 75.0 63.6 25.0

! “Other” responses included: items are purchased for snack time, but some kids may sneak a bite during breakfast; and students can purchase items during breakfast for snack
later in the morning, but are not allowed to eat it during breakfast.

2 “Other” responses included: chips, muffins, donuts, apples or other fruit, animal crackers and other snacks; extra items on menu; snacks; and toast.

Note: Row percentages (1) are independent. Row percentages (2) and (3) may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-38

Percent of Schools with Foods Available from Other On-Campus Sources During Periods of School Breakfast
Service, By School Type and District, School Year 2002-2003

Types of Foods Available

School Foods Available From Candy/
Type/District N Other Sources N Milk Juice  Chips/Cookies Snacks Soda Other!
Percent Percent of Schools With Food From Other Sources

School Type

Control schools 75 8.0 6 0.0 100.0 66.7 16.7 0.0 16.7

Treatment schools 79 114 9 0.0 77.8 44.4 11.1 44 .4 0.0
Classroom 14 14.3 2 0.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 100.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 10.8 7 0.0 85.7 28.6 0.0 28.6 0.0

District
A 17 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 24 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
C 10 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 34 38.2 13 0.0 100.0 46.2 7.7 15.4 7.7
E 59 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
F 10 20.0 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 50.0 100.0 0.0

All schools 154 9.7 15 0.0 86.7 53.3 13.3 26.7 6.7

L«Other” response included: water.

Note: Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-39

Percent of Schools Reporting that Composition of School Breakfasts Changed During School Year 2001-2002 —
School Year 2002-2003 and Impact of Chan

e, by School Type and District

Impact of Change on

Change in Use of Already
School Type/ Breakfast Prepared Foods Preparation Time Variety of Foods
District N Composition N Increase  Decrease | Increase Decrease | Increase  Decrease
Percent Percent ™
School Type
Control 75 12.0 9 22.2 0.0 22.2 22.2 33.3 11.1
Treatment 79 16.5 13 38.5 7.7 7.7 38.5 61.5 7.7
Classroom 14 7.1 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Non-classroom 65 18.5 12 33.3 8.3 8.3 33.3 58.3 8.3
District
A 17 5.9 1 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B 24 4.2 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
C 10 20.0 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
D 34 11.8 4 75.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 75.0 25.0
E 59 22.0 13 30.8 0.0 7.7 30.8 46.2 0.0
F 10 10.0 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
All schools 154 14.3 22 31.8 4.5 13.6 31.8 50.0 9.1

Note: Row percentages (1) are independent and may not sum to 100.0% due to non-response or a response of “Don’t know.”

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-40

Percent of Schools Reporting a Change in the Workload of Cafeteria Staff in School Year 2001-2002
or 2002-2003 and Impact of Change on Hours Worked, by School Type and District

Change in Cafeteria Staff

Change in Cafeteria Staff

School Type/District N Workload in School Year 2001-2002 Workload in School Year 2002-2003
Percent Percent
School Type
Control 75 4.0 6.7
Treatment 79 6.3 10.1
Classroom 14 7.1 14.3
Non-classroom 65 6.2 9.2
District
A 17 5.9 11.8
B 24 8.3 4.2
C 10 10.0 10.0
D 34 8.8 11.8
E 59 0.0 6.8
F 10 10.0 10.0
All schools 154 5.2 8.4

Note: Row percentages are independent. Changes in daily workload of ¥ hour to 1 hour were reported. Of those reporting, increases
and decreases in workload were approximately offsetting for both control schools and treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-41

Percent of Cafeteria Managers Reporting Changes in Paperwork or Administrative
Reporting Requirements Related to School Breakfast During School Year 2001-2002 —
School Year 2002-2003

School Type/District N Percent
School Type 75 9.3
Control 79 7.6
Treatment 14 7.1
Classroom 65 7.7

Non-classroom

District
A 17 235
B 24 0.0
C 10 0.0
D 34 14.7
E 59 6.8
F 10 0.0

All schools 154 8.4

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003

A-42 Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study



Exhibit A-42

Perception of Cafeteria Managers of Changes in Student Attitude Toward School Breakfast
Over the Period School Year 2000-2001 — School Year 2002-2003, by School Type and District

Student Attitude Has Become

No
Substantially Change Substantially
School Type/ More More in More More Don't
District N Positive Positive Attitude Negative Negative Know Other'
Percent

School Type

Control 75 2.7 24.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0

Treatment 79 11.4 43.0* 32.9** 1.3 0.0 10.1 13
Classroom 14 21.4 35.7 35.7 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0
Non- 65 9.2 44.6 32.3 15 0.0 10.8 15
classroom

District
A 17 5.9 47.1 41.2 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0
B 24 4.2 41.7 50.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.0
C 10 20.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 0.0
D 34 11.8 235 50.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 2.9
E 59 3.4 33.9 475 1.7 0.0 13.6 0.0
F 10 10.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0

All schools 154 7.1 33.8 46.1 0.6 0.0 11.7 0.6

! “Other” response included: Substantially more positive in year 1, but became more accepted over course of three years.
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between control and treatment
schools.

** Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .01 level. Comparison is between control and treatment
schools.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-43

Perception of Cafeteria Managers of Changes in the Amount of Individual Plate Waste at
School Breakfast Over the Period School Year 2000-2001 — School Year 2002-2003, by
School Type and District

Plate Waste
School Type/District N Increased Decreased Didn’'t Change  Don’t Know
Percent
School Type
Control 75 1.3 9.3 64.0 25.3
Treatment 79 10.1 6.3 60.8 22.8
Classroom 14 14.3 0.0 42.9 42.9
Non-classroom 65 9.2 7.7 64.6 18.5*
District
A 17 5.9 5.9 82.4 5.9
B 24 4.2 0.0 62.5 33.3
C 10 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0
D 34 8.8 2.9 67.6 20.6
E 59 6.8 13.6 57.6 22.0
F 10 0.0 20.0 50.0 30.0
All schools 154 5.8 7.8 62.3 24.0

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

* Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .05 level. Comparison is between classroom and non-
classroom treatment schools.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-44

Comparison of the Perception of School Cafeteria Managers of the Attitude of Cafeteria Staff Toward the SBP in School Year
2000-2001 and School Year 2002-2003, by School Type and District

Attitude of Staff

2000-2001 2002-2003
School Type/ Very Very Very Very
District N Positive Positive  Neutral Negative Negative N Positive  Positive Neutral Negative Negative
Percent” Percent"”
School Type
Control 74 39.2 47.3 12.2 0.0 0.0 75 50.7 36.0 13.3 0.0 0.0
Treatment 79 31.6 46.8 19.0 25 0.0 79 48.1 354 13.9 1.3 1.3
Classroom 18 27.8 38.9 27.8 5.6 0.0 14 21.4 42.9 28.6 0.0 7.1
Non- 61 32.8 49.2 16.4 1.6 0.0 65 53.8 33.8 10.8 1.5 0.0
classroom
District
A 16 25.0 43.8 25.0 6.3 0.0 17 47.1 17.6 35.3 0.0 0.0
B 24 58.3 375 4.2 0.0 0.0 24 70.8 29.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
C 10 30.0 70.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 50.0 30.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
D 34 38.2 47.1 11.8 0.0 0.0 34 52.9 35.3 8.8 2.9 0.0
E 59 30.5 44.1 23.7 17 0.0 59 45.8 42.4 10.2 0.0 1.7
F 10 20.0 70.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10 10.0 50.0 40.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 153 35.3 47.1 15.7 1.3 0.0 154 49.4 35.7 13.6 0.6 0.6

Note: Row percentages (1) do not always sum to 100.0% because of non-response. Row percentages (2) sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2001 and 2003
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Exhibit A-45

Perception of Cafeteria Managers of Changes in the Attitude of Cafeteria Staff Toward School Breakfast Over the Period
School Year 2000-2001 — School Year 2002-2003, by School Type and District

Cafeteria Staff Attitude Nature of Change
Much
Don’t Much More More More More
School Type/District N  Unchanged Changed Know N Positive Positive ~ Neutral  Negative  Negative
Percent Percent of Those Managers Reporting Change in Attitude
School Type
Control 75 80.0 10.7 9.3 8 0.0 87.5 125 0.0 0.0
Treatment 79 59.5** 27.8** 12.7 22 18.2 68.2 4.5 4.5 45
Classroom 14 35.7 42.9 21.4 6 16.7 66.7 0.0 16.7 0.0
Non-classroom 65 64.6 24.6 10.8 16 18.8 68.8 6.3 0.0 6.3
District
A 17 70.6 29.4 0.0 5 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
B 24 87.5 125 0.0 3 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cc 10 50.0 20.0 30.0 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
D 34 735 11.8 14.7 4 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
E 59 67.8 20.3 11.9 12 0.0 91.7 0.0 8.3 0.0
F 10 40.0 40.0 20.0 4 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0
All schools 154 69.5 19.5 11.0 30 13.3 73.3 6.7 3.3 3.3

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
** Difference in proportions is statistically significant at the .01 level. Comparison is between control and treatment schools.
Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-46

Percent of Cafeteria Managers in Treatment Schools Reporting That They Have Concerns About Returning to the Regular SBP, by Breakfast

Setting and District, School Year 2002-2003

Nature of concern

Have Students/Parents Will General Concern —
concerns Students Will Assume Breakfast is Students Will Not Wants to See the
Breakfast Setting/ Decreased Not Be Fed/ Free — Students Will Be Able to Afford Free Program
District N Percent N Participation Will Be Hungry Not Have Money Breakfast Continue Other*
Percent
Breakfast Setting
Classroom 14 92.9 13 30.8 385 7.7 30.8 154 154
Non-classroom 65 63.1 41 39.0 24.4 24.4 7.3 4.9 12.2
District
A 8 100.0 8 25.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 12.5
B 12 75.0 9 66.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0
C 5 60.0 3 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0
D 17 64.7 11 27.3 27.3 27.3 9.1 0.0 18.2
E 32 56.3 18 33.3 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 16.7
F 5 100.0 5 40.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 20.0
All treatment schools 79 68.4 54 37.0 27.8 20.4 13.0 7.4 13.0

! «Other” responses included: some kids will not get as much food or as nutritious of a meal; teachers seem to love what it does for the kids — eating in the classroom helped teach table
manners; more children may eat if old breakfast comes back and this will create more work for the cafeteria staff; some kids will be embarrassed if they don’t have the money; some of the
kids are really going to miss it; and if kids don’t get to eat because they can’t afford it they may do worse in school.

Note: Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—Cafeteria Manager Interviews, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-47

Changes in Implementation of the SBPP During School Year 2001-2002 and School Year 2002-2003, as Reported by
School Food Service Director
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Iltem Yes No Don’t know
Percent
Made changes in SBPP implementation in:
School Year 2001-2002 50.0 50.0 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 16.7 83.3 0.0
Change in price of breakfasts in control schools in:
School Year 2001-2002 0.0 100.0 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 0.0 100.0 0.0
Increase in treatment school food service staffing due to SBPP in:
School Year 2001-2002 50.0 50.0 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 0.0 100.0 0.0
Reduction in treatment school food service workload due to improved efficiency:
School Year 2001-2002 16.7 83.3 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 33.3 66.7 0.0
Change from Year 1 in who determines where breakfast is eaten in:
Control schools 0.0 100.0 0.0
Treatment schools 0.0 100.0 0.0
Change from Year 1 by some schools in where breakfast is eaten 50.0 33.3 16.7
Change from Year 1 in composition of breakfast menu in treatment schools 333 66.7 0.0

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-48

SBPP Promotional Activities Reported by School Food Service Director

Iltem Yes No
Percent

Follow-up promotion of SBPP originating

L - 50.0 50.0
at District-level within past two years
Should Should
Have Have
Been More Optimal Been Less

Percent

Perception of the level of promotional effort 66.7 33.3 0.0

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-49

Number of Schools by Location of Where School Breakfast Is Eaten, School Year 2002-
2003

Control Schools Treatment Schools
Location Number Percent Number Percent
Cafeteria* 73 97.3 62 78.5
Classroom 2 2.7 14 17.7
Combination cafeteria and classroom 0 0.0 3 3.8
Total 75 100.0 79 100.0

! The “Cafeteria’ location includes the response of ‘multi-purpose room’; these rooms are used as cafeterias at meal
times, but used for other activities throughout the school day.

Note: Row percentages are independent.
Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003

Supplementary Exhibits: Implementation Study A-51



s v

:suqiyx3g Areluawaddng

Apn1s uolreiuawa|dwi

Exhibit A-50
School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of Experience of Schools Where Breakfast was Eaten in the Classroom
Item Yes No
Percent
Have there been particular problems in schools 66.7 33.3

where breakfast is eaten in the classroom? *

Strong Slight Slight Strong Don’t
Opposition  Opposition Neutral Support Support Know Other?
Percent
Overall reaction of teachers in whose classrooms 00 16.7 00 00 16.7 333 333

breakfasts were eaten

N=6

! Problems included: insects; spillage; finding pre-wrapped food; accountability: Will students take too much or too little? Will the meal count be accurate?; garbage
collection; and resistance by teachers.

2 «QOther” responses included: ‘Reactions ranged—some complained a lot about it, while others were generally supportive’; and ‘Each school is different.’

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-51

Menu Planning System Used in the District

Nutrient Traditional
Iltem Standard Food-based
Percent
Menu planning system used 66.7 33.3

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.
Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-52

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of the Impact of the SBPP on Paperwork or

Administrative Requirements

Increased Decreased No Don’t
Level of Impact Workload* Workload Impact Know
Percent
School District 16.7 0.0 83.3 0.0
School 0.0 0.0 83.3 16.7

N=6

! The one School Food Service Director indicating an increased workload at the school district level could not estimate

the share of increased workload attributed to requirements associated with evaluation versus implementation.

Note: Row percentages at school district and school level sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-53

Principal Reasons and Direction of Effect Given by School Food Service Directors for Variations in Impact of the SBPP
on Participation Rates Among Treatment Schools

Reasons
Serving in Timing/Length Menu Household Bus
Direction of Effect the Classroom of Service Differences Income Schedules Other!
Percent
Increased rate of participation 60.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0
Decreased rate of participation 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

N=5
1 “Other” responses for ‘Increased rate” included: attitude of principal. “Other” responses for ‘Decreased rate’ included: attitude of principal; decreased
encouragement; peer influence; loss of interest; and switch to cafeteria.

Notes: Only five of the six School Food Service Directors reported variation among treatment schools in effect on school breakfast participation.
Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-54

Principal Reasons and Direction Given by School Food Service Directors for Variations in Overall Changes in the Rate
of Participation in the School Breakfast Program in Control Schools

Accessibility of

Breakfast at Timing/Length Menu Household Bus
Direction of Change Home of Service Differences Income Schedules Other!
Percent
Higher rate of participation 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 75.0
Lower rate of participation 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 50.0

N=4

1 «Other” responses for “Higher rate” included: when attitude of parents/older siblings is positive; overall promotion of school breakfast; and depends on
attitude of staff and principal. “Other” responses for ‘Lower rate’ included: not being able to get to school early; and depends on attitude of staff and
principal.

Notes:  Only four of the six School Food Service Directors reported variation among control schools in the overall rate of change in participation in school
breakfast between School Year 1999-2000 and School Year 2002-2003.
Row percentages may sum to more than 100.0% due to multiple responses.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-55

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of Changes in Student Participation in the School Breakfast Program
(SBP) and in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) in School Year 2001-2002 and School Year 2002-2003
Relative to Participation in School Year 1999-2000 Prior to the SBPP!

Changes in participation

Sharp Slight Slight Sharp
Program/School Type Increase Increase Stable Decrease Decrease Other?
Percent
SBP- Treatment & Control Schools
School Year 2001-2002 Treatment 16.7 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 16.7
Schools
Control Schools 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 Treatment Schools 0.0 33.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 16.7
Control Schools 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
NSLP — All schools in district
School Year 2001-2002 0.0 50.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0
School Year 2002-2003 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 0.0 0.0

N=6
! Questions regarding changes in student participation in the SBP were asked in reference to treatment and control schools (those schools participating in
the SBPP), whereas changes in participation in the NSLP were asked in reference to the district as a whole (all schools in the district, including

secondary schools).
2 “Other” responses included: Sharp increase in schools with in-classroom breakfast, but slight increase in schools with breakfast in the cafeteria.

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-56

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions that Universal-Free School Breakfast
Contributed to Increased Participation in Elementary School Lunches or in Middle
School/Secondary School Breakfasts

Contributed to Increased Participation

Level/Meal Yes No Don’t Know
Percent

Elementary school lunches 16.7 50.0 33.3

Middle school/Secondary school breakfasts 33.3 66.7 0.0

N=6

Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-57

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of the Effect of Universal-Free School Breakfast on Total Costs During School Year

2001-2002 and School Year 2002-2003

Costs in School Year 2001-2002 and
School Year 2002-2003 Net Effect of Costs During
Relative to Costs in School Year 2000-2001 School Year 2001-2002 and School Year 2002-2003
Increase in
Revenue Increase in Cost
Exceeded Exceeded Change in Cost
Little or No Don't Additional Additional and Revenue Don’t
Year Increased Change Decreased  know Revenue Offsetting Know
Percent
School Year 33.3 66.7 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3
2001-2002 '
School Year 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3
2002-2003
N=6

Note: Row percentages for ‘Costs’ and Net Effects of Costs’ independently sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003




Exhibit A-58

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of the Importance of Serving Space and
Serving Time as a Constraint in Effectiveness of the School Breakfast Program

Very Slightly Not Don't
Factor Important Important Important Important Know
Percent
Serving Space 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Serving Time 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-59

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of the Attitude of Key Stakeholders In Treatment
Schools Toward the School Breakfast Program

Ranges from

Extremely

Positive to
Extremely Extremely Extremely Don’t
Stakeholder Positive  Positive  Neutral Negative Negative Negative Know

Percent

Food Service Staff 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Teachers 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 50.0 16.7
Administrators 33.3 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0
School Board 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Students 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parents 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7
Custodial Staff 16.7 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Exhibit A-60

School Food Service Directors’ Perceptions of the Attitude of Key Stakeholders in Control
Schools Toward the School Breakfast Program

Ranges from

Extremely

Positive to
Extremely Extremely Extremely Don’t
Stakeholder Positive  Positive Neutral Negative Negative Negative Know

Percent

Food service staff 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Teachers 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 16.7
Administrators 16.7 33.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
School board 16.7 50.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Students 16.7 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parents 16.7 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7
Custodial Staff 16.7 33.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

N=6
Note: Row percentages sum to 100.0%.

Source: Implementation Study—School Food Service Director Interview, Spring 2003
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Appendix B

Summary of Achievement Test Score Data Received
for Years 2 and 3 of the SBPP (School Years 2001-

2002 and 2002-2003)

Exhibit B-1

School Year 2001-2002 School-Level Achievement Test Data, by District

Test
Administered
District Test in Grades Subject Measure
Harrison CTBS Spring 5 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Phoenix SAT-9 Spring 2-6 Math, Reading National Percentile Rank
Shelby SAT-9 Spring 3-5 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Santa Rosa SAT-9 Spring 2-6 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Wichita State Spring 4 Math Mean Raw Score
State Spring 5 Reading Mean Raw Score
Local Spring 5 Math Mean Raw Score
MAT-7 Fall 4 Reading Mean Scale Score
Boise NWEA Fall 2-5 Math, Reading  Rasch Score
Legend:
CTBS: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Terra Nova
SAT-9: Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth Edition
State: Kansas State Assessment Test
Local: Local Benchmark Test
MAT-7: Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition
NWEA: Northwest Educational Association — Idaho State Assessment
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Exhibit B-2

School Year 2002-2003 School-Level Achievement Test Data, by District

Test
Administered
District Test in Grades Subject Measure

Harrison CTBS Spring 5-6 Math, Reading National Percentile Rank
Phoenix SAT-9 Spring 2-6 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Shelby SAT-10 Spring 3-5 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Santa Rosa SAT-9 Spring 2-6 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Wichita State Spring 4 Math Mean Raw Score

State Spring 5 Reading Mean Raw Score

Local Spring 2,5 Math, Reading  Mean Raw Score

MAT7 Spring 3,6 Math, Reading  National Percentile Rank
Boise NWEA Spring 2-6 Math, Reading  Rasch Score
Legend:
CTBS: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Terra Nova
SAT-9: Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth Edition
SAT-10: Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition
State: Kansas State Assessment Test
Local: Local Benchmark Test
MAT-7: Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition
NWEA: Northwest Educational Association — ldaho State Assessment

B-2

Summary of Achievement Test Score Data Received for Years 2 and 3 of the SBPP



Exhibit B-3

School Year 2001-2002 Student—Level Achievement Test Data, by District

Test
District Test Administered in Grades Subject Measure
Harrison CTBS Spring 5 Math, Reading Scale Score
Phoenix SAT-9 Spring 4-6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Shelby SAT-9 Spring 5 Math, Reading Scale Score
Santa Rosa SAT-9 Spring 4-6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Wichita State Spring 4 Math Raw Score
State Spring 5 Reading Raw Score
Local Spring 5 Math, Reading Raw Score
MAT-7 Fall 4 Reading Scale Score
Boise NWEA Fall 4-5 Math, Reading Rasch Score
Legend:
CTBS: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Terra Nova
SAT-9: Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth Edition
State: Kansas State Assessment Test
Local: Local Benchmark Test
MAT-7: Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition
NWEA: Northwest Educational Association — ldaho State Assessment

Summary of Achievement Test Score Data Received for Years 2 and 3 of the SBPP
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Exhibit B-4

School Year 2002-2003 Student-Level Achievement Test Data, by District

Test
District Test Administered in Grades Subject Measure
Harrison CTBS Spring 5-6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Phoenix SAT-9 Spring 5-6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Shelby SAT-10 Spring 4 Math, Reading Scale Score
Santa Rosa SAT-9 Spring 5-6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Wichita State Spring 4 Math Raw Score
State Spring 5 Reading Raw Score
Local Spring 5 Math, Reading Raw Score
MAT-7 Spring 6 Math, Reading Scale Score
Boise NWEA Spring 56 Math, Reading Rasch Score
Legend:
CTBS: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Terra Nova
SAT-9: Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth Edition
SAT-10: Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition
State: Kansas State Assessment Test
Local: Local Benchmark Test
MAT-7: Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition
NWEA: Northwest Educational Association — Idaho State Assessment

B-4 Summary of Achievement Test Score Data Received for Years 2 and 3 of the SBPP
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Appendix C

Statistical Models Used to Assess Impacts of the
Availability of Universal-Free School Breakfast

This appendix describes in detail the statistical models used to assess impacts reported on for this
evaluation. We first present various models for assessing student-level impacts, followed by a series
of models for assessing school-level impacts. These descriptions have been taken directly from
Appendix C in the report of the first year of findings (McLaughlin et al., 2002). We then separately
describe the models used for student and school-level longitudinal growth curve analyses. Finally,
we discuss the issue of statistical power in the analyses conducted for this evaluation.

Models for Student-Level Outcomes

Models for Gain Scores

This section describes the models that were used for analyses of student-level gain scores. These
models were used for the analyses of gains on achievement test scores', breakfast participation, and
measures of attendance and tardiness. For each outcome measure (e.g., a student achievement gain
score), three types of models were fit to the data:

e A treatment main effects model;
e A district-by-treatment interaction model; and
e A separate main effects model for data from each of the six districts.

In the text that follows, we will describe the first type of model in the greatest detail. Subsequently,
we provide brief discussions of how the latter two differ from the first.

The Treatment Main Effects Model

The student-level data used in this evaluation were based on hierarchically nested clusters. In many
applications, observations within clusters are correlated, because the outcome measures of units
within a cluster tend to be more similar than those of units in different clusters. Such correlation, if
unaccounted for, can violate independent assumptions of standard statistical models and can therefore
threaten their internal validity. The lowest level of clustering involves repeated observations on
students. Each student had a pre-implementation, or baseline score, and a test score from the
following year, the implementation year. The next level of clustering involves students within
schools. It is often found that there is a correlation among the scores of students within a school.
Next, schools are clustered into treatment-control pairs. The schools comprising the treatment-
control pair were specifically chosen to be similar to one another, as part of the randomization
process. In most cases the treatment-control pairs were comprised of just two schools, one treatment

The models described here for achievement gains correspond to analyses of student gains from one
particular grade level to the next (e.g., students that went from third to fourth grade during the time span
from pre-implementation to the implementation year). The model for data from all grade levels combined
is described in a subsequent section.
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school and one control school. In a few cases, two or three treatment schools were matched to one or
more control schools. Finally, the treatment-control pairs were nested within school districts.

In the modeling approach described below, the clustering of repeated observations within students is
accounted for by converting the two observations into a single outcome variable, a gain score. The
model accounts for clustering of students within each of the two halves of a treatment-control pair.
For most of the treatment-control pairs, since there is only one treatment and one control school in the
pair, the strategy of accounting for clustering of students within pairs is equivalent to accounting for
clustering of students within schools. For those few pairs with more than one treatment school or
more than one control school, the clustering within pairs is accounted for, but the clustering within
schools is ignored. This omission is expected to have little effect on the estimates or their standard
errors.” The clustering of students within pairs is accounted for in the models by random effect terms
for pairs. The clustering of pairs within districts is accounted for by the use of fixed effects dummy-
coded variables for districts. The two-level hierarchical linear model is shown below.

gain; = By; + B,; (trty) + B, (pre;) + B (eligy;) + B, (Minority; ) + 5 (female;)
+ B (age;) + &

5
Boi =V + Z70k(DiStriCtk)+a0j
k=1

Bii =7a tay;
where,

gainij = the gain score of the i" student in the j" school-pair, and is calculated by subtracting
the student’s pre-implementation score (pre;;) from the same student’s score during the
implementation year;

trt; = a dummy variable indicating whether the school in the jth pair is a treatment school
(trt;= 1) or a comparison school (trt;= 0);

eligij = 1 if the i"" student in the jth school-pair was eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
during the pre-implementation year, and elig;; = 0 otherwise;

Minority; = 1 if the i" student in the j" school-pair is non-white, and Minority;; =0
otherwise;

female; = 1 if the i" student in the j" school-pair is female, and female; = 0 otherwise;

To test this hypothesis, an alternative model was fitted, whereby students were nested within schools, and
schools nested within pairs. This model yields very similar estimates of the fixed effects and their standard
errors compared to the model illustrated here. For example, in this alternative formulation of the model,
the main treatment effect is equal to 2.14 with a standard error equal to 2.21 compared to corresponding
estimates of 2.29 and 2.18 in the original model. Moreover, in the alternative model, there was not
significant variation in the treatment effect among schools in the pair, implying that clustering within pairs
was equivalent to clustering within schools.
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age;; = the age (in years) of the i student in the " school-pair at the time of the pre-
implementation assessment;

5
Z (District, ) represents five dummy coded variables for the six school districts;
k=1

and,
g;= the student-level residual of the i™ student in the jth school-pair. The assumed

distribution of these residuals is normal, with mean = 0, and variance = o2.

Note that the fixed effects parameter y,, represents the grand mean intercept, and the random effects
parameters ¢ ; represent the deviation of the j™ school-pair from the grand mean intercept. The grand
mean intercept in this model can be interpreted as the mean of the control school means, after
controlling for the other terms in the model. More accurately, & represents the deviation of the
control school mean in the | school-pair from the grand mean of all control schools. The assumed
distribution of the «, i is normal, with mean = 0, and variance = r(fo .

Each pair of schools has its own treatment effect, which is simply the difference between the
treatment school mean and the control school mean. The parameter y,, , represents the grand mean
treatment effect; that is, the mean of treatment effects over all school-pairs, after controlling for the
other terms in the model. The term ¢, ; represents the difference between the treatment effect in the
j™ school-pair, and the grand mean treatment effect. The assumed distribution of the @, is normal,
with mean = 0, and variance = 7. In these models, the covariance between the random deviations
from the grand mean intercept and the deviations from the grand mean treatment effect was not
estimated, i.e., the assumed covariance between @; and ,; was zero. An additional model
assumption is that the g are independent of the y;and «;.

An Example

In this section, an example is provided for the model specified above, fitted to data on math score
gains of students who were in fourth grade during the baseline year and were in fifth grade during the
implementation year. The hierarchical linear model (HLM) was fit to the data using the “mixed
procedure” of SAS Version 8 software. The parameter estimates are shown in Exhibit C-1.

The intercept estimate is the expected mean gain when all of the other terms in the model are zero
(i.e., pre-implementation score = 0, treatment = 0, eligibility = 0, minority = 0, female = 0, deviation
age = 0, and each of the five district dummy variables = 0). Since none of the students had a pre-
implementation score of zero, the intercept estimate, 196.3, cannot be interpreted on its own. In
actuality, the average pre-implementation score among the students in this analysis was 637. If the
intercept estimate is added to the product of the coefficient for pre and the mean for pre, [(193.6 +
(637*-.28) ) = 15.2], with all of the other terms set to zero, the expected mean gain is estimated for
students who are in the control group, paid eligibility status, white, male in District F, who are at the
average age for their class, and who had an average pre-implementation score.

Exhibit C-1 indicates that the pre-implementation score (labeled “pre;;” in the table) has a relationship
to the gain score that is statistically significant at p <.0001. The parameter estimate is a negative
value. This indicates that, on average, students that had higher pre-implementation scores tended to
gain less than students with lower baseline scores.
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Exhibit C-1

Model Results: Student-Level Fourth Grade to Fifth Grade Math Gain

Solution for Fixed Effects

Model Name Effect Estimate S.E. DF t Value Pr>|t|

Intercept 196.30 19.11 59 10.27 <.0001

pre; TOTMATH_SS -0.28 0.03 470 -9.64 <.0001
5. Distid A 3.11 5.61 470 0.55 0.581
> (District,) Distid B 8.40 3.94 470 213 0.033
k=1 Distid C 11.21 5.72 470 1.96 0.050
Distid D 4.05 5.88 470 0.69 0.491

Distid E 14.71 3.30 470 4.45 <.0001
trt, cv_tren 2.29 2.18 58 1.05 0.296
elig; cv2_eliga -4.93 2.16 470 -2.28 0.023
Minorityij cv2_eth -0.92 2.26 470 -0.41 0.686
female;; cv2_gender 1.66 1.99 470 0.84 0.403
age; cv2_age -3.22 2.71 470 -1.19 0.236

Covariance Parameter Estimates

Cov Parm Subject Estimate S.E. Z Value Prz
Q) Intercept Pair 25.9431 18.7508 1.38 0.0832
a; cv_trcn Pair 47.4446 38.6739 1.23 0.1093
& Residual 548.3517 35.1733  15.59 <.0001

Exhibit C-1 further shows parameter estimates for the five dummy variables corresponding to five of
the six districts. The five districts shown are each contrasted to the sixth. The results indicate that
Districts B and E each had higher average gains than District F (p<.05). Not shown in Exhibit C-1,
are the results of an overall F-test of the null hypothesis of no variation among districts in intercepts
(average gains). The hypothesis was rejected in favor of the alternative that there is variation among
districts in average gain.

Exhibit C-1 shows that the main effect of treatment (Trt) is 2.29 gain score points and is not
statistically significant at p <.05. The coefficient, 2.29 means that the average treatment effect across
all of the treatment pairs, after controlling for the other terms in the model, was 2.29 points. In other
words, treatment schools gained an average of 2.29 points more than control group schools (after
controlling for other factors), but it would not be unusual to find a difference of this size, even if the
true, underlying mean gains were equal.

The variation in impacts among pairs is indicated in Exhibit C-1 by the estimate of the variance of the
random effects for impacts (¢, , estimated variance = 47.4). Note that, even after accounting for

some of the student-level variation with the student-level covariates (e.g., age, gender, pre-
implementation score, school meal eligibility status, ethnicity), the amount of total variation that is
accounted for by differences among school-pairs is quite small compared to the student-level residual
variation. Examination of the covariance parameter estimates in Exhibit C-1 indicates that school
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pairings account for about 12 percent of the total residual variation [(25.9 +47.4) / (25.9 +47.4 +
548.3) = 0.12].

The results in Exhibit C-1 indicate that students that were eligible for free or reduced-price school
meals had average gains that were 4.93 points lower than those of students who were eligible for paid
meals. There were no significant differences in gains, however, by ethnicity, gender, or age.

Choice of Covariates

There are two reasons to add covariates to a model such as the one specified above. The first is to
control for differences between student characteristics in the control and treatment schools. The
second is to reduce residual variance and hence increase the power to detect a main effect of
treatment. In a true randomized design, the first reason is often not very important because the
randomization often results in balanced distributions of student characteristics between control and
treatment schools. In the current study, in which entire schools within school-pairs were randomly
assigned to control or treatment, there existed some potential for imbalance on student characteristics
between the two groups. But analyses of the demographic characteristics of students in control and
treatment groups indicated the randomization process appears to have worked well (see Chapter Five
and Appendix B). So, in the current study, the first reason given for adding covariates to the model
might not be of crucial importance in terms of inferences to the treatment impact.

The second reason for including covariates is perhaps more important to the current analyses. The
student-level covariates used in the model (pre-implementation score, eligibility status, minority
status, gender, age) were utilized because they were available for all students, they were not highly
correlated with one another, and they could be reasonably expected to account for some of the
residual variation among students. There were some other student-level variables available that were
obtained from the parent survey, but they were not available for substantial proportions of students
that had test scores. Therefore, gains in precision would be offset by loss of sample size if they were
included in the models.

The use of school-level covariates in models like the one specified above were explored. However, it
was found that the available variables were either the same as or highly correlated with the factors on
which the original randomization was based. Thus, within pairs, there was practically no variation on
the school-level measures. It was found that adding them to the models more often resulted in
estimation problems than in any appreciable reduction in residual variance. Therefore any school-
level covariates were not included in the models.

The District-by-Treatment Interaction Model
The second model to be fit for each gain score was the district-by-treatment interaction model. The
level 1 model was identical to the one specified above for the main effects model:

gain; = fS,y; + By;(trt;) + B, (prey ) + B (eligy) + B, (Minority;; ) + S (female;)
+ Bg(age;) + &

On the other hand, the level 2 model included a district dummy variable interacted with the treatment
dummy (see 5,;):
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5
,Boj' =Yoo T ZVOk (District, ) + Ay
k=1

5
,Blj =Yoo T 271k (District, ) + ay;
k=1

In these models, an F-test was computed to determine whether there was significant variation among
districts in the treatment effect. Rejection of the null hypothesis would imply that the average
treatment impact was significantly larger in some districts than in others. This finding would warrant
further investigation into the magnitude of the variation in treatment effects among districts. We
presented descriptive statistics and estimated impacts for each district.

The Main Effect Model for Each District
We fit separate models to the data for each individual school district. The models were the same as
the main effects model previously specified, except that there were no dummy variables for districts.

Level 1 model:

gain; = B, + B,;(trt;) + B,(pre;) + B, (elig; ) + B, (Minority; ) + S5 (female;)
+ Bg(age;) + &

Level 2 model:

ﬁoj =Yoo T &j

,Blj =Yo T

The Summary Tables

The summary table for the current example, math gain scores of students that were in fourth grade
during the baseline year and fifth grade during the implementation year, is shown in Exhibit C-2. The
impact shown for “All” districts is 2.29. If the impact main effect had been significantly different
than zero, this result would have been indicated with a “*” (p <.05) or “**” (p <. 01) next to the
impact estimate. If the district-by-treatment interaction model had found a significant interaction
effect, this result would have been shown next to the impact estimate with a “+” (p <.05) or “++” (p
<.01). The impacts from each of the individual districts were estimated from the models of
individual districts, discussed above.

The “unadjusted means” shown in Exhibit C-2 are simple arithmetic means of the baseline scores and
the gain scores. They are not estimated from the models, i.e., they have not been adjusted for othe