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TABLE VI1.8

SOURCES OF BREAKFAST
(Percentage of Students)

Students at Schools
Sources of Breakfast All Students Offering SBP

| g B

SBP Breakfast

Non-SBP Breakfast

Meal Eaten at School 7 6
Meal Eaten at Home 69 59
Mecal Eatcn at Restaurant/Other 5 5
No Breakfast Eaten : 11 12
Sample Size (Unweighted) 3,34 1,730

SOURCE: Weighted tabulations of data collected from Dietary Intake Interviews with students,
School Nutrition Dietary Asscssment study.

NOTE:  The sampie of "All Students” includes students at schools offering the SBP and students
at schools not offering the SBP. The sample of "Students at Schools Offering the SBP"
is limited to students at schools offering the SBP.
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TABLE VIl.10

PREDICTED RATES OF EATING BREAKEAST LINDER AL TERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS
T ABOUT STUDENT AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Predicied Rate of Predicted Rate of
Eating Breakfast Eating Breakfast

Under Base Under Alternative

Rase Assumption Altcmnative Assuroption Assumption Assumplion Difference
Student Charactenistics Equal
to Sampic Means - 87 % -% -
Key Progrummatic Variables
School Does Not Offer SBP  School Offers SBP 87 87 0
School Docs Not Offer SBP School Offers Other

Breakfast Progrem 87 88 1

Personal and Family

Characteristics
. N
Agc--11-14 Years

Age—6-10 Yeann 94 87 -7
Age—6-10 Ycars Age—15-18 Years 9% 7 a7t
M Fcmale 89 86 3°*
White African American 87 87 0
White Hispanie 87 86 -1
White Other Race 87 88 1
Family Income too High 10 Family Income Low Enough

Quaslify for Frec or to Qualify for Free or

Reduced-Price Meaks Reduced-Price Meals 88 85 30
Mother Not in Household Mother in Househoid 85 87 2
Mother Not Employed Mother Employcd 89 86 3
Family Size--1-2 Family Size-3-4 89 87 2
Family Stze—)-2 Family Size--5.7 89 87 2
Family Size--1-2 Family Size—More than ? 89 91 2
Location and Reglon
Rural Urban 87 87 0
Rura] Suburbanp 87 88 1

1 3

New England Mid-Atlantic 86 88 2
New Englsnd Southensi 86 89 3
New England Midwest B6 87 1
New England Southwest 86 87 1
New England Mountain 86 B3 2
New England West 86 88 2

SOURCE:  Wreighted 1sbulations of data collecied from Dietary Intake Intcrviews with sudents, Schoo! Nutrition Dictary Assessment
sludy,

NOTE: The estimalion sample includcs students a1 all schools. Probit analysis was used to estimate the modcl, Predicied rates of

eating breakfast are cajevlated by (1) computing for each student the predicied probabiliy of cating breakfast under the base
assurpplion and under the alternative assumption, snd (2) avernging these prediced probabitities across students,

*/** indicates the difference is statistically significant at the 9599 percent confidence level with a two-tailed 1es1.
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON. BC 20510

October 30, 1998

The Honorable Danie] R. Glickman
Secretary
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Room 200-A

14th Street & Independence Ave., S.
Washington, D.C. 20250 . /j

Dear Dan:

We are writing to request that you include $20 million in funding for school breakfast research
pilots as part of the FY 2000 budget. As you know, the Senate version of the child nutrition
reauthorization act of 1998 included mandatory funding for this important research project. The
House Conferees, although having included an authorization for the schoo] breakfast research
project in their version of the child nutrition reanthorization act of 1998, adamantly opposed
providing mandatory funding for the school breakfast research project. Instead, the House

A

Conferees insisted that funding be provided through the annual appropriations process.

Research done to date indicates a positive correlation between school brealdfast and educational
achievemnent. The State of Minnesota. for eéxample, has done a pilot on school breakfast programs
that indicates where breakfasts are provided “there is a general increase in composite math and
reading percentile scores.” Further, visits to the nurse are reduced, “students are more enersgetic at
the start of the day.” and “classes at the pilot sites lose less educational time due to discipline
problems.” Other studies done by Rutgers University and Harvard University have had sirnjlar
results. More research, of a more rigorous nature involved in this project, is very important to
evaluate the benefits that may result from universal school brealdfasts.

Given the resources we are devoting to improving education in the United States, we fee] it is
important to move forward as quickly as possible on the schiool breakfast research pilots.

‘Thark you very much for yoiir consideration;

Sincerely, ;

Tom Harkin
ited States Senate United States Senare
/i a)e h e %«( m
om hle Patrick Leahy

Unitéd States Senate Uniteqd States Senate
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Wnited States Senate e

WASHINGTON. DC 20510

October 30, 1998 Y 1-
Mr. Jacob J. Lew F
Director M
Office of Management and Budget . M t.
]

Old Executive Office Buijlding — Room 252

Washington, D.C. 20503 f 77‘_ g"
Re:  FY 2000/School Ereakiﬁ_t’ - (’kn
| | g ) TW‘ﬁ

We are writing to request that you include $20 million in funding for school breakfast rese
pilots as part of the FY 2000 budget. As yon know, the Senate version of the child nutrition
reanthorization act of 1998 included mandatory funding for this important research project. The
House Conferees, although having included an authorization for the schoo] breakfast research
project in their version of the child nutrition reauthorization act of 1998, adamantly opposed
providing mandatory funding for the school breakfast research project. Instead. the House
Conferees iusisted that funding for be provided through the annual appropriations process.

Dear Mr. Lew:

The research done to date indicates a positive correlation between school breakfast and educational
achievemnent. The State of Minnesota, for example, has done a pilot on school breakfast programs
that indicates where breakfasts are provided “there is a general increase in composite math and
reading percentile scores.” Further. visits to the nurse are reduced, *'students are more energetic at
the start of the day,” and “classes at the pilot sites lose less educational time due to discipline
problems.” Other studies done by Rutgers University and Harvard University have had similar
results. More research, of a2 more rigorous nature involved in this project, is very important to
evaluate the benefits that may result from universal school breakfasts.

Given the resources we are devoting to improving education in the United States. we feel it is
irnportant to move forward as guickly as possible on the school breakfast research pilots.

Thank you very much for your consideration:

Sincerely, %% % : ‘

Tom Harkin-
ffed States Senate United States Sepate

i A hl .%«4/ m |
o hle Patrick Leahy

Unitéd Srares Senate United States Senate




