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February 8, 2010 

Senator Kevin Meyer 
Senator Joe Thomas 

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

SENATOR BILL WIELECHOWSKI 

Co-chairs, Senate Education Committee 
State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Dear Senators Meyer and Thomas: 

• I am writing to request a hearing on Senate Bill 213, "An Act providing for funding for school lunch 
and breakfast." 

Senate Bill 213 will provide a state match for schools participating in the federal Free and Reduced 
Price School Breakfast and Lunch Program. This legislation will encourage more schools to provide 
nutritious meals for underprivileged children and allow schools that already do so to improve their 
programs. 

I have attached a blank committee substitute to correct a drafting error in which the base 
reimbursement amounts of 15 cents per lunch and 35 cents per breakfast were transposed in the 
original version. 

I intend to request that representatives from the appropriate state agencies and from legislative legal 
services be present to respond to any questions that may arise. I expect testimony from representatives 
of the Food Bank of Alaska, the Alaska Food Coalition, and the Alaska School Nutrition Association. 
Further, I would like to allow public testimony to be taken statewide by electronic means. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Any questions you or your staff may have should be 
directed to George Ascott at 465-2435. 

Sincerely, 
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Session: State Capitol· Juneau. Alaska 99801 • (907) 465-2435· (800) 550-2435 • Fax: (907) 465-6615 
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SENATOR BILL WIELECHOWSKI 

Sponsor Statement 

Senate Bill 213 - Funding for School Meals 

"An Act providing for funding for school lunch and breakfast." 

Senate Bill 213 will provide a state match for schools participating in the federal Free and 
Reduced Price School Breakfast and Lunch Program. This legislation will encourage more schools to 
provide nutritious meals for underprivileged children and allow schools that already do so to improve 
their programs. Currently in Alaska, thirty-two percent of schools offering school lunch do not offer 
school breakfast, leaving 10,000 Alaskan children with no access to affordable breakfast. For many 
children, these are the only nutritious meals they will get on a regular basis. Alaska is one of the only 
states that does not help supplement the program. 

This legislation will provide school districts with a base amount of35 cents for each breakfast 
served and 15 cents per lunch. To compensate for higher costs, rural schools will receive additional 
assistance through a funding formula based on the applicable School District Cost Factor for each 
district. 

In addition to fighting childhood hunger, investing in school meals has been shown to improve 
school attendance and performance, reduce violence, and combat childhood obesity. 

This legislation was requested by the Food Bank of Alaska, The Alaska Food Coalition, and the 
Alaska School Nutrition Association; and currently has been endorsed by the Yakutat Board of 
Education, the Petersburg Indian Association, the Petersburg School District, the Lower Kuskokwim 
School District, the Bering Strait School Board, the Cordova School District, the Yupiit School 
District, the Kenai Peninsula School District, and the Chugach School District. 
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SENATOR BILL WIELECHOWSKI 

How Senate Bill 213 Works 

The Federal Free and Reduced Price Breakfast and Lunch Program 

The USDA reimburses school districts in Alaska for each meal provided to children who qualify for 
the Federal Free and Reduced Price Breakfast and Lunch Program. 

Children who fall below 130 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) qualify for the Free Breakfast 
and Lunch Program. School districts are reimbursed by the USDA at $4.35 for each lunch and $2.33 
for each breakfast they provide to the child. 

Children who fall between 130 and 185 percent of the FPL qualify for the Reduced Price Breakfast and 
Lunch Program and school districts are reimbursed at $3.95 per lunch.and $2.03 per breakfast. 

These numbers are adjusted annually each July I, based on the Consumer Price Index. 

There are a variety of factors, such as percentage of children per district who qualify, which can 
change these numbers slightly. 

How Senate Bill 213 works: 

Senate Bill 213 will provide a state match of IS cents for every Free or Reduced Price School Lunch 
and 35 cents for every Free or Reduced Price School Breakfast. 

Most school districts will receive additional funding with a formula based on the applicable School 
District Cost Factor for each district. They will receive y.; the difference between the base rate of 1.00 
and the cost factor for that district, in cents. 

For example, for 2010, the Nome School District has a cost factor of 1.402. 

Subtracting the base rate 1.00, we get .402, which is then divided by four, leaving .1005, rounded to 
.10, or 10 cents. 

The Nome School District will be reimbursed at the standard match of IS cents plus for every lunch 
plus an additional 10 cents (25 cents total), and for every breakfast at the standard match of 35 cents 
plus an additional 10 cents (45 cents total). 

Each school district will be reimbursed at a rate based on this calculation. 
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(a) For purposes of calculating a district's adjusted ADM under AS 14.17.410 (b)(I), the 
district cost factor for a school district is (I) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, the factor 
set out under column (A) of this subsection, (2) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010, the 
factor set out under column (B) of this subsection, (3) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011, 
the factor set out under column (C) of this subsection, (4) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
2012, the factor set out under column (D) of this subsection, and (5) for fiscal years ending on or 
after June 30, 2013, the factor set out under column (E) of this subsection: 

DISTRICT COST FACTOR 

DISTRICT (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

Alaska Gateway 1.443 1.481 1.519 1.557 1.594 

Aleutians East 1.707 1.778 1.849 1.920 1.991 

Aleutians Region 1.838 1.864 1.890 1.916 1.939 

Anchorage 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

Annette Island l.l75 1.216 1.257 1.298 1.338 

Bering Strait 1.762 1.821 1.8801.9391.998 

Bristol Bay 1.370 1.397 1.424 1.451 1.478 

Chatham 1.348 1.405 1.462 1.519 1.576 

Chugach 1.395 1.420 1.445 1.470 1.496 

Copper River 1.246 1.264 1.282 1.300 1.316 

Cordova l.l65 l.l82 l.l99 1.216 1.234 

Craig l.l 08 l.l33 l.l58 l.l83 1.206 

Deitareely l.l74 l.l91 1.208 1.225 1.241 

Denail 1.323 1.326 1.329 1.332 1.332 

Dillingham 1.300 1.312 1.324 1.336 1.346 

Fairbanks 1.055 1.059 1.063 1.067 1.070 
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Galena 1.370 1.376 1.382 1.388 1.391 

Haines 1.104 1.128 1.152 1.176 1.200 

Hoonah 1.227 1.270 1.313 1.356 1.399 

Hydaburg 1.295 1.348 1.40 I 1.454 1.504 

Iditarod 1.658 1.705 1.752 1.799 1.846 

Juneau 1.075 1.093 1.111 1.129 1.145 

Kake 1.242 1.296 1.350 1.404 1.459 

Kashunarniut 1.504 1.533 1.562 1.591 1.619 

Kenai Peninsula 1.088 1.1 09 1.130 1.151 1.17l 

Ketchikan 1.085 1.106 1.127 1.1481.170 

Klawock 1.160 1.196 1.232 1.268 1.302 

Kodiak Island 1.191 1.216 1.241 1.266 1.289 

Kuspuk 1.584 1.622 1.660 1.698 1.734 

Lake and Peninsula 1.776 1.831 1.8861.941 1.994 

Lower Kuskokwim 1.577 1.599 1.621 1.643 1.663 

Lower Yukon 1.650 1.703 1.7561.8091.861 

Matanuska-Susitna 1.040 1.048 1.056 1.064 1.070 

Mt. Edgecumbe 1.098 1.123 1.148 1.173 1.195 

Nenana 1.304 1.313 1.322 1.331 1.338 

Nome 1.385 1.402 1.419 1.436 1.450 

North Slope 1.648 1.684 1.720 1.756 1.791 

Northwest Arctic 1.686 1.720 1.754 1.788 1.823 

Pelican 1.384 1.408 1.432 1.456 1.477 
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Petersburg 1.122 1.153 1.184 1.215 1.244 

Pribilof 1.555 1.589 1.623 1.657 1.691 

Sitka 1.098 1.123 1.148 1.173 1.195 

Skagway 1.159 1.163 1.167 1.171 1.174 

SoutheastIsland 1.264 1.299 1.334 1.369 1.403 

Southwest Region 1.554 1.587 1.620 1.653 1.685 

St. Mary's 1.488 1.522 1.556 1.590 1.624 

Tanana 1.641 1.677 1.713 1.7491.786 

Unalaska 1.343 1.368 1.393 1.418 1.441 

Valdez 1.1331.1431.1531.1631.170 

Wrangell 1.080 1.100 1.120 1.140 1.159 

Yakutat 1.229 1.275 1.321 1.367 1.412 

Yukon Flats 1.892 1.9482.0042.0602.116 

Yukon/Koyukuk 1.669 1.711 1.753 1.795 1.835 

Yupiit 1.596 1.628 1.660 1.692 1.723. 

(b) The department shall monitor the cost factors established under (a) of this section and 
shall prepare and submit to the legislature by January 15 of every other fiscal year proposed 
district cost factors . 
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SCHOOL BREAKFAST FACT SHEET (Provided by the Alaska Food Coalition) 

• Improves Student Performance: 
Children who eat a complete breakfast, verses a partial one, make fewer mistakes 
and work faster in math and number checking tests. 
Wyon D, Abrahamson L, Jartelius M, Fletcher R, .. An Experimental Study of the Effects of Energy 
Intake at Breakfast on the Test Perfonnance of 10 Year-Old Children in School." Intemational 
Joumal of Food Sdence and Nutrition, 1997, 48 (1): 5-12. 

Children who eat breakfast at school- closer to class and test taking time - perform 
better on standardized tests than those who skip breakfast or eat breakfast at home. 
Vaisman N, Voet H, Akivis A, Valil E, .. Effects of Breakfast Tlming on the Cognitive Functions of 
Elementary School Students. "Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine 1996150:1089-1092 

Serving breakfast to kids at school significantly improves their cognitive or mental 
abilities, enabling them to be more alert, pay better attention, and to perform better 
in reading and math. 
Brown, JL, Beardslee, WH, Prothrow-Stith, D, ''Impact of School Breakfast of Children's Health 
and Leaming: An Analysis of the Scientific Research, " 2008, available through 
www.SodexoFoundation.org. 

• IncreaseS School Attendance 
Schools breakfast programs can lower absence and tardiness rates and improve 
standardized achievement test scores. 
Meyers A, Sampson AE, Weitzman M, Rogers BL, Kayne H, ''School Breakfast program and School 
Perfonnance. "American Joumal of Diseases of Children 1989; 143: 1234-39 . 

School administrators in Minnesota reported significant improvements in school 
attendance as the result of instituting a breakfast program over a two-year period. 
8egal/e. ''More Than Test Scores: Results of the Universal Breakfast Pilot in MN, " Topics in Clinical 
Nutrition, 1999:15. 

• Decreases School Violence 
Teens experiencing hunger are more likely to have been suspended from school, have 
difficulty getting along with other children, and have no friends 
Kleinman RE, Murphy JM, Little M, Pagano M, Wehler C4, Regal K, Kellinek MS. ''Hunger in 
Children in the United States: Potential Behavioral and Emotional Correlates" PediatriCS 1998: 
101(l):E3. 

Research shows corresponding decrease in diSCipline problems directly related to 
participation in the breakfast program. 
8egal/e. ''More Than Test Scores: Results of the Universal Breakfast Pilot in MN, "Topics in Clinical 
Nutrition, 1999:15. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) found Ustrong evidence that 
school-based meal programs udecrease rates of violence and aggressive behavior 
among school-aged children. [www.cdc.qov. 2008) 

• Fights Obesity and Improves Nutrition 
Adolescents Who eat breakfast tend to have a lower body mass index (BMI); higher 
BMI's can indicate overweight and obesity 
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Fiore H, Travis S; Whalen A, Auinger P, Ryan 5. "Potentially Protective Factors Associated with 
Healthful Body Mass Index in Adolescents with Obese and Non-Obese Parents: A Secondary Data 
Analysis of the Third National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey, 1988-1994, ''Joumalof 
the American Dietetic AssOCiation 2006; 106: 55-64. 

studies show that nutritionally at-risk kids in the U.S. exhibited improvements in 
nutritional intake as a result of participating in the School Breakfast Program. 
Kleinman, Ha/~ et a~ ''Diet, Breakfast and Academic Perfonnance in Children, Annals of 
Nutritional Metabolism, 2002:46 
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 213( ) 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-SIXTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION 

BY 

26-LS 130 I IE 
Mischel 

2/4/10 

Offered: 
Referred: 

Sponsor(s): SENATORS WIELECHOWSKI, McGuire, Ellis, Paskvan, Menard, Thomas 

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act providing for funding for school lunch and breakfast." 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA: 

* Section 1. AS 14.17 is amended by adding a new section to read: 

Sec. 14.17.425. State funding for school lunch and breakfast. (a) To 

supplement the cost of lunch and breakfast provided to each student in the district who 

is eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch under 42 U.S.C. 1771 - 1784, in addition to 

public school funding, the department shall provide funding to a school district for 

lunch and for breakfast to each eligible student. To implement this subsection, the 

department shall provide a base amount of 15 cents for each lunch or 35 cents for each 

breakfast, to which amount the department shall add an additional amount, expressed 

in cents and not applied as a cost factor, that is determined by 

(I) reducing the applicable district cost factor provided In 

AS 14.17.460 by 1.0; and 

(2) dividing the remainder determined under (I) of this subsection by 

four; the department shall round to the nearest cent a quotient that is not a whole 

-1-
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number. 

(b) Beginning July I, 2011, the base amount under (a) of this section shall be 

adjusted annually on October 1 according to changes in the Consumer Price Index for 

all urban consumers for the Anchorage metropolitan area compiled by the United 

States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. The index for 2009 is the 

reference base index for an adjustment made under this subsection. 

CSSB 213( ) -2-
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Yupiit School District 
P.O. Box 51190 

Akiachak, Alaska 99551 
Phone: (907) 825-3600 
Fax: (907) 825-36.55 

RESOLUTION 
Supporllng (or Stale Funding (or Sc:hool Meals 
I'-dssed at Regional School Board Mecting,Nov 19.2009 

WHEREAS 'l1ie niissitinof th'c AlaSka Food Coalition (AFC) ~ a statewide group' off 77 non 
. profit, faith-based; tribal· and government organizations is working to help feed hungry 
Alaskans in Iheir communities and strengthen and coordinate public and priva\e' food and 
nutrition assistance programs.in Ihi: stale; and 

WHEREA~ Yupii! School,Districl fully sUPWI1S AFC'$effons t~ensure childre!) stan C.!lch 
school day with a healthy and balanced'meal;,and 

WHEREASaccm'ding 10 ilata from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Faclor Surveillance System 
. (BRFSS). 15% of Alaskan children experience f(lOd insecurily; compared with U % of 
Alaskan adults. meaning lhey .don't havcm;cess at all- tillles 10, enoiJgh food for a healthy 
active fife; Ihis problcm is more severe in rural .Alaska, where nearly one child in four 
expericm:e food inseCUrity.; a.nd 

WHEREASinsufficicnt nutrition pUIs children at risk f!.lf illness llnrl.Wellkens their immune 
sysrem. In.cIlmparison tofO()d'se¢urC children. c~ildren. from fOOd insecure lrullilies are 90% 
more likely to be in fair or poor health. and haveJO% higher rales of hospilnJizalion; and 

W.!U:REAS the lack of'adequatenutrilion affects the cognili,ve and behavioral development 
Of Children. Food insccurity is associated wilh grade repetition, absenteeism, tardin~ss. 
anxiety, aggression. ~r mathematics SCOreS. psychos9Cial dysfunction and difficulty wilh 
social interaction an1Ol1g 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS food security puts.children in development in jeopardy, eharaclerizcd:by 
challenges Wilh'speaking, behavior, and movement; increasin'g the likelihood of later 
. problenjs ~ith 'attention, learning and social inter-delion, Young children IIving.in low 
income and food insecure households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than 
children fl1lm r"oo secllfe hollseholds; and 

WHEREAS federal progrdmS cXisllo assist in:providing-nutrition.to children thmilgh th!: 
schl1cils~ most no.t:lhl)' the N;Uional School'Lunch Program and til'cSchool Breakfast 
Program; and 

'\-VHEREAS the School Breakfast Prognlm decreases' food insecurity in children by 
p~oviding five healthy meals~ week in Alaska !!Chools'. 40% of students qualify for 
free/reduced school meals, over 45.000 students.: of thesc; 15% do not attend schools thllt 

• offer a breakfast program - thafsover 7.000 missed IlJe!lls each day; and 

1442 

WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in Alaska did not offer lhe federal School Breakfas[ 
Program in the 2008,2009 school year: and 
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WHEREA~ A"i.~knn'schools, p,rimmilydo not offer breakfast programs because it. is' nOi 
economically feasible. The fedcralreimbursement for hreakfast dOes nOI cover Ihe high cost 
of foOd and li1lnsporration. in AI~sk8; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Yupiil School District supports an adequate 
fi1l3neialappropriillion from lIie SlIllelo strengthen and eJlpan'!1lf!e School Breakfast Pfogruril 
in Alaska. so that breakfaSt may be Dvailable 10 alt children ,at all schouls throughout the 

'S181e, including low income children and children with food insecurilY. No,child in Alaska 
shoul,if go withow b~akfast. 

AOOPTED this 19th day of November 2009 aL the VSD's'Regional Board of Education 
I'neetlng held in tuluksak, Alaska,. at which /I,duly constiluled quorum of Regional Board 
members:were present. ' ' , 
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Yakutat School District 
City &0 BorouCh or Vakutat 

429 Forest Hwy. P.O. Box 429 
akutat, Alaska 99689 

District Office (907) 784-3317 
High School (907) 784-3318 

Fax (907) 784-3446 

YAKUTAT BOARD OF EDUCA nON 
RESOLUTION 

Support for State Funding for School Meals 

WHEREAS the mission of the Alaska Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group of 80 non-profit, faith-based, tribal and 
government organizations is working to help feed hungry Alaskans in their communities and strengthen and coordinate public and 
private food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS tbe Vakutat School District supports AFC's efforts to ensure children start each school day with a healthy and 
balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), 15% of Alaskan children 
experienced food insecurity, compared with 11% of Alaskan adults, meaning they don't have access at all times to enough food for 
a healthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural Alaska, where nearly one child in four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their immune system. In comparison to food secure 
children, children from food insecure families are 90% more likely 10 be in fair or poor health and have 30% higher rares of 
hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS Ih. lack of adequate nutrition affects Ihe cognitive and behavioral development of children. Food insecurity is 
associated with grade repetition~ absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety. aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial dysfunction and 
difficulty with social inreraction among 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by challenges with speaking, behavior, and 
movemen~ increasing the likelihood of later problems with allention, learning, and social interaction. Voung children living in low 
income and food insecure households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than children from food secure households; and 

WHEREAS federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the schools, most notably the National 
School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program; and 

WHEREAS the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity in children by providing five healthy meals a week in Alaska 
schools. 40% of siudenlll qualifY for free/reduced schools meals, over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools that 
offer a breakfast program - that's over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 

WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal School Breakfast Program in the 2008-2009 
school year; and 

WHEREAS Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because it is not economically feasible. The federal 
reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high costs of food and transportation in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Vakutat School District supports an adequare financial appropriation from the stare to 
strengthen and expand the School Breakfast Program in Alaska, so that breakfast may be available to all children al all schools 
thro~ghout the state, including low income children and children with food insecurity. No child in Alaska should go without 
breakfast. 

fI, 
Adopted by the Vakutat Board of Education on the II-day of January, 2010 . 
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ALASKA 

Dm~ 
FOOD COALITION 

RESOLUTION 
Support for State Funding for School Meals 

WHEREAS the mission of the Alaska Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group 01'80 
non-profit, faith-based, tribal and government organizations is working to help feed 
hungry Alaskans in their communities and strengthen and coordinate public and private 
food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS eetJ E.r&",,e..,..,,& u..1'yWupports AFC' s efforts to ensure chi Idren 
start each school day with a healthy and balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System (BRFSS), 15% of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 
II % of Alaskan adults, meaning they don't have access at all times to enough food for a 
healthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural Alaska, where nearly one child in 
four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their 
immune system. In comparison to food secure children, children from food insecure 
families are 90% more likely to be in fair or poor health and have 30% higher rates of 
hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS the lack of adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behavioral 
development of children. Food insecurity is associated with grade repetition, 
absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety, aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial 
dysfunction and difficulty with social interaction among 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by 
challenges with speaking, behavior, and movement; increasing the likelihood oflater 
problems with attention, learning, and social interaction. Young children living in low 
income and food insecure households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than 
children from food secure households; and 
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WHEREAS federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the 
schools, most notably the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast 
Program; and 

WHEREAS the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity in children by 
providing five healthy meals a week in Alaska schools. 40% of students qualify for 
free/reduced schools meals, over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools 
that offer a breakfast program - that's over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 

WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal 
School Breakfast Program in the 2008-2009 school year; and 

WHEREAS Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because it is not 
economically feasible. The federal reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high 
costs of food and transportation in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOL YED that the (;E()~.;,htOJtItU!,( ~ supports an adequate 
financial appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand the School Breakfast 
Program in Alaska, so that breakfast may be available to all children at all schools 
throughout the state, including low income children and children with food insecurity. 

No child in Alaska should go without breakfast. ifui7!eyf/&ytl---



• 

• 

• 
1447 

.. 907.772.4271 
Fax 907.772.4719 

December 21, 2009 

Vanessa Salinas 
Program Manager 
The Alaska Food Coalition 
clo Food Bank of Alaska 
2121 Spar Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501-1855 

Dear Ms. Salinas: 

Petersburg City Schools 

P.O.Box289 
Petersburg, Alaska 99833-0289 

Dr. Robert Thomason 
Superintendent 

The Petersburg City School Board at their regular December 15, 2009 meeting passed 
Resolution 10-03 (A resolution in support of State Funding for School Meals). Please let 
me know if there are additional places I should send a copy to. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Anderson 
District Secretary 

enclosure 

P...nburr SchoolJ will prrJ./d. a t<ifo tmti cirdnIy ... ironItWnt/or te~IoIngQlldkarntng In an a~ .... /Iun encourages """ttnuu.. 
- .. QlldwiUQdoioca" dt.h .,ud_naI r/UlllJiu aJl./lItkna. 
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Resolution 10-03 
A resolution In support of State Funding for School Meals 

WHEREAS, the mission of the Alaska Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group of 80 non-profit, faith­
based, tribal and government organizations is working to help feed hungry Alaskans in their communities 
and strengthen and coordinate public and private food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS, Petersburg City Schools Board of Education supports AFC's efforts to ensure children start 
each school day with a healthy and balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS, according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), 15% 
of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 11 % of Alaskan adults, meaning they 
don't have access at all times to enough food for a healthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural 
Alaska, where nearly one child in four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS, insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their immune system. In 
comparison to food secure children, children from food insecure families are 90% more likely to be in fair 
or poor health and have 30% higher rates of hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS, the lack of adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behavioral development of children. 
Food Insecurity is associated with grade repetition, absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety, aggression, poor 
mathematics scores, psychosocial dysfunction and difficulty with social interaction among 6 to 12 year old 
children; and 

WHEREAS, food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by challenges with 
speaking, behavior, and movement; Increasing the likelihood of later problems with attention, learning, and 
social Interaction. Young children living In low Income and food Insecure households are mOre likely to be 
developmentally at risk than children from food secure households; and 

WHEREAS, federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the schools, most 
notably the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program; and 

WHEREAS, the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity in children by providing five healthy 
meals a week in Alaska schools. 40% of students qualify for free/reduced schools meals, over 45,000 
students, of these, 15% do not attend schools that offer a breakfast program - thars over 7,000 missed 
meals each day; and 

WHEREAS, 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal School Breakfast 
Program in the 2008-2009 school year; and 

WHEREAS, Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because it is not economically 
feasible. The federal reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high costs of food and transportation 
in'Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED on this IS"' day of December 2009, that the Petersburg City Schools 
Board of Education supports an adequate financial appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand 
the SchOOl Breakfast Program in Alaska, so that breakfast may be available to all children at all schools 
throughout the state, Including low income children and children with food insecurity. No chid in Alaska 
should go without breakfast. 

Je Ellis, oard President 
V 

Rllndy Lantiegne, Board Vice President 
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1fI1I~ 
FOOD COALITION 

RESOLUTION 
Support for State Funding for Scbool Meals 

Resolution 2010-1-6 

WHEREAS the mission oftbe Alaska Food Coalition (AFe) - a statewide group ofRO 
non-profit, fBith-bascd, tribal and government organ; moDS is workiDa to help feed 
hWlgl)' Alaskans in their communities and streDgtben and coordinate public aad private 
food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS P_nbvrg Indian AlaociafiOD supports AFC's efforts to ensure children 
start each school day with a healthy and balllllOCd meal; and 

WHEREAS acconling to clara from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System (BRFSS), I 5% of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity. compared with 
11% of Alaslam adults, meaning thcydon't have access at all times to enough food for a 
Iu:aIthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural AlasJca, where nearly one child in 
fOllJ experienced food insecurity; IUId 

WHEREAS insufficient nutritil1D putS children at risk for illness and weakens their 
immune system. In comparison to food sewre children, children from food insecure 
families are 90% more lilcely to be in fair or poor health and have 30% bigher rates of 
hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS the lack of adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behavioral 
development of c:hildren. Food insecurity is associated with grade repetition, 
absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety. aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial 
dysfunction IUId difficulty with social interaction amana 6 to 12 year old children; and 

p. 1 
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WHEREAS food insecurity puts children in development injeopardy, chaIKterized by 
challenges with spealcing, behavior, and movement; incmIsing the likelihood of later 
proble:!DS with attention, learning, and social intcra.c6on. Y DIIIIi childn:n living in low 
income and food insecure households are mote likely 10 be developmentally at risk tIum 
cbildren from food seaue households; and 

WHEREAS federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the 
schools, most notably the National Scbool Lunch Program and thc School Breakfast 
Program; and 

WHEREAS the School Bn:aIdiIst Program <1ecreases food iDsecurity in cbildren by 
providing five bealthy meals a week in Alaska scbools. 40% of students qualify for 
free/reduced scbools meals, over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools 

. that offer a breakfast prognun - that's over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 

WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal 
School Brealdilst Program in the 2008-2009 school year; and 

WHEREAS Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast progrlllllS beC8llSC it is not 
economically feasible. The fedenIl reimbursement for breakfast. does not cover the high 
costs of food and traDsportarion in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the PeteniblD'lladiaD Associatioa supports 
an adequate fiaancial appropriation from the state to streng1hen and expand the School 
Brakf'ast Program in Alaska. so thai. breakfast may be available to all children at all 
scbools throughout the slide, incltJdina low income children and c:hildren with food 
insecurity. No child in A1aska should go without breakfast. 

CERTIFICATION 
We, the IIlldersigned hereby certify that the Petersburg Indian Assoc.iation's Tribal 
Council is composed of 7 Board members of whom 6 Board members Wl:re present at the 
meetiJlg held on March 10, 2008 and this resolution was adopted by a vote of 6 Council 
Members for and 0 Board members voting apinst and 0 Board members abstaining I 
CoWlcil member excused. 

f the Petersburg Indian Association 

-t 

p.2 
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10-05 
RESOLUTION 

Support for State Funding for School Meals 

WHEREAS the mission of the Alaska Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group of 77 
non-profit, faith-based, tribal and government organizations is working to help feed 
hungry Alaskans in their communities and strengthen and coordinate public and private 
food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS the Lower Kuskokwim School District supports AFe's efforts to ensure 
children start each school day with a healthy and balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System (BRFSS), 15% of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 
II % of Alaskan adults. meaning they don't have access at all times to enough food for a 
healthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural Alaska, where nearly one child in 
four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their 
immune system. In comparison to food secure children, children from food insecure 
families are 90% more likely to be in fair or poor health and have 30% higher rates of 
hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS the lack of adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behavioral 
development of children. Food insecurity is associated v.ith grade repetition, 
absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety, aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial 
dysfunction and difficulty with social interaction among 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by 
challenges with speaking, behavior, and movement; increasing the likelihood of later 
problems with attention, leaming, and social interaction. Young children living in low 
income and food insecure households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than 
children from food secure households; and 

WHEREAS federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the 
schools, most notably the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast 
Program; and 
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WHEREAS the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity in children by 
providing five healthy meals a week in Alaska schools. 40% of students qualify for 
free/reduced schools meals, over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools 
that offer a breakfast program - that's over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 

WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal 
School Breakfast Program in the 2008-2009 school year: and 

WHEREAS Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because it is not 
economically feasible. The federal reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high 
costs of food and transportation in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Lower Kuskokwim School District 
supports an adequate financial appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand the 
School Breakfast Program in Alaska, so that breakfast may be available to all children at 
all schools throughout the state, including low income children and children with food 
insecurity. No child in Alaska should go without breakfast 

PASSED THIS II TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 2009 

12. /;/ 109-
Date J 

Date ( 7 
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KENAI PENINSL"LA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION 09-10-2 

S{;"1'PORT FOR STATE FUNDING FOR SCHOOL MEALS 

Pursuant to the filing of Senate Bill No. 213,"An Act providing for funding for school lunch and 
breakfast", the Board of Education of the Kell!li PenInsula Borough School DIstrict at a meeting held at 
Soldoma. Alaska on February 1,2010, proposed the following resolullon: 

WHEREAS, according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
'(BRFSS), 15% of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 11% of Alaskan adults, 
meaning they don't have access at all bmes to enough food for a healthy active life; this problem is more 
severe in rural Alaska, where nearly one child in four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS, insufficient nutrition pUIS children at risk for illness and weakens their immune 
system. In comparison to food secure children. children from food insecure families are 90% more likely 
to be in fair or poor health and have 30% higher rates of hospitalization: and 

WHEREAS, the lack of adequate nurrition .ffecls the cognitive and behaVloral development of 
,children. Food insecurity is associated with grade r~tilion. absenteeism. tardmess. anx.iety, aggresslon. 
poor mathematic. scores, psycho-social dysfunction and difficulty with social IDleraClion among 6 10 12 
year old children; and 

WHEREAS, food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by 
challenges with speaking, behavior, and movement; increasing the likelihood of later problems Wlth 
altention, learning. and social interaction. Young clrildren Ii.ing in low Income and food insecure 
households are mOTe likely to he developmentally at risk than children from food secure households; and 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) lunch and breakfast programs 
. exist as the base support for nutrition to children through the school meal programs, most notably the 
National School Lunch Program and the NatIOnal School Breakfast Program: and 

WHEREAS, the National School Breakfa.st Program decreases food insecurity in children by 
providmg five healthy meals a week. In Alaska schools 40% of students qualify for freeireduced school 
meals, over 45,000 srudents; of these, 15% do not attend schools that offer a breakfast program _ that's 
approximately 7.000 missed meals each day; and 

WHEREAS, 104 out of 4{)6 schools in 46 disnncts in Ala.<ka did not ,ponsorioffer the iederal 
·School Breakfast Program in the 2008-2009 school year; and 

WHEREAS, Alaskan schools primarily do not • .,on5Or Narional School Breakfast Program. 
because it is nol economically feasible. While llSDA fundIng suppor: per meal for Alaska school 
breakfasts If 43% greater than suppon for school breakfast!' in the conogUQUS states.' funding levels are 
still not sufficient for many Alaska ~hon! meal sponsors to sustain or enhance nutntlor. services to 
students: and 
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WHEREAS, 29 <tales do take responsibility for assisting federally supponcd school meal 
programs for success in the classroom and relief from iood security; 

rnEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Kenai Peninsula Borough School Distncl supportS an 
adequate fmancial appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand the Nanon.l School Lunch and 
Breakfast Program in .-"Jaska, so that school breakf.st programs and sustainable lunch may b. avaIlable 10 

all children at all schools throughoul the state, including low income children and children Wllh food 
. insecurity. No child in Alaska should go without breakfast. 

Joe Arness, President 
Kenai Peninsula Borough School District 
Board of Education 

ATIEST: .. ..1 ... A'{V :; ;lac L<.: ,',:. 
Sally Tachick 
Notary Public, Stale of Alasb 
My Commission Exptres 071251201 3 
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Cordova JrlSr High School 
(907) 424-3266 
FAX (907) 424-5215 

__ ~.w-
CORDOVA SCHOOL DISTRICT 

PO Box 140 • 100 FisM.rman Ave.nue 
Cordova, Alos"" 99574-0140 

(907) 424-3265 • FAX (907) 424-3271 

Resolution #10-06 

Alaska Food Coalition 
Support for State Funding for School Meals 

Mt Eccles Elementary 
(907) 424-3265 

FAX (907) 424-3117 

WHEREAS, the mission of the AlaSka Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group of 80 non­
profit, faith-based, tribal and government organizations is working to help feed hungry Alaskans In 
their commUnities and strengthen and coordinate public and private food and nutrition assistance 
programs in the state; and 

WHEREAS Cordova Schools supports AFCs effarts to ensure children start each school day 
with a healthy and balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS, according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
(BRFSS), 15", of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 11% of Alaskan adults, 
meanong they don't have access at all times to enough food for a healthy active life; thiS problem IS 

more severe In rural Alaska, where nearly ane child in four experienced food Insecurity; and 

WHEREAS, insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their Immune 
system. In comparison to food secure children, children from food insecure families are '90", more 
likely to be in fair or poor health and have 30", higher rates of hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS, the lock af adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behaVioral development of 
children. Food Insecurity is associated with grade repetition, absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety, 
aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial dysfunction and difficulty With SOCIal Interaction 
among 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS, food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by 
challenges with speaking, behavior, and movement; increasing the likelihood of later problems With 
attention, learning, and social interaction, Young children living in low Income and food Insecure 
households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than children from food secure households; 
and 

WHEREAS, federal programs exist to assist in prOViding nutrition to children through the 
schools, most notably the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program: and 

WHEREAS, the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity In children by prOViding 
five healthy meals a week in Alaska schools, 40% of students qualify for free/reduced schools meals, 
over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools that offer a breakfast program - that's 
over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 
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Cordova JrlSr High Sel-lool 
(907) 424-3266 
FAX <.907) 424-5215 

_~w-
CORDOVA SCHOOL DISTRICT 

PO Box 140 .. 100 Fishe.rman .... venue 
CordoYll, Alaska 99574-0140 

(907) 424-3265 • FAX (907) 424-3271 

Mt Eccles Eh~mentDI"Y 
(907) 424-3265 

FAX (907) 424-3117 

WHEREAS, 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not affer the federal School 
Breakfast Program in the 2008-2009 school year: and 

WHEREAS, Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because It IS not 
economically feasible_ The federal reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high costs of food 
and transportation in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOVED that the Cordova School District supports an adequate financial 
appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand the School Breakfast Program," Alaska, so 
that breakfast may be available to all children at all schfts:t,hro,ughout the state, InclUding low income 
children and children with food insecurity_ No child in Al.as~ci sho~l~ go without breakfost_ 

\ .'-" C~ ( ,- <J ;) \) 
~ C\~Q I. a A,,, ' ;. \' - i -- '-- '" , 

Valerie Covel, Pr~sid~nt Pete Hoepfne~ Clerk 
Cordova Board ofl"CI~cation Cordova Board of Education 
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Chugach School District 
Resolution Number 10-02 

Support for State Funding for School Meals 

WHEREAS the mission of the Alaska Food Coalition (AFC) - a statewide group of 80 
non-profit, faith-based, tribal and govenunent organizations is working to help feed 
hungry Alaskans in their communities and strengthen and coordinate public and private 
food and nutrition assistance programs in the state; and 

. WHEREAS Chugac:h Sc:hool District supports AFC's efforts to ensure children start 
each school day with a healthy and balanced meal; and 

WHEREAS according to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System (BRFSS), 15% of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, compared with 
II % of Alaskan adults, meaning they don't have access at all times to enough food for a 
healthy active life; this problem is more severe in rural Alaska, where nearly one child in 
four experienced food insecurity; and 

WHEREAS insufficient nutrition puts children at risk for illness and weakens their 
immune system. In comparison to food secure children, children from food insecure 
families are 90% more likely to be in fair or poor health and have 30% higher rates of 
hospitalization; and 

WHEREAS the lack of adequate nutrition affects the cognitive and behavioral 
development of children. Food insecurity is associated with grade repetition, 

. absenteeism, tardiness, anxiety, aggression, poor mathematics scores, psychosocial 
dysfunction and difficulty with social interaction among 6 to 12 year old children; and 

WHEREAS food insecurity puts children in development in jeopardy, characterized by 
chalIenges with speaking, behavior, and movement; increasing the likelihood oflater 
problems with attention, learning, and social interaction. Young children living in low 
income and food insecure households are more likely to be developmentally at risk than 
children from food secure households; and 

WHEREAS federal programs exist to assist in providing nutrition to children through the 
schools, most notably the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast 
Program; and 

WHEREAS the School Breakfast Program decreases food insecurity in children by 
providing five healthy meals a week in Alaska schools. 40% of students qualify for 
free/reduced schools meals, over 45,000 students, of these, 15% do not attend schools 
that offer a breakfast program - that's over 7,000 missed meals each day; and 
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· WHEREAS 104 out of 406 schools in 46 districts in Alaska did not offer the federal 
School Breakfast Program in the 2008·2009 school year; and 

WHEREAS Alaskan schools primarily do not offer breakfast programs because it is not 
economically feasible. The federal reimbursement for breakfast does not cover the high 
costs of food and transportation in Alaska; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Chugach School District supports an 
· adequate financial appropriation from the state to strengthen and expand the School 

Breakfast Program in Alaska, so that breakfast may be available to all children at all 
schools throughout the state, including low income children and children with food 
insecurity. No child in Alaska should go without breakfast. 

PASSES, APPROVED AND ADOPTED BY THE CHUGACH SCHOOL D1STRIcr 
OF PRINCE WIWAM SOUND, AT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA THIS 12th DAY OF 

· JANUARY 2010 

Board Member AunroveiYea Rejcct/Nea Abstain 
Charlene Arneson )C 

Terrv Bender 
Thelma Vlasoff h 
Rosclene Vlasoff '>(." 

Katherine Kompkoff )( 

DATE:._,...!.../_I2.-J.f_l _tJ --
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Senator Bill Wielechowski 
Alaska State Legislature 

George Ascott 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

Interim: 
716 w. 4th Ave. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
907-269-1l182 
Fax: 907-269-0122 

Session: 
State Capitol 

Juneau, AK 99801 
907-465-2435 

Fax: 907-465-6615 

George _ Ascott@legis.state.ak.us 

_______ --lTeooJl-FrP,.e· RClCl-S'iCl-2435 
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NOVEMBER 2, 2009 REPORT NUMBER 10.047 

STATE FUNDING OF FEDERAL SCHOOL BREAKFAST AND LUNCH 
PROGRAMS 

PREPARED FOR SENATOR WIELECHOWSKI 

By TIM SPENGLER, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

You asked about the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program. 
Specifically. you were interested in how states supplement the federal funding these programs 
provide. 

National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast Program 

The National School Lunch Act of 1946 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 authorized the 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School Breakfast Program (SBP). respectively. 
These federal school meal programs provide reimbursements that assist schools to provide 
lunches and breakfasts to kindergarten through high school students enrolled in public and non­
profit private schools or residential child care institutions across the country. In order to 
participate in the programs, schools must serve meals that meet federal nutrition requirements, 
and must offer these meals free and at a reduced price to eligible children 

Both programs have gradually increased the number of children they serve over the decades. In 
2008, the NSLP provided low-cost or free lunches to more than 30 million children nationwide 
while the SBP served around 10 million children. On the federal level, the program is 
administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service, while at 
the state level it is usually administered by state education agencies, which operate the program 
through agreements with local school food authorities.' 

Federal Funding 

Most of the support the USDA provides to schools for the National School Lunch Program and 
School Breakfast Program comes in the form of cash reimbursement for each meal served. 
Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty level are eligible for 

1 As Attachment A, we include fact sheets from the USDA that detail the National School Lunch Program and the 
School Breakfast Program. Additional USDA information on these programs is available at 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/cndAunchl and http://www,fns,usda.gov/cndlbreakfast! 

907-465-3991 

907-465-3908 (fax) 

Alaska Legislature 
Legislative Research Services 

w3.1egis.slate,ak.usllaaJresearchlresearch.php 

State Capitol 

Juneau, AK 99801 
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free meals. Students from families whose income is between 130 percent and 185 percent of the 
poverty level are eligible for reduced-priced meals, for which students -can be charged no more 
than 40 cents: Children from families with incomes over 185 percent of poverty pay a full price 
for meals. Local schools set their own prices for full-price meals, but must operate their meal 
service as a non-profit program. In Table 1, we present the federal reimbursement rates states 
receive for serving full price, reduced price, and free breakfasts and lunches. 

Table 1: Federal Reimbursement Rates for the National School Lunch 
Program and the School Breakfast Program, 

(Fiscal Year 2010) 

National School Lunch Program 
Full Price Reduced Price Free 

Contiguous United States $0.25 $2.28 $2.68 
Alaska $0.41 $3.95 $4.35 
Hawaii $0.30 $2.75 $3.15 

School BreakfastProgram 
Full Price Reduced Price Free 

Contiguous United States $0.26 $1.16 $1.46 
Alaska $0.26 $1.16 $2.33 
Hawaii $0.29 $1.40 $1.70 

Notes: In schools that serve 60 percent or fll)re free or reduced price lunches. reirrburserrent rates are slightly 
higher. 

Sources: U.S. Departrrent of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. 

State Efforts to Supplement Federal Funding for Meals for Students 

To participate in the federal lunch and breakfast programs, states provide a partial match for the 
administrative costs of their state programs (generally around 30 percent of the federal funding). 
As mentioned, states usually operate their school food programs through their departments of 
education, which in turn have agreements with school food authorities (SFA). SFAs are 
responsible for the administration of school food services in one or more schools. While the vast 
majority of the school breakfast and lunch program funding comes from federal cash 
reimbursements, SFAs may also receive funds from state meal reimbursement programs-which 
we discuss below-student and adult food sales, and other sources such as catering services, 
interest on deposits, and revenues from the sale of used equipment. 

Federal reimbursement does not fully cover the cost of meals served to students. Initially the 
programs were intended to cover these costs and appear to have done so in the past. In 1996, 
however, the USDA established more stringent requirements for the nutritional contents of school 
meals, which subsequently raised the preparation costs. Reimbursement rates have not 
increased proportionally as food costs have risen over the years. We were unable to find 
evidence that schools in any region of the country are able to pay for their school meals solely 
from federal reimbursement funds. 

As mentioned above, some states also supplement federal funding, usually reimbursing schools 
on a per meal basis. Pennsylvania's state reimbursement rates, for example, range between 

2 For Fiscal Year 2010, 130 percent of the poverty level for a family of four is $28,655; and 185 percent is $40,793. 

LEGISLA T1VE RESEARCH REPORT ,-,1O",.04",7~ __ 
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0.10 to 0.17 cents per meal depending on a number of factors. Even with the augmentation, 
however, the costs of meals are not covered, according to Vonda Fekete, chief state director, 
Child Nutrition Programs, Pennsylvania Department of Education: Ms. Fekete told us that 
revenue from the sales of a la carte food items is the primary funding mechanism schools use to 
bridge the fiscal gap. School districts in Pennsylvania also sometimes use general funds, albeit 
reluctantly, to finance the breakfast and lunch programs. 

Along with Pennsylvania, a number of other states augment federal funds for the National Lunch 
Program and the School Breakfast Program. We identified 23 states that reimburse schools (or 
otherwise provide state funding) for providing breakfast or lunches· State reimbursement rates 
range from 3 cents per meal (Iowa, New Hampshire) up to 20 cent per meal (Virginia). 
Additionally, five other states mandate that a universal breakfast program be in place5 For 
example, New Mexico appropriated $3.45 million for the 2008-2009 school year so that all 
children at low performing elementary schools can have a free breakfast regardless of the income 
of their family. 

We include, as Attachment B, a report from the Food Research and Action Center entitled 
"School Breakfast Scorecards: School Year 2007-2008," that details state meal legislation, 
including mandates, funding, and other requirements' (You may find the table on page 20 
particularly useful in comparing state actions in this area.) According to this report, one of most 
effective ways for states to help ensure their students are getting enough food is to implement a 
robust school breakfast program. Some of the benefits of serving breakfast in school include 
improved school performance, reduced behavioral problems, and improved student diets. 

Historically, the NSLP serves around three times as many meals nationwide than the SBP, 
according to the USDA. The primary reason for many schools not serving breakfast involves 
logistical, rather than fiscal, difficulties (breakfast is usually more cost effective for schools to 
serve than lunch). Whereas lunch occurs during a traditional break in the middle of the school 
day, breakfast often must be served while class is in session, which can be disruptive to teachers 
and children.7 

Alaska does not provide state reimbursement to schools that participate in the NSLP or the SBP. 
Additionally, Alaska is one of 11 states, along with the District of Columbia, that does not have 
legislation mandating that all or certain schools participate in the federal school meal programs.' 

3 Vanda Fekete, chief state director, Child Nutrition Programs, Pennsylvania Department of Education can be 
reached at (717) 787-7698. 

4 These 23 states are California. Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, Vermont, Virginia, Washington. and Wisconsin. 

5 The five states that mandate a universal breakfast program are Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Mexico, and 
North Carolina. 

6 The Food Research and Action Center (FRAC) is a nonprofit organization that works to eradicate hunger and 
under- nutrition in the United States. (http://www.frac.org/index.html) The report details how states are using both the 
School Breakfast Program and the NaUonal School Lunch Program. 

7 USDA Strategies for schools that are considering implementing or expanding breakfast programs can be viewed at 

http://www.fns.usda.govlcndlbreakfastlexpansionlexpansionstrategies.htm. 

8 This information came from the Food Research and Action Center. Along with the District of Columbia, the 11 
states that do not require all or certain school to participate are Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Delaware, Idaho, Mississippi, 
Montana, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wyoming. 
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According to information provided by Linda Cote, food service coordinator for the state of Alaska, 
43 of the 53 school districts in Alaska have implemented a school lunch program while 34 districts 
participate in the school breakfast program; although not all schools in each of the participating 
districts have these programs." 

According to Ms. Coate, despite Alaska's higher federal reimbursement rates, she is unaware of 
any districts where these funds alone are sufficient to cover the expense of the meals. Ms. Coate 
infomns us that larger schools come closest to being able to pay for the meals with the federal 
reimbursement they receive, as a result of more participants. But even these schools must 
supplement federal reimbursement funds in some other manner usually in the form of a la carte 
food sales and monies from school operating funds. 

We hope you find this information to be useful. Please let us know if you have questions or need 
additional infomnation. 

9 Linda Coate, school food coordinator, Department of Education and Early Development, State of Alaska, (907) 465-
8708. 
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NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM 

1. What is the National School Lunch Program? 

The National School Lunch Program is a federally assisted meal program operating in over 
101,000 public and non-profit private schools and residential child care institutions. It 
provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free lunches to more than 30.5 million children 
each school day in 2008. In 1998, Congress expanded the National School Lunch Program to 
include reimbursement for snacks served to children in afterschool educational and 
enrichment programs to include children through 18 years of age. 

The Food and Nutrition Service administers the program at the Federal level. At the State 
level, the National School Lunch Program is usually administered by State education 
agencies, which operate the program through agreements with school food authorities. 

2. How does the National School Lunch Program work? 

Generally, public or nonprofit private schools of high school grade or under and public or 
nonprofit private residential child care institutions may participate in the school lunch 
program. School districts and independent schools that choose to take part in the lunch 
program get cash subsidies and donated commodities from the u.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) for each meal they serve. In return, they must serve lunches that meet 
Federal requirements, and they must offer free or reduced price lunches to eligible children. 
School food authorities can also be reimbursed for snacks served to children through age 18 
in afterschool educational or enrichment programs. 

3. What are the nutritional requirements for school lunches? 

School lunches must meet the applicable recommendations of the 1995 Dietary Guidelines 
for Americans, which recommend that no more than 30 percent of an individual's calories 
come from fat, and less than 10 percent from saturated fat. Regulations also establish a 
standard for school lunches to provide one-third of the Recommended Dietary Allowances 
of protein, Vitamin A, Vitamin C, iron, calcium, and calories. 

School lunches must meet Federal nutrition requirements, but decisions about what specific 
foods to serve and how they are prepared are made by local school food authorities. 
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4. How do children qualify for free and reduced-price meals? 

Any child at a participating school may purchase a meal through the National School Lunch 
Program. Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty level 
are eligible for free meals. Those with incomes between 130 percent and 185 percent of the 
poverty level are eligible for reduced·price meals, for which students can be charged no 
more than 40 cents. (For the period July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010, 130 percent of the 
poverty level is $28,665 for a family of four; 185 percent is $40,793.) 

Children from families with incomes over 185 percent of poverty pay a full price, though 
their meals are still subsidized to some extent. Local school food authorities set their own 
prices for full-price (paid) meals, but must operate their meal services as non-profit 
programs. 

Afterschool snacks are provided to children on the same income eligibility basis as school 
meals. However, programs that operate in areas where at least 50 percent of students are 
eligible for free or reduced-price meals may serve all their snacks for free. 

5. How much reimbursement do schools get? 

Most of the support USDA provides to schools in the National School Lunch Program comes 
in the form of a cash reimbursement for each meal served. The current Ouly 1, 2009 
through June 30, 2010) basic cash reimbursement rates if school food authorities served 
less than 60% free and reduced price lunches during the second preceding school year are: 

Free lunches: Reduced-price lunches: Paid lunches: 

$2.68 $2.28 $0.25 

Free snacks: Reduced-price snacks: Paid snacks: 

$0.74 $0.37 $0.06 

Higher reimbursement rates are in effect for Alaska and Hawaii, and for schools with high 
percentages oflow-income students. For the latest reimbursement rates visit FNS website 
at www.fns.usda.govlcnd/Governance/notices/naps/NAPs.htm. 

6. What other support do schools get from USDA? 

In addition to cash reimbursements, schools are entitled by law to receive USDA foods, 
called "entitlement" foods, at a value of 19.50 cents for each meal served in Fiscal Year 
2009-2010. Schools can also get "bonus" USDA foods as they are available from surplus 
agricultural stocks. 

Through Team Nutrition USDA provides schools with technical training and assistance to 
help school food service staffs prepare healthful meals, and with nutrition education to help 
children understand the link between diet and health. 
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7. What types offoods do schools get from USDA? 

States select entitlement foods for their schools from a list of various foods purchased by 
USDA and offered through the school lunch program. Bonus foods are offered only as they 
become available through agricultural surplus. The variety of both entitlement and bonus 
USDA foods schools can get from USDA depends on quantities available and market prices. 

A very successful project between USDA and the Department of Defense (000) has helped 
provide schools with fresh produce purchased through 000. USDA has also worked with 
schools to help promote connections with local small farmers who may be able to provide 
fresh produce. 

8. How many children have been served over the years? 

The National School Lunch Act in 1946 created the modern school lunch program, though 
USDA had provided funds and food to schools for many years prior to that. About 7.1 million 
children were participating in the National School Lunch Program by the end of its first 
year, 1946-47. By 1970, 22 million children were participating, and by 1980 the figure was 
nearly 27 million. In 1990, over 24 million children ate school lunch every day. In Fiscal 
Year 2007, more than 30.5 million children each day got their lunch through the National 
School Lunch Program. Since the modern program began, more than 219 billion lunches 
have been served. 

9. How much does the program cost? 

The National School Lunch Program cost $9.3 billion in FY 2008. By comparison, the lunch 
program's total cost in 1947 was $70 million; in 1950, $119.7 million; in 1960, $225.8 
million; in 1970, $565.5 million; in 1980, $3.2 billion; in 1990, $3.7 billion; and in 2000, 6.1 
billion. 

For more information: 

For information on the operation of the National School Lunch Program and all the Child 
Nutrition Programs, contact the State agency in your state that is responsible for the 
administration of the programs. A listing of all our State agencies may be found on our web 
site at www.fns.lIsda.g:ov(cnd, select "Contact Us", then select "Child Nutrition Programs." 

You may also contact us through the office of USDA, Food and Nutrition Service, Public 
Information Staff at 703-305·2286, or by mail at 3101 Park Center Drive, Room 914, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22302. 

August 2009 
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THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM 

1. What is the School Breakfast Program? 

The School Breakfast Program is a federally assisted meal program operating in public and 
nonprofit private schools and residential child care institutions. It began as a pilot project in 
1966, and was made permanent in 1975. The School Breakfast Program is administered at 
the Federal level by the Food and Nutrition Service. At the State level, the program is usually 
administered by State education agencies, which operate the program through agreements 
with local school food authorities in more than 87,000 schools and institutions. 

2. How does the School Breakfast Program work? 

The School Breakfast Program operates in the same manner as the National School Lunch 
Program. Generally, public or nonprofit private schools of high school grade or under and 
public or nonprofit private residential child care institutions may participate in the School 
Breakfast Program. School districts and independent schools that choose to take part in the 
breakfast program receive cash subsidies from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
for each meal they serve. In return, they must serve breakfasts that meet Federal 
requirements, and they must offer free or reduced price breakfasts to eligible children. 

3. What are the nutritional requirements for school breakfasts? 

School breakfasts must meet the applicable recommendations of the Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans which recommend that no more than 30 percent of an individual's calories come 
from fat, and less than 10 percent from saturated fat. In addition, breakfasts must provide 
one-fourth of the Recommended Dietary Allowance for protein, calcium, iron, Vitamin A, 
Vitamin C and calories. The decisions about what specific food to serve and how they are 
prepared are made by local school food authorities. 

4. How do children qualify for free and reduced price breakfasts? 

Any child at a participating school may purchase a meal through the School Breakfast 
Program. Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the Federal 
poverty level are eligible for free meals. Those with incomes between 130 percent and 185 
percent of the poverty level are eligible for reduced-price meals. (For the period July 1, 
2009, through June 30, 2010, 130 percent of the poverty level is $28,665 for a family of four; 
185 percent is $40,793.) Children from families over 185 percent of poverty pay full price, 
though their meals are still subsidized to some extent. 
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5. How much reimbursement do schools get? 

Most of the support USDA provides to schools in the School Breakfast Program comes in the 
form of a cash reimbursement for each breakfast served. The current Duly 1. 2009 through 
June 30, 2010) basic cash reimbursement rates for non-severe need are: 

Free breakfasts $1.46 

Reduced-price breakfasts $1.16 

Paid breakfasts $0.26 

Schools may qualify for higher "severe need" reimbursements if 40% of their lunches are 
served free or at a reduced price in the second preceding year. Severe need payments are up 
to 28 cents higher than the normal reimbursements for free and reduced-price breakfasts. 
About 74 percent of the breakfasts served in the School Breakfast Program receive severe 
need payments. Higher reimbursement rates are in effect for Alaska and Hawaii. 

Schools may charge no more than 30 cents for a reduced-price breakfast. Schools set their 
own prices for breakfasts served to students who pay the full meal price (paid), though they 
must operate their meal services as non-profit programs. 

For the latest reimbursement rates visit FNS website at 

www.fns.usda.gov/end/Gavernance/natices/naps/NAPs.htm 

6. What other support do schools get/rom USDA? 

Through Team Nutrition, USDA provides schools with technical training and assistance to 
help school food service staffs prepare healthy meals, and with nutrition education to help 
children understand the link between diet and health. 

7. How many children have been served over the years? 

In Fiscal Year 2007, over 10.1 million children participated every day. That number grew to 
10.5 million in Fiscal Year 2007. Of those, 8.1 million received their meals free or ata 
reduced-price. 

Participation has slowly but steadily grown over the years: 1970: 0.5 million children; 1975: 
1.8 million children; 1980: 3.6 million children; 1985: 3.4 million children; 1990: 4.0 million 
children; 1995: 6.3 million children; 2000: 7.5 million children. 
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8. How much does the program cost? 

For Fiscal Year 2008, the School Breakfast Program cost $2.4 billion, up from $1.9 billion in 
Fiscal Year 2005. The cost in previous years was in 1970, $ 10.8 million; in 1980, $287.8 
million; in 1990, $ 599.1 million; and in 2000, $1.39 billion. 

For more information: 

For information on the operation of the School Breakfast Program and all the Child 
Nutrition Programs, contact the State agency in your state that is responsible for the 
administration of the programs. A listing of all our State agencies may be found on our web 
site at www.fns.usda.gov(cnd, select "Contact Us" then select "Child Nutrition Programs." 

You may also contact us through the office of USDA, Food and Nutrition Service, Public 
Information Staff at 703·305-2286, or by mail at 3101 Park Center Drive, Room 914, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22302. 

August 2009 
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About FRAC 
The Food Research and Action Center (FRAC) is the leading national organization working for more effective 
public and private policies to eradicate domestic hunger and undernutrition. 

For more information about FRAC, or to sign up for FRAC's Weekly News Digest, visit www.frac.orq. For 
information about school meals, go to htto:llwww.frac.orq/html/federalfoodprograms/federalindex.html. 
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Executive Summary 

The School Breakfast Program plays an invaluable 
role in reducing childhood hunger and improving 
nutrition, as well as supporting a range of positive 
outcomes that advance key national priorities. 
School breakfast supports child development, 
improves health, boosts student achievement and 
student behavior, and reduces obesity. But with 
less than half of eligible low-income children 
participating in the breakfast program now, and 
as substantial numbers of new children become 
eligible as families lose jobs or see their incomes 
reduced dramatically during this receSSion, it is 
essential to reduce barriers to participation and 
accelerate the expansion of school breakfast 
participation. 

Key Findings for 2008 
• In 2007-2008 8.5 million low-income children 

participated in the School Breakfast Program on 
an average day, an increase of 327,000 
children or 4 percent compared to the prior 
school year. 

• In 2007-2008, the National School Lunch 
Program reached 18.4 million low-income 
children on an average day, an increase of 2.5 
percent compared to the prior year. Nationally, 
comparing free and reduced-price school 
breakfast participation to free and reduced­
price lunch participation, 45.9 low-income 
children ate breakfast for every 100 children 
who ate lunch in school year 2007-2008. This 

was up from a ratio of 45.3:100 in 2006-2007, 
and 40.9:100 in school year 1997-1998. 

• Nationally, if the school breakfast to lunch ratio 
had reached the goal of 60: 100, 2.5 million 
more children would have been eating a 
healthy school breakfast every day, and states 
would have received an additional $561 million 
in federal child nutrition funding in school year 
2007-2008. 

• South Carolina joined New Mexico in exceeding 
the ratio of 60 low-income children eating 
breakfast for every 100 eating lunch. Seven 
other states - West Virginia, Oklahoma, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Georgia, Idaho and 
Vermont - surpassed the ratio of 55 low­
income children for every 100 eating lunch . 

• The lowest ranked states continued to be 
Illinois, Utah, Alaska, New Hampshire, and 
Connecticut. 

• The new Administration, Congress, states 
and local school districts all have an 
important role to play in expanding the 
participation of low-income children in the 
School Breakfast Program. 

Key School Breakfast Program Policy Recommendations for 
Child Nutrition Reauthorization 

• Provide funding to start up and sustain universal classroom breakfast programs (free fo~all students), 
especially in schools that qualify for "severe need" breakfast reimbursement. 

• Provide funding for outreach activities so that more children receive the nutrition they need. 

• Raise the income eligibility cut-off for free school breakfast to 185 percent of poverty and eliminate 
the reduced-price copayment. 

• Provide USDA commodities to schools for breakfast meals. 

• Require USDA to issue proposed regulations updating the school meal patterns within 18 months of 
publication of the Institute of Medicine report. 

• Provide funding to improve the quality of school breakfast (and all school meals). 

• Strengthen the local school well ness poliCies to improve their impact at the local school level. 

. 

Food Research and Action Center School Breakfast Scorecard 2008 www.frac.org 
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Introduction 
At a time when the nation is in a recession that 
likely will be longer and deeper than any in recent 
decades, federal nutrition programs like the School 
Breakfast Program are more indispensable than 
ever to the economic security, health and well­
being of low-income children and their families. 

The School Breakfast Program is a miracle of good 
public policy. It not only reduces hunger, but it has 
a range of other positive outcomes that advance 
key priOrities outlined by President-elect Obama 
during his campaign. The School Breakfast 
Program supports child development, improves 
health, boosts school achievement and student 
behaVior, and reduces obesity. 

In this year's report, the Food Research and Action 
Center (FRAC) finds that student participation in 
the School Breakfast Program continued modest 
but steady growth in school year 2007-2008. A 
record 10.5 million students ate breakfast at school 
on an average day in the last academic year; 8.5 
million of those children came from low-income 
families. This represents a 4 percent increase in 
school breakfast partiCipation since 2006-2007 by 
low-income children. 

Overall, participation by schools in the School 
Breakfast Program grew by 1.1 percent last year, 
with 85.7 percent of schools that participate in the 
National School Lunch Program offering breakfast 
as well. 

With this growth, nationally the School Breakfast 
Program reaches on an average day 45.9 low­
income children for every 100 reached by the 
National School Lunch Program. There is 
considerable room for improvement. If every state 
had met an attainable goal of serving breakfast to 
60 low-income children for every 100 eating lunch, 
as New Mexico and South carolina showed was 
possible, 2.5 million more needy children would 
have been served nationally and states would have 
collected an additional $561 million in federal child 
nutrition funding last year. 

- School breakfast also is a prime example of the 
potential of the nutrition programs to mitigate the 
serious negative effects of an economic recession. 
Because it is an entitlement, the program can be 
particularly responsive during times of economic 
downturn: the program can grow when the 
economy is weak and more children need help. But 

with less than half of eligible low-income children 
taking advantage of the breakfast program now, 
and as substantial numbers of new children 
become eligible when families lose jobs or have 
their incomes cut during this recession, it is 
essential to accelerate the expansion of school 
breakfast participation. 

FRAC publishes this annual School Breakfast 
Scorecard to document the current state of the 
program as well as to present recommendations 
on administrative and legislative improvements 
that can be undertaken at the local, state, and 
national level to immediately get healthy school 
breakfasts to more of our nation's children. 

Who is Eligible for School Breakfast? 

• Any public school, nonprofit private school or 
residential child care institution can choose 
to participate in the School Breakfast 
Program, which is funded through and 
administered by the United States 
Departrnent of Agriculture (USDA). 

• Any student attending a school that offers 
the program can eat breakfast. The amount 
the school is reimbursed by the federal 
government depends on the student's family 
income. 

• Families must-complete an application, or be 
"directly certified," to determine eligibility for 
free or reduced-price meals through the 
National School Lunch Program. Based on 

- their family income, children fall into one of 
three groups: 
o Free: Children from families with 

incomes at or below 130 percent of the 
federal poverty level eat. at no cost. 
Also, children directly certified because 
of their participation in TANF, FDPIR, or 
SNAP/Food Stamp Program eat at no 
cost. 

o Reduced-Price: Children from families 
with incomes between 130 and 185 
percent of poverty can be charged no 
more than 30 cents per meal. 

o Paid: Children with family incomes 
above 185 percent of poverty pay the 
charges which are set by the school, but 
schools are reimbursed 24 cents per 
meal by USDA. 

Food Research and Action Center School Breakfast Scorecard 2008 www.frac.org 1 
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Why School Breakfast is Important 

Even before the recent rapid economic downturn, 
in 2007 approximately 12.4 million Amertcan 
children, or one in six, lived in food insecure 
households. These are the most recent U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) data. Food 
insecurtty means the households faced a constant 
struggle against hunger. Although experts agree 
that breakfast is the most important meal of the 
day, for children living in these struggling 
households a filling, nutritious meal every morning 
is often beyond their parents' ability to provide. 

For millions of other children, the barriers to eating 
breakfast at home are a matter of time, 
transportation, or physiology, not money. As the 
demands on working parents have grown, and 
parents face longer commutes to distant jobs or 
jobs with non-traditional work hours, or children 
face long bus rides, sitting down to a healthy 
breakfast has become a rare event for many 
families. Along with the early morning rush, many 
children do not have an appetite when they first 
start the day, so skipping breakfast becomes an 
unhealthy routine for many. 

During his campaign, President-elect Obama 
pledged to end childhood hunger by 2015 as well 
as to improve schools, raise educational 
achievement, improve child nutrition and tackle 
childhood obesity. Investing in the expansion of 
the School Breakfast Program is a key tool in 
meeting all of these goals. 

Eating Breakfast Improves School Perfonnanoe 
As schools work to raise their students' academic 
performance and test scores, making sure every 
child has eaten a nourishing breakfast is an 
important but often overlooked tool. Researchers 
report that children who skip breakfast have more 
difficulty distinguishing among similar images, 
show increased errors, and have slower memory 
recall. Studies also show that children who live in 
families that experience hunger have lower math 
scores, are more likely to repeat a grade, and 
receive more special education services. 

Eating a healthy breakfast helps to lay the 
groundwork children need to learn. Eating 
breakfast improves math grades, vocabulary skills 
and memory. Children who eat breakfast at school 
- closer to class and test-taking time - perform 

better on standardized tests than those who skip 
breakfast or eat breakfast hours earlier at home. 

U.S. Census Bureau Data: Family 
Breakfast not the Norm 

Only 35 percent of parents of children 
ages 6 to 11 report eating breakfast each 
day with their children, according to 
statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
Data from the Survey of Income and 
Program PartiCipation show that most 
American families of sclhool-age children do 
not eat breakfast together every day. On 
average, only 22 percent of parents of 
middle- and high- school- aged students 
report eating breakfast daily with their 
children. More than twice as many parents 
report eating dinner with their children 
each day. These percentages are similar 
across income levels, race, areas of the 
country, and community type (urban, 
suburban or rural). These figures 
demonstrate how important it can be for 
schools to provide breakfast to ensure that 
all children have the opportunity to eat a 
nourishing meal so they can learn and 
thrive. 

Eating Breakfast Reduces Behavioral Problems 
As any parent knows, a hungry child is much more 
likely to be irritable and poorly behaved. Research 
has confirmed this connection. For example, 
teenagers experiencing hunger are more likely to 
be suspended from school, have difficulty getting 
along with other children, and to have few friends. 
In addition, hungry children are more likely to be 
absent and tardy. 

Encouraging participation in the School Breakfast 
Program is a good way to improve school 
attendance and discipline. Studies have shown that 
students who participate in school breakfast have 
lower rates of absence and tardiness and exhibit 
decreased behavioral and psychological problems. 
Researchers have discovered that children who eat 
school breakfast have fewer discipline problems 
and visit school nurses' offices less often. 

Food Research and Action Center School Breakfast Scorecard 2008 www.frac.ora 2 
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School Breakfast Improves Children's Diets 
Many children in the United States grow up 
surrounded by "junk food," and many have 
developed unhealthy eating habits. In contrast, 
breakfasts served as part of the School Breakfast 
Program are required to provide one-fourth or 
more of the key nutrients children need every day, 
and contain no more than 30 percent of calories 
from fat and 10 percent of calories from saturated 
fat. 

USDA reports that children with access to school 
breakfast eat a better overall diet, less fat, and 
more magnesium, vitamin C and folate. Other 
USDA research shows that children who participate 
in school breakfast eat more fruits, drink more 
milk, and consume a wider variety of foods than 
those who do not eat school breakfast or who 
have breakfast at home. 

School Breakfast Can Help Reduce Obesity 
Childhood obesity is a major public health 
epidemic. The Institute of Medicine reports that 

fully one third of America's children are obese or at 
risk of obesity. Obesity rates have doubled among 
young children and tripled among adolescents over 
the past 20 years. Most troubling, they translate 
into increased risks of premature death and an 
overall lower quality of life because obesity is 
associated with greater risk of diabetes, heart 
disease, stroke, asthma, osteoarthritis, cancer and 
even psychological disorders. 

Children and adolescents who eat breakfast are 
Significantly less likely to be overweight, while 
skipping breakfast is associated with a higher risk 
of obesity. Researchers suggest that people who 
do not eat breakfast get very hungry later on in 
the day and tend to overeat as a result -
consuming more calories each day than they 
would if they had eaten breakfast in the morning. 
School breakfast helps ensure that children will not 
be tempted to overeat at other meals or snack 
before lunch. School breakfast also helps to build 
lifelong healthy eating habits. 

Food Research and Action Center School Breakfast Scorecard 200B www.frac.ora 3 
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Student Participation 

I n 2007-200B, B.5 million low-income children 
participated in the national School Breakfast 
Program on an average school day, an increase 

of 327,000 children or 4 percent compared to the 
prior school year. Combined with the previous 
year's increase of 391,000 children, participation in 
the School Breakfast Program among low-income 
children has grown by 9.3 percent since 2005-
2006. 

When children who received paid meals (those 
with family incomes above 1B5 percent of the 
federal poverty level) are included, total 
participation in the School Breakfast Program rose 
to 10.5 million children on an average morning in 
the 2007-2008 school year, a 4.2 percent increase 
overall from 2006-2007. 

Because there is very broad participation in the 
National School Lunch Program by low-income 
students who receive the meal for free or at a 
reduced price, FRAC uses lunch participation as a 
benchmark against which to measure participation 
in school breakfast. In the 2007-200B school year, 

1B.4 million low-income children ate a school lunch 
each day, 447,000 more than the year before, an 
increase of 2.5 percent. 

Comparing free and reduced-price breakfast 
participation to free and reduced-price lunch 
partidpation, for every 100 children in the U.S. 
who ate lunch, 45.9 children ate breakfast in 
school year 2007-200B. This is an improvement 
from the previous year, when the ratio of breakfast 
to lunch participation was 45.3. Compared to a 
decade ago, the national ratio of breakfast 
participation has grown substantially, from 40.9 
students in breakfast for every 100 in lunch in 
199B to 45.9 children now. 

But with less than half of eligible low-income 
children taking advantage of the breakfast 
program now, and as substantial numbers of new 
children become eligible as families lose jobs or 
have their incomes cut during this receSSion, it is 
essential to reduce barriers to participation and 
accelerate the expansion of school breakfast 
partidpation. 

Figure 1: Student Participation in the Free and Reduced-Price School Breakfast Program 
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Student Participation by State 

Numbers of Students 
Forty-nine states saw an increase in the number of 
free and reduced-price children eating breakfast, 
but wide variation among states in the underlying 
performance of their School Breakfast Programs 
continues to exist. In general, increases in low­
income student breakfast participation were 
modest - 5 percent or less compared to the pnor 
year. However, Rhode Island, Indiana, Delaware, 
Wisconsin, and Colorado led the states in 
participation growth, with Rhode Island achieving 
a 12 percent growth rate. This is the second year 
in a row that Wisconsin has been in the top five 
states in percentage increase. 

While program growth was negligible in Oklahoma, 
Florida and Vermont, only Alaska and Oregon 
experienced an actual decrease. 

Change in Number of Children Eating Free 
and Reduced-Price Breakfast School Year 

2006-2007 to School Year 2007-2008 

State Percent Change 

Top 5 States 
Rhode Island 12.0% 
Indiana 10.7% 
Delaware 8.5% 
Wisconsin 8.1% 
Colorado 8.0% 

Bottom 5 States 
Oklahoma 0.6% 
Flonda 0.4% 
Vermont 0.0% 
Alaska -0.6% 
Oregon -1.4% 

Forty-two states also had increased breakfast 
participation by children receiving paid meals. Only 
Arkansas, Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, Kentucky, New 
Hampshire, North Carolina, South Dakota, and 
Vermont had a decrease in the number of paid 
children in 2007-2008 compared to the prior year. 

~ 
When comparing states' ratios of student 
participation in the School Breakfast Program to 
the National School Lunch Program, most states' 
ratios improved, yet wide disparities remain. The 
16 highest-performing states reach at least half of 
their eligible low-income children with breakfast, 
with New Mexico reaching 62.9 children for every 
100 eating lunch. But participation in many states 

still lags, with the bottom 14 states all serving 
fewer than 40 eligible low-income children and 
three states - Alaska, Utah, and Illinois - serving 
fewer than 35 low-income children breakfast for 
every 100 eating lunch. 

Overall, 46 states improved their participation 
ratios in 2007-2008, with the largest increase, 3.2 
points, happening in the District of Columbia, 
which moved to 16'" place in 2007-2008 with a 
ratio of 50:100. 

New Mexico retained the number one ranking, with 
a ratio of 62.9:100 in school year 2007-2008, while 
South Carolina became only the second state to 
surpass the goal of 60 low-income children eating 
breakfast for every 100 eating lunch with a ratio of 
60.2:100. Arkansas replaced Oregon among the 
top ten states based on breakfast-to-Iunch ratios. 

Although most showed some improvement, the 
overall list of the ten lowest performing states is 
unchanged from last year, except for some 
changes in order. The worst performing state, 
Illinois, reached a dismal 33.4 children for every 
100 eating lunch. 

Students Participating in the School 
Breakfast Program (SBP) per 100 in the 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) 

State Ratio 

Top 10 States 
New Mexico 62.9 
South Carolina 60.2 
West Virginia 57.4 
Oklahoma 57.2 
Kentucky 57.0 
Mississippi 56.3 
Georgia 55.8 
Idaho 55.4 
Vermont 55.4 
Arkansas 53.9 

Bottom 10 States: 
Colorado 37.8 
Wisconsin 37.6 
Iowa 37.1 
Nebraska 36.9 
New Jersey 36.7 
Connectcut 35.7 
New Hampshire 35.0 
Alaska 34.7 
Utah 34.0 
Illinois 33.4 
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School Participation 

I n order for hungry children to have access to 
school breakfast, their school must participate 
in the program. While any school participating 

in the National School Lunch Program can also 
offer the School Breakfast Program, in the past 
many such schools failed to do so. 

Over time, however, there has been a major shift. 
Nationally the percentage of schools offering 
breakfast as compared to lunch has grown from 
48.8 percent in 1991 when FRAC initiated this 
scorecard, to 85.7 percent in 2007-2008. Last 
year 900 more schools across the country 
instituted a breakfast program, an increase of 1.1 
percent from 2006-2007 in the number of schools, 
raising the ratio from 84.8 to 85.7. One in seven 
schools that offer the School Lunch Program still 
fails to offer its students this important meal. 

School Participation in the States 
The rate of school participation in the School 
Breakfast Program varies widely from state to 
state. In 2007-2008, 27 states had more than 90 
percent of their schools with lunch programs also 
participating in the breakfast program. Twelve 
states operated breakfast in at least 95 percent of 
such schools, and Alabama actually served 
breakfast in more schools than lunch. Most of 
these high-performing states also have high 
student participation rates, reinforcing the fact 
that increasing school participation is a key way to 
boost the number of children eating breakfast 
every day. 

Eight states served breakfast in less than 75 
percent of their schools participating in lunch, 
with Connecticut covering an abysmally low 52 
percent of schools. 

While the large majority of states continued to 
improve their school participation rates from 
2006-2007 to 2007-2008, 14 states lost ground, 
with the largest percentage changes occurring in 
New York, Wisconsin, Oklahoma, Washington and 
Kentucky. 

School Breakfast Program (SBP) Schools 
as a Percentage of National School Lunch 

Program (NSLP) Schools 

State Percentage 

Top 10 States: 
Alabama' 100.3% 
Texas 99.5% 
North carolina 99.2% 
South carolina 99.2% 
Florida 99.2% 
West Virginia 98.8% 
Delaware 97.9% 
Georgia 96.7% 
New Mexico 96.6% 
Rhode Island 96.5% 

Bottom 10 States: 
South Dakota 79.2% 
Minnesota 75.2% 
Ohio 71.5% 
Massachusetts 70.5% 
Illinois 70.0% 
Alaska 69.0% 
Nebraska 69.0% 
New Jersey 65.1% 
Wisconsin 61.8% 
Connecticut 52.0% 

*Alabama served breakfast in more schools than 
lunch. 
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The Cost of Low Participation Rates 

Low participation in the School Breakfast 
Program has real consequences, particularly 
for the children who are not getting to eat a 

healthy meal, but also for state budgets. For 
each day a low-income child was not being served 
breakfast in school year 2007-2008, states lost at 
least $1.35 in federal funding for every child who 
would have received a free breakfast, and $1.05 
for every child who would have received a 
reduced-price breakfast. If those children 
attended a "severe need" school - one in which at 
least 40 percent of lunches served were free or 
reduced-price - an additional $0.26 per meal was 
forfeited. . 

Reimbursement Rate for the School 
Breakfast Program (2007-2008) 

Non- Severe Price of 
Severe Need Meals To 
Need School Children 

School 

Free $1.35 $1.61 $0 

Reduced 
$1.05 $1.31 $0.30 (maxirrum 

Price sdlOOI can dlarge) 

Paid $0.24 $0.24 varies 

Those meals add up to hundreds of millions of 
dollars in federal child nutrition funding going 
unclaimed by the states every year. 

Each year FRAC sets a benchmark for estimating a 
reasonable participation goal for states, and the 
dollars being lost to those states with partiCipation 
in school breakfast below that goal. 8ased on the 
participation rates of the top-performing states, 
FRAC has set the achievable goal of 60 low­
income children eating breakfast for every 100 
eating lunch. (Two states were above that ratio in 
school year 2007-2008, and three states were 
within three points of that.) By calculating the 
additional number of children that would be 
reached if this goal were met, and multiplying by 
the appropriate reimbursement rate for the 
national average number of school days breakfast 
is served, we can estimate of the amount of 
federal funding being lost by each state. (This 
method is conservative, as it does not include the 

additional severe need funds for which a state 
would qualify). 

In the 2007-2008 school year, nationally, if the 
school breakfast-to-Iunch ratio had reached the 
goal of 60:100, versus the actual rate of 45.9,2.5 
million more low-income children would have 
been eating a healthy school breakfast every day, 
and states would have received an additional 
$561 million in federal child nutrition funding. 
While much of this money was lost by states with 
larger populations, (e.g., more than $94 million in 
California, $53 million in New York and nearly $43 
million in Illinois), 14 states each forfeited more 
than $10 million in federal funding, and 30 states 
lost more than $5 million. 

In any time, leaving federal dollars to feed low­
income children untapped is fiscally irresponsible 
and poor public policy. It is especially short­
sighted in times such as these when states have 
severe budget problems and families are 
struggling with hard economic times. 

Top Ten States in Lost Federal Funds 
(Amounts Foregone Because State Falls 
Short of Reaching 60 Free and Reduced 
Price Students in the School Breakfast 
Program per 100 Such Students in the 

School Lunch Program) 

State 
Additional Dollars Lost 
Students 

California 426,062 $94,450,100 
New York 240,127 $53,461,219 
Illinois 189,668 $42,655,714 
Florida 156,300 $34,671,483 
Texas 136,494 $30,463,459 
Pennsylvania 114,676 $25,560,996 
Michigan 99,900 $22,370,943 
Ohio 82,233 $18,388,832 
Arizona 79,198 $17,609,906 
New Jersey 78,990 $17,588,755 
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Responding to the Growing Need: 
An Agenda for Reform at the National, State and Local Level 

Participation in school breakfast around the nation 
simply is too low, and the responsibility for that is 
shared at the federal, state, and local levels. The 
new Administration, Congress, states, and local 
school districts all have important roles to play in 
substantially raising breakfast partiCipation levels 
and improving nutrition quality. 

Child Nutrition Reauthorization 
The School Breakfast Program, along with all of 
the other child nutrition programs, is scheduled to 
be reauthorized by Congress in 2009. That means 
that Congress will review and should strengthen 
the laws governing the child nutrition programs. A 
well-conceived and adequately financed 
reauthorization bill, focused on the right program 
improvements, can increase participation in school 
nutrition programs, do much to ease hunger, and 
improve nutrition for America's children. The new 
Administration and Congress will need to work 
together to develop and enact a reauthorization 
that focuses on better meeting the needs of the 
low-income children who are meant to be the 
primary beneficiaries of the child nutrition 
programs. The reauthorization should make the 
following improvements to the School Breakfast 
Program: 

Provide funding to start up and sustain 
universal classroom breakfast programs 
(free for all students), especially in schools 
that qualify for ·severe need" breakfast 
reimbursement. The traditional means-tested 
school breakfast served in the cafeteria before 
school (in which the meal is free or the child pays, 
depending on family income) creates a sense 
among the children that the program is just "for 
poor kids." Universal breakfast reduces the 
stigma, making school breakfast more attractive 
to children who need it, and providing all children 
the opportunity to start the school day ready to 
learn. Universal breakfast has proven to be an 
effective strategy for increasing student 
participation and also for enabling the 
implementation of breakfast in the classroom, 
which has an even larger impact on participation. 
Breakfast in the classroom helps reach children 
whose school bus or parent commuting schedules, 
or lines at school security keep them from getting 
to a cafeteria-based program on time, or who 

aren't ready to settle down until class begins. 
Universal and in-classroom strategies can be 
implemented most easily in schools that serve 
large numbers of low-income students, designated 
as "severe need" schools by USDA. These are 
schools where at least 40 percent of the lunches 
served during a preceding school year were free 
or reduced price; they receive a slightly higher 
reimbursement for each free and reduced-price 
breakfast they serve. 

Federal support is needed for: 
• one-time start up costs for equipment, 

materials and staff training to implement in­
classroom programs; 

• on-going subsidies for low-income schools to 
offset the lost revenue that they would 
otherwise receive for breakfasts served to 
students that qualify for reduced-price and 
paid meals; 

• administrative funding to allow USDA and 
state agencies to provide additional technical 
assistance and support to school districts as 
they implement classroom breakfast models. 

Provide funding for outreach activities so 
that more children receive the nutrition 
they need. Outreach activities to increase 
participation in the School Breakfast Program 
draw more children into healthier eating 
environments and make the provision of healthier 
foods more feasible through greater economies of 
scale. Increasing outreach and improving 
program access ultimately will have a positive 
impact not only on the health of children, but also 
on the ability of school districts to afford healthier 
foods by profiting from economies of scale. 

Raise the income eligibility cut-off for free 
school breakfast to 185 percent of poverty 
and eliminate the reduced-price copayment. 
Universal breakfast, in-classroom breakfast and 
outreach are essential ways to bring more 
children into the program, but they are 
particularly important because, when targeted, 
they reach many of the poorest children. But the 
benefits of school breakfast in improving nutrition, 
health and school achievement are so powerful 
that it is "penny-wise and pound-foolish" to 
require a copayment for near-poor families which 
so many parents can't afford. This results in many 
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such children (with family incomes between 130 
and 18S percent if the poverty line) not benefiting 
from the program. Improving school breakfast 
access for near-poor children by eliminating the 
reduced-price category will reduce hunger and 
improve educational and health outcomes. 

Provide USDA commodities to schools for 
breakfast meals. Currently, school districts are 
entitled to a federal commodity contribution for 
each lunch served, but not for breakfast. Most 
schools struggle to provide a healthy breakfast to 
their students without losing money. If commodity 
support is expanded to breakfasts, schools will 
have more resources to provide healthy 
breakfasts and can use fresh fruit and vegetable 
commodities to improve the quality of the meals. 

Require USDA to issue proposed regulations 
updating the school meal patterns within 18 
months of publication of the Institute of 
Medicine report. The Institute of Medicine 
(10M) will release in 2009 recommendations for a 
revision of the school meal nutrition standards, 
including breakfast, to bring them into compliance 
with the 2005 Dietary Guidelines. These important 
updates must be implemented as soon as possible 
to insure that school meals meet the criteria of 
advancing nutrition science and the needs of the 
current generation of children. A reasonable time 
frame for USDA would be to issue new regulations 
within 18 months of receiving the final 10M 
report. 

Provide funding to improve the quality of 
school breakfast (and all school meals). 
School breakfast helps build healthy eating habits 
in children, which can help prevent obesity and 
other nutrition-related diseases. Increasing the 
availability and consumption of fruits, vegetables 
and whole grains, and moving to lower fat dairy 
products are central to strengthening the quality 
of school breakfast. As new standards for school 
meal patterns are implemented, school nutrition 
programs will need additional resources to make 
these important changes. 

Strengthen the local school wellness 
policies to improve their impact at the local 
school level. The Child Nutrition and WIC 
Reauthorization Act of 2004 required all school 
districts to develop poliCies to improve the 
nutrition and physical activity environment in each 
school building. While these poliCies are having a 
positive impact in many schools, there is still 
much to be done to realize their full potential to 

improve the health of American youth. School 
wellness policies can be strengthened by requiring 
school districts to: indude policies to promote 
participation in school, afterschool and summer 
meal programs; notify and make easily accessible 
their well ness policies and their implementation 
plans to parents, school staff, and state officials; 
periodically assess implementation and update 
policies as appropriate; maintain standing local 
well ness policy committees (or work within 
existing school health committees) to lead 
implementation and assessment of school 
well ness policies; and strengthening enforcement 
mechanisms. 
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Federal Administrative Changes 
In addition to improving the School Breakfast 
Program through legislation, the new 
Administration can implement important initiatives 
administratively that can significantly improve 
low-income children's access to school breakfast: 

Expand a pilot project that allows high­
poverty school districts to provide free 
school meals to all students based on 
statistically reliable household sampling 
rather than collecting paper applications 
from all families_ The current family application 
process requires a great deal of paperwork by 
schools and parents, and keeps some low-income 
families from participating in the program. Years 
ago Congress authorized USDA to allow districts 
to pilot other methods. Of those original pilots, 
one has continued: a paperless system 
successfully piloted by the School District of 
Philadelphia. It has Significantly increased 
participation and reduced the district's 
administrative work, while at the same time 
providing a reliable way to determine 
reimbursement levels. USDA recently disapproved 
its continuation. Philadelphia should be allowed to 
continue operating the pilot and USDA should 
allow additional large, high-poverty school districts 
to pilot this and similar approaches. 

Require all states to use the best (and most 
cost-effective) method for direct 
certification - computer data matching 
conducted at the state level - to help insure 
that more eligible families are enrolled for 
free school meals. Federal law requires that all 

. school districts "directly certify" students who 
receive SNAP/Food Stamp or Food Distribution 
Program on Indian Reservation benefits. (Schools 
also can directly certify children from households 
receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families.) This means that families do not have to 
fill out a paper application to be processed by the 
school for determination of eligibility for free or 
reduced-price meals. Despite this requirement, 
the systems in place in too many states are not 
the most effective, or efficient, resulting in many 
children not being seamlessly qualified for school 
meals. 

States should be required to implement systems 
where school enrollment and SNAP/Food Stamp 
participation data are matched at the state level, 
WIth easy access by local school districts. Data 
matches can be updated monthly, with school 
districts regularly checking for newly eligible 

students. This is especially important for assuring 
access by the most vulnerable families, including 
those who may experience temporary 
homelessness or housing problems during the 
school year. The altemate "letter system" should 
be discontinued because it is much less effective 
in insuring that all eligible families are directly 
certified. 

Require that school districts effectively 
communicate with all parents and legal 
guardians about school meals benefits. This 
requirement was included in the 2004 Child 
Nutrition Reauthorization, but the Bush 
Administration failed to issue guidance that 
outlines the steps school districts must take. The 
new Administration should require school districts: 
to identify the primary languages of the 
households that might be eligible for free or 
reduced-price school meals; to provide written 
translations of application, certification, and 
verification materials in those languages, to the 
greatest extent possible; to provide oral 
translation services in a parent's primary 
language, including for parents who do not read 
at all; and to use plain language in all written 
application and verification materials to make 
them more comprehensible to parents who have 
difficulty reading. 
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State Level Changes 
States need not and should not wait for the 
federal government to act in order to improve 
low-income children's access to the School 
Breakfast Program. States should make a range of 
policy improvements and investments in school 
breakfast, including: 

Provide state funding to support universal 
and In-classroom breakfast programs. 
Twenty-five states provide some funds to 
supplement the federal dollars for the School 
Breakfast Program. More should do so, and all 
states should use their supplementary state 
funding to support policy priorities. For example, 
five states provide funding specifically for 
universal breakfast programs, two support 
classroom breakfast, and four provide funding to 
eliminate the reduced-price copayment for 
breakfast so that all children from households 
whose income is below 185 percent of the poverty 
line are able to receive a free breakfast. 

Enact a state mandate that requires schools 
to operate the School Breakfast Program or 
strengthen the existing state mandate to 
increase the number of schools that are 
required to provide breakfast. The number of 
schools offering breakfast has grown significantly 
in the past 20 years; 85 percent of schools now 
offer breakfast. This is due in substantial part to 
the large number of states that have passed 
mandates. Twenty-seven states require that all or 
some of their schools partiCipate in the program. 
Generally, reqUirements are linked to the schools' 
percentage of low-income students, defined by 
the proportion of students who apply and are 
eligible for free and reduced-price meals, or by 
the proportion of students receiving free or 
reduced-price lunches. The percentage required 
before the school must offer a breakfast program 
varies widely. Typical requirements are set at 25 
or 30 percent - the lower, the better. 

Improve the state process for direct 
certification. Direct certification is the process of 
qualifying children automatically for free school 
meals if they receive benefits through the 
SNAP/Food Stamp Program, the Food Distribution 
Program on Indian Reservations, or Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families. The best method 
for conducting direct certification is computer data 
matching conducted at the state level with easy 
access by local school districts. Therefore, each 
state's child nutrition agency has an important 

role to play in ensuring the effectiveness of the 
direct certification process. 

States should assess their direct certification 
processes and make the necessary improvements. 
This is particularly urgent now at a time of 
substantial growth in the number of children on 
SNAP/Food Stamps. States without a state data 
match system should implement one as soon as 
poSSible, and those with such systems should look 
at updating the data more frequently so that 
districts can access up-to-date data throughout 
the school year. Pennsylvania, for example, has 
recently announced that it will conduct a second 
state match in January to insure that its system 
responds to the increase in the number of families 
newly enrolled in the SNAP/Food Stamp Program. 

Step up efforts to monitor for compliance, 
and encourage best practices in school 
district food service programs to improve 
the nutrition quality of school breakfast. 
State child nutrition agencies are responsible for 
monitoring school nutrition programs for 
compliance with federal regulations, including all 
nutrition requirements. States also are required to 
help districts improve their programs to better 
meet standards and best practices. They should 
increase their efforts to provide training and 
technical assistance resources to school districts 
to help them revise menus and recipes to reduce 
fat and sodium, increase fiber, offer more of the 
foods that children typically need to improve their 
diets, and adhere to the nutrition standards 
districts set for themselves when they adopted 
wellness policies in 2006. 
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School District Level Changes 
School districts, like states, do not have to wait 
and should not for action by Congress or USDA to 
increase participation in their school breakfast 
programs. District-level initiatives should: 

Offer a breakfast program in all schools to 
insure that children can access this 
Important meal and start their day ready to 
learn. School districts should implement a 
breakfast program at each of their schools and 
structure it in a way that encourages participation. 
Every student in the district should be able to eat 
a healthy breakfast at school, regardless of which 
school building he or she attends. 

Offer universal breakfast (free for all 
students) in the classroom, especially in 
schools with high percentages of free and 
reduced-price students. School districts with 
large percentages of free and reduced-price 
eligible students can implement universal 
breakfast programs without experiencing a 
significant negative impact - or, often, any impact 
- on their bottom line. Indeed, USDA studies 
suggest that expanding breakfast participation can 
help food service programs cover their indirect as 
well as direct costs. Districts can take advantage 
of "Provision 2" to help cut down on paperwork by 
reducing the requirements for meal counting and 
claiming procedures. The increased participation 
and resulting federal reimbursements, coupled 
with the reduced administrative efforts spent on 
recovering unpaid fees, helps districts break even. 
Studies have found that providing breakfast in the 
classroom at no charge to all students also results 
in higher attendance, lower absenteeism, reduced 
behavior problems, fewer visits to the school 
nurse, and higher student achievement. 

Implement automated payment systems so 
that students receiving free or reduced­
price meals are not overtly identified. 
Students who feel singled out as "'poor" are less 
likely to participate in school breakfast and miss 
out on possibly the most nutritious meal of their 
day. "Point of service" systems create a 
centralized location for the tabulation of meals 
served, and the collection of fees by school food 
service staff. Each student receives an individual 
identification number that is entered into a 
computer as he or she goes through the serving 
line. This eliminates the stigma that keeps many 
low-income stUdents from participating in the 
program. 

Improve nutrition quality by increasing the 
availability and consumption of fruits, 
vegetables and whole grains, and serving 
lower-fat dairy products. Districts' food service 
programs should already be implementing the 
2005 Dietary Guidelines to better meet the 
nutrition needs of their students. Districts can 
utilize the multiple training resources available 
from their state child nutrition agency, as well as 
from the USDA to revise menus and recipes to 
reduce fat and sodium, increase fiber and offer 
more of the foods that children typically need to 
improve their diets. Districts can also enhance the 
nutrition profile of school meals by improving their 
use of USDA commodities. (For a full discussion of 
the role of commodities see FRAC's report at 
www.frac.orglpdflcommodities08.pdf.) 

Improve direct certification at the district 
level. Many school districts have opted to use 
direct certification for years, but all school districts 
now are required to do so. Districts should 
continue to work with their state programs (and in 
the case of very large districts, even local 
programs) for TANF and SNAP/Food Stamps to 
insure that the most frequent data matching 
occurs. Districts should advocate with state 
agencies to improve data matching on the state 
level and assure that their local computer capacity 
allows them to take full advantage of these 
systems. 

Promote school breakfast to make sure that 
students and their families know that it's 
for everyone. All schools should conduct 
breakfast promotion activities regularly to make 
sure that students and their families are aware of 
the program and its benefits. These activities can 
include flyers sent home in children's backpacks, 
public service announcements, contests that 
reward student participation, and incentives to 
principals to increase participation in their school 
buildings. There are many resources available for 
promoting school breakfast programs including 
the USDA School Breakfast Tool Kit, 
(www.fns.usda.govlcndIBreakfastltoolkitIDefault. 
htm) FRAC's website 
(www.frac.orglhtmllfederal food programslprogr 
amslsbp.html) and stage agency materials. 

Increase participation and enhance the 
school breakfast experience through 
educational enrichment activities. School 
breakfast can be a time to enhance learning and 
build on the curriculum. Schools can increase 
participation in breakfast while increasing 
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students' interest in reading by establishing a 
reading program in conjunction with the breakfast 
program. Some strategies include giving books to 
children who participate on a regular basis, having 
"celebrity readers" to read out loud to children 
during breakfast, and creating a library in the 
cafeteria and allowing students to read while they 
are eating breakfast. Schools also have had 
success with creating a story time which takes 
place after children eat and before the start of 
school. 
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Income Guidelines & Reimbursement Rates for the School Breakfast Program 

Income Guidelines for School Year 2007 - 2008 1 

Free Meals Reduced-Price Meals 
Maximum Household Income Maximum Household Income 

Household Size (130% of Poverty) (185% of Poverty) 

Annual Monthly Weekly Annual Monthly Weekly 

1 $ 13 273 $ 1107 $ 256 $ 18889 $ 1575 $ 364 
2 17797 1484 343 25327 2111 488 
3 22321 1861 430 31765 2648 611 
4 26845 2238 517 38203 3184 735 
5 31369 2615 604 44641 3721 859 
6 35893 2992 691 51079 4257 983 
7 40417 3369 778 57517 4794 1107 
8 44 941 3746 865 63955 5330 1230 

Add for each additional + 4 524 +377 + 87 + 6438 + 537 + 124 

Reimbursement Rates for School Year 2007 - 20082 

Non-Severe Need Severe Need- Price of Meals To Children 
Free $1.35 $1.61 $0 
Reduced Price $1.05 $1.31 $0.30 (maximum school can charae) 
Paid $0.24 $0.24 varies 

Income Guidelines for School Year 2008 - 20094 

Free Meals Reduced-Price Meals 
Maximum Household Income Maximum Household Income 

Household Size (130% of Poverty) (185% of Poverty) 

Annual Monthly Weekly Annual Monthly Weekly 

1 $ 13 520 $ 1127 J260 $ 19 240 $ 1604 $ 370 
2 18200 1517 350 25900 2159 499 
3 22880 1907 440 32560 2714 627 
4 27560 2297 530 39220 3269 755 
5 32240 2687 620 45880 3824 883 
6 36920 3077 710 52540 4379 1011 
7 41600 3467 800 59200 4934 1139 
8 46280 3857 890 65860 5489 1267 

Add for each additional + 4680 + 390 + 90 + 6660 + 555 + 129 

Reimbursement Rates for School Year 2008 - 20095 

Non-Severe Need Severe Need Price of Meals To Children 
Free $1.40 $1.68 $0 
Reduced Price $1.10 $1.38 $0.30 (maximum school can charae) 
Paid $0.25 $0.25 varieso 

1 Federal Register. Vol. 72, No. 38, 2/27/07, pp. 8685- 8688. These guidelines apply to the 48 contiguous United States, the District of 
COlumbia, Guam and the Territories. Alaska and Hawaii have higher maximum income limits. 

2 Federal Register. Vol. 72, No. 131,7/10/07, pp. 37508-37511. These reimbursement rates apply to the 48 contiguous United States, 
the District of Columbia, Guam and the Territories. Alaska and Hawaii receive higher rates. 
3 Schools where at least 40 percent of the lunches served during the second preceding school year were free or reduced price qualify 
for extra "severe need" school breakfast reimbursements. New schools may qualify if it is determined that the 40 percent free or 
reduced price requirement would have been met in the second preceding year [7 C.F.R. 220.9 (d)] . 
• Federal Register, Vol. 73, No. 69, 4/09/08, pp. 19186-19187. 
s Federal Register. Vol. 73, No. 130,7/7/08, pp. 38392-38394. 
6 According to the School Nutrition Association, the 2006-2007 national average for a school lunch was $1.80 ($1.66 for elementary 

schools; $1.85 for middle schools and $1.90 for high schools). 
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Technical Notes 

The data in this report are collected from the 
United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) and an annual survey of state child 

nutrition officials conducted by FRAC. This report 
does not include students or schools that 
participate in school meal programs in Puerto Rico, 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, or Department of 
Defense schools. 

Due to rounding, totals in the tables may not add 
up to 100 percent. 

Student Participation 
Student participation data for the 2006-2007 and 
2007-2008 school years are based on daily 
averages of the number of breakfasts and lunches 
served during the nine months from September 
through May of each year, as provided by the 
USDA. 

States report to the USDA the number of meals 
they serve each month. These numbers may 
undergo revisions by states as accounting 
procedures find errors, or other estimates become 
confirmed. For consistency, all USDA data used in 
this report are from the states' 90-day revisions of 
the monthly reports. The 90-day revisions are the 
final required reports from the states; but states 
have the option to revise numbers further at any 
time after this point. USDA applies a formula 
(divide by 0.927) to adjust numbers upwards to 
account for participation by students who are 
absent from school on one or more days or 
otherwise do not eat meals every day in a month. 

School Participation 
The number of participating schools is reported by 
states to the USDA in October of the relevant 
school year. The number includes not only public 
schools but also private schools, residential child 
care institutions, and other institutions that 
operate school meal programs. FRAC's School 
Breakfast Scorecard uses the October number 
which is verified by FRAC with state officials. 

The Cost of Low Participation Rates 
For each state, FRAC calculated the average daily 
number of children receiving free or reduced-price 
breakfasts for every 100 children, on an average 
day, receiving free or reduced-price lunches during 
the same school year. Based on the performance 
of the top states, FRAC set a benchmark of every 
state reaching an average ratio of 60 children 
receiving free or reduced-price breakfast for every 
100 receiving free or reduced-price lunch. 

FRAC calculated the number of additional children 
who would be reached if each state reached this 
60-to-100 ratio. FRAC then multiplied this 
"unserved" population by the reimbursement rate 
for 169 school days of breakfast. (While some 
states served breakfast for more or fewer days 
during the 2007-2008 school year, 169 was the 
national average.) FRAC assumed each state's mix 
of free and reduced-price students would apply to 
any new partiCipants, and conservatively assumed 
that no additional student's meal is reimbursed at 
the higher rate that "severe need" schools receive. 
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TABLE 1: LOW-INCOME STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL LUNCH (NSLP) AND SCHOOL 
BREAKFAST (SBP) 

School Years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 

Percent 
Change in Change In 

State Reduced- Students Ratio ofSBP Number 

Price 
F&.RP NSLP toNSLP F&.RP 

(F&.RP) SBP 
Students Participation Students 

inSBP 

1.87 5.1% 
34.0 48 0.69 -0.6% 
40.9 32 41.4 0.48 5.3% 
53.6 11 53.9 0.29 2.9% 
40.7 35 41.6 0.84 7.7% 

35.7 45 37.8 42 2.06 8.0% 

34.6 47 35.7 47 1.10 4.0% 
47.8 17 49.1 18 1.25 8.5% 

of Columbia 46.8 19 50.0 16 3.21 4.2% 
46.9 18 45.0 22 ·1.82 0.4% 
54.2 9 55.8 7 1.60 5.4% 
43.5 24 44.2 25 0.67 1.8% 

53.7 10 55.4 8 1.73 6.0% 

32.9 51 33.4 51 0.51 2.8% 
40.8 34 42.4 31 1.58 10.7% 

37.2 42 37.1 44 -0.12 2.1% 
42.3 29 43.1 28 0.84 5.1% 

56.3 5 57.0 5 0.67 2.6% 
51.4 13 52.4 13 1.01 3.3% 
43.1 25 44.4 23 1.32 5.3% 
43.0 26 44.2 24 1.21 6.6% 
43.8 23 44.1 26 0.33 2.8% 

39.9 37 40.3 36 0.45 3.4% 

40.8 33 41.5 34 0.71 4.5% 
55.5 8 56.3 6 0.84 1.5% 

50.2 14 51.5 15 1.21 3.6% 
42.4 28 42.9 29 0.49 5.4% 

36.7 43 36.9 45 0.27 3.4% 

Nevada 38.1 39 38.5 40 0.45 5.0% 

New Hampshire 33.8 50 35.0 48 1.18 7.1% 
New Jersey 36.1 44 36.7 46 0.62 4.7% 

New Mexico 61.1 1 62.9 1 1.81 4.0% 

New York 37.8 40 39.0 39 1.17 3.6% 
North carolina 50.0 15 49.9 17 -0.06 1.3% 

North Dakota 41.7 30 42.9 30 1.19 4.2% 
Dhio 43.9 22 45.4 21 1.60 6.3% 
Oklahoma 56.9 4 57.2 4 0.28 0.6% 

Oregon 55.9 6 53.7 12 -2.20 -1.4% 

Pennsylvania 37.3 41 38.4 41 1.14 5.2% 
Rhode Island 40.0 36 39.9 38 -0.03 12.0% 

South carolina 59.2 60.2 2 0.99 2.4% 

Dakota 41.5 42.0 32 0.44 1.2% 
49.9 52.2 14 2.39 2.1% 

53.0 53.8 11 0.82 3.9% 
33.8 34.0 50 0.21 3.6% 
55.5 55.4 9 -0.17 0.0% 
46.4 47.3 0.87 4.7% 

42.6 43.8 1.24 4.5% 
57.0 57.4 0.33 1.5% 

35.7 37.6 1.95 8.1% 
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State 
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TOTAL 

Table 2: SCHOOL PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL LUNCH (NSLP) 
AND SCHOOL BREAKFAST (SBP) 

School Years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 

!;c:hool Year ichool Year 2007-2008 

SBP NSLP 
SBP 

SBP NSLP 
SBP 

Schools Schools 
as % of NSLP Rank Schools Schools 

as % of NSLP 
Schools Schools 

1,~~~ 1,527 89.9% 27 1,533 1,529 100.3% 
432 68.3% 46 300 435 69.0% 

1,477 1,630 90.6% 26 1,545 1,687 91.6% 
1,084 1,083 100.1% 1 1,148 1,221 94.0% 
8,665 10,796 80.3% 36 8,922 10,893 81.9% 
1,344 1,643 81.8% 34 1,404 1,718 81.7% 

596 1,158 51.5% 51 608 1,169 52.0% 
238 240 99.2% 5 230 235 97.9% 
208 218 95.4% 15 209 221 94.6% 

3,648 3,680 99.1% 6 3,630 3,660 99.2% 
2,098 2,189 95.8% 12 2,311 2,391 96.7% 

292 305 95.7% 13 288 306 94.1% 
644 695 92.7% 20 657 708 92.8% 

2,981 4,332 68.8% 45 3,022 4,315 70.0% 
1,815 2,268 80.0% 38 1,952 2,265 86.2% 
1,375 1,516 90.7% 24 1,382 1,516 91.2% 
1,390 1,616 86.0% 31 1,393 1,610 86.5% 
1,458 1,494 97.6% 8 1,396 1,503 92.9% 
1,466 1,563 93.8% 17 1,534 1,627 94.3% 

629 716 87.8% 30 621 710 87.5% 
1,466 1,576 93.0% 19 1,475 1,572 93.8% 
1,596 2,319 68.8% 44 1,604 2,276 70.5% 
2,961 3,702 80.0% 39 3,050 3,818 79.9% 
1,558 2,117 73.6% 43 1,597 2,124 75.2% 

866 949 91.3% 22 874 952 91.8% 
2,219 2,518 88.1% 29 2,247 2,516 89.3% 

656 805 81.5% 35 690 808 85.4% 
694 1,047 66.3% 48 684 992 69.0% 
496 544 91.2% 23 510 560 91.1% 
409 497 82.3% 33 407 499 81.6% 

1,730 2,681 64.5% 49 1,744 2,680 65.1% 
766 797 96.1% 11 778 805 96.6% 

5,771 6,442 89.6% 28 5,198 5,912 87.9% 
2,398 2,417 99.2% 4 2,454 2,473 99.2% 

337 420 80.2% 37 339 417 81.3% 
2,794 4,122 67.8% 47 2,925 4,091 71.5% 
1,901 1,956 97.2% 9 1,801 1,896 95.0% 
1,282 1,342 95.5% 14 1,261 1,318 95.7% 
2,936 3,828 76.7% 41 3,097 3,838 80.7% 

419 434 96.5% 10 417 432 96.5% 
1,140 1,139 100.1% 2 1,141 1,150 99.2% 

517 677 76.4% 42 541 683 79.2% 
1,637 1,751 93.5% 18 1,647 1,771 93.0% 
7,427 7,505 99.0% 7 7,616 7,654 99.5% 

708 852 83.1% 32 713 856 83.3% 
311 343 90.7% 25 314 344 91.3% 

1,861 2,015 92.4% 21 1,869 2,023 92.4% 
2,020 2,127 95.0% 16 1,921 2,113 90.9% 

768 768 100.0% 3 736 745 98.8% 
1,628 2,685 60.6% 50 1,530 2,474 61.8% 

279 363 76.9% 40 
~ 

'365 80.5% 
84,627 84.8% 85.7% 

Rank 

1 
47 
23 
16 
35 
36 
51 
7 

13 
5 
8 

15 
20 
46 
32 
25 
31 
19 
14 
30 
17 
45 
41 
43 
22 
28 
33 
48 
26 
37 
49 

9 
29 
3 

38 
44 
12 
11 
39 
10 
4 

42 
18 
2 

34 
24 
21 
27 

6 
50 
40 
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11.7% 
1.7% 
4.6% 
5.9% 
3.0% 
4.5% 
2.0% 

-3.4% 
0.5% 

-0.5% 
10.2% 
-1.4% 
2.0% 
1.4% 
7.5% 
0.5% 
0.2% 

-4.3% 
4.6% 

-1.3% 
0.6% 
0.5% 
3.0% 
2.5% 
0.9% 
1.3% 
5.2% 

-1.4% 
2.8% 

-0.5% 
0.8% 
1.6% 

-9.9% 
2.3% 
0.6% 
4.7% 

-5.3% 
-1.6% 
5.5% 

-0.5% 
0.1% 
4.6% 
0.6% 
2.5% 
0.7% 
1.0% 
0.4% 

-4.9% 
-4.2% 
-6.0% 
5.4% 

1.1% 
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Table 3: AVERAGE DAILY STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM (SBP) 
School Year 2007-2008 

State Paid SBP Students Total SBP 
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Table 4: ADDmONAL PARTICIPATION AND FUNDING IF 
60 LOW-INCOME (FREE AND REDUCED PRICE) STUDENTS WERE SERVED SCHOOL 

BREAKFAST (SBP) PER 100 SERVED SCHOOL LUNCH (NSLP) 
School Year 2007-2008 

Actual Total Free Il 
Total FIlRP Additional FIlRP 

Additional Annual 

State Reduced Price 
Students if 60 SBP Students if 60 Funding if 60 SBP per 

(FIlRP) SBP 
per 100 NSLP SBP per 100 NSLP 

100 NSLP FIlRP 
Students Students 

Alabama 169,615 211,851 42,235 $9,442,592 
Alaska 11,844 20,495 8,650 $1,917,816 
Arizona 176,003 255,201 79,198 $17,609,906 
Arkansas 124,514 138,653 14,139 $3,152,103 
california 962,238 1,388,300 426,062 $94,450,100 
Colorado 75,039 119,166 44,127 $9,755,799 
Connecticut 51,215 86,075 34,860 $7,800,134 
Delaware 21,431 26,199 4,768 $1,065,237 
District of Columbia 15,921 19,105 3,185 $7l2,760 
Florida 470,276 626,576 156,300 $34,67l,483 
Georgia 434,819 467,746 32,927 $7,330,156 
Hawaii 21,133 28,716 7,583 $1,653,355 
Idaho 49,234 53,277 4,043 $888,566 
Illinois 238,585 428,253 189,668 $42,655,7l4 
Indiana 155,094 219,534 64,440 $14,339,659 
Iowa 54,610 88,331 33,721 $7,465,740 
Kansas 70,939 98,736 27,797 $6,116,666 
Kentucky 180,329 189,975 9,646 $2,148,579 
Louisiana 199,990 228,966 28,976 $6,503,441 
Maine 24,226 32,7l0 8,484 $1,884,297 
Maryland 101,228 137,383 36,155 $7,960,685 
Massachusetts 109,584 148,951 39,367 $8,825,533 
Michigan 204,377 304,277 99,900 $22,370,943 
Minnesota 96,406 139,248 42,842 $9,398,835 
Mississippi 169,853 180,928 11,075 $2,483,876 
Missouri 168,966 197,012 28,046 $6,221,591 
Montana 18,135 25,364 7,228 $1,596,639 
Nebraska 37,899 61,573 23,674 $5,224,880 
Nevada 48,201 75,089 26,887 $5,950,489 
New Hampshire 11,898 20,409 8,510 $1,882,259 
New Jersey 124,206 203,197 78,990 $17,588,755 
New Mexico 99,686 95,068 -- --
New York 445,489 685,616 240,127 $53,461,219 
North carolina 293,905 353,404 59,499 $13,244,032 
North Dakota 11,937 16,696 4,759 $1,050,367 
Ohio 256,793 339,026 82,233 $18,388,832 
Oklahoma 156,222 163,868 7,647 $1,699,567 
Oregon 102,700 114,772 12,072 $2,672,550 
Pennsylvania 204,054 318,730 114,676 $25,560,996 
Rhode Island 20,606 30,948 10,342 $2,319,308 
South carolina 193,498 192,757 -- --
South Dakota 18,752 26,800 8,048 $1,785,795 
Tennessee 211,837 243,281 31,444 $7,012,608 
Texas 1,191,140 1,327,634 136,494 $30,463,459 
Utah 46,610 82,202 35,592 $7,810,474 
Vermont 12,833 13,905 1,072 $236,262 
Virginia 161,327 204,752 43,425 $9,618,193 
Washington 132,088 180,943 48,855 $10,700,149 
West Virginia 67,451 70,549 3,098 $685,799 
Wisconsin 92,240 147,015 54,775 $12,130,291 
IWyominq 9,026 13 518 4491 $979464 
TOTAL 8457861 11,047,787 2,522,13 $561,226,537 
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School Meals Legislation by State 
Types of stiJte legislation (school breakfast and school lunch) included in this table: 

State mandate (M) - State law requi~ng that all or certain schools partidpate in the School Breakfast Program (SBP) 
State funding ($) - State funds for a purpose related to the SBP . 
Universal breakfast funding (U) - State funding for universal free school breakfast in certain schools 
Reporting requirement (R) - State law that schools or districts report reasons for nonpartidpation in the SBP 
Scheduling requirement (5) - State law that school schedules allow students time to eat breakfast 
Outreach requirement (0) - State law that requires outreach related to the SBP 

Alabama NONE 
Alaska NONE 
Arizona NONE 
Arkansas M School breakfast is required in schools with 20 percent or more free and reduced-price 

(F&RP) eligible students. ARK. CODE ANN. § 6-18-705 

California M Public schools must provide at least one free or reduced-price meal daily to all F&RP 
eligible students. CAL. EDUC. CODE § 49558 

$ Grants of up to $15,000 are available per school, on a oompetitive basis, up to the 
annual appropriation ( $1,017,000), for nonrecurring breakfast start-up and expansion 
expenses where 20 percent or more of students are approved for F&RP meals 
CAL. EDUC. CoOE § 49550.3 

The State provides an additional reimbursement for all free and reduced-price meals, 
adjusted annually. The 2007-08 rate was $0.2195; the 2006-07 rate was $0.1563. The 
2007 Budget Act (and its acoompanylng legislation) had appropriated $24.9 million in 
additional funding to increase state meal reimbursement to $0.2195; in exchange, foods 
provided in a school meal cannot contain transfats or be deep or flash fried. 
CAL. EDUC. CODE §49536 

Senate Bill 281, signed into law on September 15, 2005, provided $18.2 million annually 
to increase fruit and vegetable oonsumption through the School Breakfast Program. 
Schools oould receive $0.10 for additional fruit or vegetables served with each breakfast. 
This funding was repealed in 2007. 

Colorado $ The State may appropriate moneys for the creation, expansion, or enhancement of the 
SBP in low performing schools (any school that received an academic performance rating 
of low or unsatisfactory the preceding school year). The State appropriated $250,000 for 
2007-08, and $350,000 for 2006-07. COL. REV. STAT. § 22-54-123.5 

The State created the Start Smart Program for the elimination of the reduced-price co-
payment for school breakfast and appropriated $700,000 for the program for School Year 
2007-2008. CoL. REV. STAT. § 22-82.7-101 

In 2008, the State eliminated the reduced-price oopayment for lunch in grades K-2. The 
state reimburses school districts $0.40 per each reduced-price lunch served. 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

Connecticut M School breakfast is required in K-8 schools where 80 percent of lunches served are F&RP 
eligible. CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN. § 1O-266w 

$ The State sponsored an In-Classroom School Breakfast Pilot Program. For school year 
2006-2007, $50,000 was allocated to provide competitive grants-in-aid for the purpose of 
assisting up to ten severe need schools to establish an in-classroom school breakfast 
program. CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN. §10-215g(a) 

All Connecticut public school districts that participate in the National School Lunch 
Program are required to take action to certify whether all food items sold to students will 
or will not meet the Connecticut Nutrition Standards. (Compliance is optional for all 
eligible public school districts.) Eligible districts that opt for the "healthy food 
certification" receive 10 cents per lunch, based on the total number of reimbursable 
lunches (paid, free and reduced) served in the district in the prior school year. CONN. GEN. 
STAT. ANN. §10-21Sf 

Delaware NONE 
District of NONE 
Columbia 
Florida M School breakfast is required in all public elementary schools. FLA. STAT. § 1006.06 

$ The State annually allocates funds to public school districts provided from the school 
breakfast supplement in the General Appropriations Act based on each district's total 
number of free and reduced-price breakfast meals served. FLA. STAT. 6 1006.06 

Georgia M School breakfast is required in K-8 schools with 25 percent or more F&RP eligible 
students and in all other schools with 40 percent or more F&RP eligible students. 
GA. CODE ANN. & 20-2-66 

Hawaii M School lunches must be made available in every school where the students are required 
to eat lunch at school. §302A-404 

$ The State provides approximately $0.13 per breakfast. 
Idaho NONE 
Illinois M School breakfast is required in all public schools with 40 percent or more F&RP eligible 

students. Each school district's board of education must determine each school year 
which schools meet the 40 percent F&RP cnterion, based on data submitted to the Illinois 
State Board of Education. Schools that have 40 percent or more of their students eligible 
for F&RP meals the previous school year must offer breakfast. School districts may opt 
out under certain circumstances. Every public school must have a free lunch program. 

$ The State provides start-up funds of up to $3,500 per school for nonrecurring costs; 
priority is given to schools with at least 40 percent F&RP eligible students. IL. STAT. § 105 
ILCS 125/2.5 

The State also provides $0.15 per free breakfast served. Schools are eligible for an 
additional $0.10 reimbursement for each free, reduced-price and paid breakfast served if 
breakfast partiCipation increases; the additional reimbursement is automatic if the 
number of breakfasts served in the month exceeds the number of breakfasts served in 
the same month of the previous year by 10 percent. IL. STAT. § 105 ILCS 125/2.5 

The State may reduce or disapprove state funding if it is found that the total funding for 
the SBP exceeds expenditures. IL. STAT. § 105 ILCS 125/6 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Univer.;al breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

Illinois U The State provides incentive funding for universal breakfast programs; schools with 80 
(cant) percent or more F&RP lunch eligible students receive the difference between what the 

federal government pays and what the actual cost is for free and reduced-price 
breakfasts. IL. STAT. § 105 IlCS 125/2.5 

R The State Board of Education is required to provide the Governor and the General 
Assembly lists of schools that have started breakfast programs during the past year, that 
have utilized the above grant funds, and that have exercised Provisions 2 or 3. In 2009, 
and 2011, the State Board also shall report on parental interest in the SBP and barriers to 
establishinq SBPs. IL. STAT. § 105 ILCS IL. STAT. § 105 ILCS 

Indiana M School breakfast is required in public schools with 25 percent or more F&RP eligible 
students. IND. CODE ANN. § 20-5-13.5-4 Effective July 1, 2007, school buildings that serve 
lunch and have at least 15 percent of the enrolled students qualifying for free or 
reduced-price meals, must implement a school breakfast program. 
Ind. Code ANN. § 20-26-9 (13-17). 

Iowa M All schools must provide a school lunch program. The school lunch program shall be 
provided for all students in each district who attend public school four or more hours 
each school day and wish to partiCipate in a school lunch program. IA Code § 283A.2 

$ The State provides $0.03 per breakfast until appropriated funds are depleted. The State 
provides $0.04 per lunch until appropriated funds are depleted. 

Kansas M All public schools must offer breakfast unless they have been granted an annual waiver 
by the Kansas State Board of Education. No waiver shall be granted for a school building 
in which 35 percent or more of the students are F&RP eligible. 
KAN.STAT.ANN. § 72-5125 

Kentucky S School districts are required to arrange bus schedules so that all buses arrive in sufficient 
time for schools to serve breakfast prior to the instructional day. 
Ky. REV. STAT. ANN. § 158.070 

M Lunches must be made available to all children attending each school. Schools may not 
have physical segregation or other discrimination against any child because of inability to 
pay the full cost of a meal. 702 KAR 6:050 

R All schools without breakfast must report the reasons and any problems that inhibit 
participation by September 15th

• The state shall inform the school of the value of the SBP 
(its favorable effects on attendance and performance) and the availability of funds. 
Ky. REV. STAT. ANN. § 157.065 

Louisiana M The school board must operate the National School Lunch Program and also the School 
Breakfast Program if at least 25 percent of the students enrolled in one or more schools 
in the system are F&RP eligible. LA. REV. STAT. ANN. §17:192 

Maine M Public schools serving K - 8 must partiCipate in the National School Lunch Program. 
Title 20-A, Section 6602 

$ Public schools receive a State reimbursement per lunch and breakfast in addition to the 
Federal reimbursement. Currently, the amount of money available for reimbursement for 
breakfast is $80,000 or about .0175 per breakfast. Generally, state reimbursement 
for lunch is between .03 and .05 depending on participation state wide. 

Starting in SY 2008-2009, all public schools must provide school breakfast to all children 
eligible for free and reduced-price meals at no cost to the student. The State provides 
funding for the costs of the program that are not reimbursed by the Federal Government. 
$1.4 million is allocated from the Fund for a Healthy Maine for fiscal year 2008-09 and 
the school breakfast program is added to the health-related initiatives that are eligible to 
receive funds from the Fund for a Healthy Maine. Sec. 8. 22 MRSA §1511 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

Maryland M School breakfast is required in public elementary schools, but those schools with less 
than 15 percent F&RP eligible students may be exempted. 
MD. CODE. ANN. EDUC. § 7-701 and §7-702 

Each public school must provide a subsidized or free lunch program. MD. CoDE. ANN. 
EDUC. § 7-603 

$ The State provides $0.1325 for F&RP breakfasts in non-severe need schools and $0.05 in 
severe need schools. For the 2007-2008 school year, LEAs receive State funding for 
lunch of approximately $0.0462 per lunch. 

U The State sponsors Maryland Meals for Achievement, an in-classroom universal free 
school breakfast program. [MD. CoDE. ANN., EDUC. § 7-704] The allocation has been 
approximately $3 million annually since school year 2006-2007. 

Massachusetts M School lunch is required in all public schools. School breakfast is required in public 
schools in severe need schools and where more than 50 F&RP meal applications are on 
file from the preceding school year. MASS. GEN. LAws ch.69 §lC 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

$ Mandated schools receive an additional $0.14 for F&RP meals if breakfast costs exceed 
federal severe need reimbursements. 

U The State provides $2 million to support universal breakfast in elementary schools with 
60 percent or more free and reduced-price eligible students. The State requires schools 
that receive these funds to use Provision 2 as well. Participating schools receive 
approximately $0.42 per breakfast if costs exceed other reimbursements (this 
reimbursement is separate from the additional $0.10 for mandated schools). 

M School lunch is required in all schools. School breakfast is required in schools with 20 
percent or more F&RP eligible students during the immediately preceding school year. 
MICH. CoMP. LAws § 380.1272a 

$ The State provides per meal reimbursements, subject to annual appropriation, to cover 
the lesser of actual costs or 100 percent of the cost of an effiCiently operated program. 
[MICH. COMPo LAws ~ 380.1272dl $9.625 million was appropriated for FY 2008. 

M School breakfast is required in public schools at which 33 percent of school lunches were 
served free or at reduced-price in the second preceding year. MINN. STAT. § 1240.117 

$ The State provides each elementary and secondary school that partiCipates in the SBP 
with a state reimbursement of $0.30 for each fully paid breakfast and for each free and 
reduced price breakfast not eligible for the "severe need" rate. In addition, each school 
year the state must reimburse schools $0.55 for each free and reduced price breakfast 
not eligible for the "severe need" rate if between 33 and 40 percent of the school lunches 
served during the second preceding school year were served free or at a reduced price. 
MINN. STAT. §1240.1158 

The state provided each elementary and secondary school that partiCipates in the 
national school lunch program $0.105 in 2006-2007 for each full paid, reduced and free 
lunch served to students. This payment was increased to $0.12 in 2007-2008. 
MINN. STAT. &1240.111 

Mississippi NONE 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

R: Reporong requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

Missouri M School breakfast is required in schools with 35 percent or more F&RP eligible students. A 
school may receive a waiver from this requirement through a majority vote of the school 
board. Mo. REv. STAT. § 191.803 

0 Agencies responsible for administering food programs, induding the SBP, shall 
collaborate in designing and implementing outreach programs focused on populations at 
risk of hunger, that effectively describe the programs, their purposes, and how to apply 
for them. These programs shall be culturally and linguistically appropriate for the 
populations most at risk. Mo. REV. STAT. § 191.813 

$ Subject to appropriation, the state board of education shall establish a hardship grant 
program to provide state supplemental funding for the federal SBP. Any school that 
participates in the SBP can apply for a hardship grant. Hardship grants will be awarded 
to schools with the hiQhest need. Mo. ANN. STAT: & 191.805 

Montana NONE 

Nebraska $ The State provides $0.05 per breakfast in those public schools that also participate in a 
lunch program. 
NEB. REV. STAT. § 79-10,138 

Nevada Through a Resolution, the state legislature strongly encourages school districts 
to offer school breakfast in every school that has a population of more than 100 
students, and increase the number of students participating in the School 
Breakfast Program. 
NV AssEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 5 

New M Each school board shall make a meal available during school hours to every pupil and 
Hampshire shall provide free and reduced-price meals to any needy children. Schools may receive 

waivers from the state school board, but the state is then directed to study and formulate 
a plan to implement the above requirement in those schools that have been granted 
waivers. N.H. Stat. § 189:11-a 

$ The State provides $0.03 for every breakfast served by districts that have complied with 
the federal wellness policy requirement of the 2004 Child Nutrition and WIC 
Reauthorization Act. N.H. Stat. & 189:11-a 

New Jersey M Any school (pre-K - 12th grade) that has 20 percent or more students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch must partiCipate in the SBP. [N. J. STAT. § 18A:33-1O] One-year 
waivers may be granted by the New Jersey Department of Agriculture to schools that 
lack the staff, facilities, or equipment to offer the SBP. N. J. 210'" LEG, 2" REG. SESSION, 
NO. 1498 

Each school district must make school lunch available to all children enrolled in the 
district. Any school in which less than 5 percent of pupils enrolled meet the eligibility 
requirements for a free or reduced price lunch may apply for an exemption. 
L.l974, c. 53, s. 1, 18A:33-4. 

$ The State appropriates approximately $3.2 million annually to provide $0.10 for all 
breakfasts served: free reduced-orice and oaid. 

New Mexico U The State appropriates funds to support universal breakfast (to all children regardless of 
income) at low perfonming elementary schools (any school not meeting adequate yearly 
progress performance rating). Current year SY 08-09 funding is 3.45 million for 213 
Elementary schools. For school year 2007-2008 the State appropriated $ 2.8 million; $1.8 
million was appropriated for school year 2006-07. 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

New York M School breakfast is required in elementary schools; in schools located in school districts 
with at least 125,000 inhabitants; and in schools that participate in the school lunch 
program and have 40 percent or more of lunches served to F&RP eligible students. 
N.Y. COMPo CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 114.2 

$ The State provided reimbursements of $0.11 for free breakfasts, $0.17 for reduced-price 
breakfasts, and $0.0025 for paid breakfasts. The State also provides reimbursement of 
all expenses exceeding revenues in first year of breakfast implementation in a public 
school. Due to lower state revenues, the state reimbursement has been reduced for the 
2008-2009 school year. Breakfast is reimbursed at .0023 cents per meal for paid, .1566 
cents for reduced and .1013 cents for free. 

North carolina U The State provides approximately $2.2 million per year to provide free universal school 
breakfast to kindergarten students in districts where 50 percent or more of the 
kindergarten students are eligible for F&RP school meals. 

North Dakota NONE 

Ohio M Each school district is required to establish and maintain a school lunch program. As of 
school year 2006-2007 each school district and each chartered or non-chartered 
nonpublic school must establish a breakfast program in every school where at least 20 
percent of students are eligible for free meals. OHIO REv. CoDE ANN. § 3313.81.3 

The State appropriated $3.7 million for SBPs, including $900,000 for outreach. Funds are 
used to supplement reimbursements at approximately $0.07 per breakfast, and for a 
Breakfast Incentive Program to reward schools for significantly increasing breakfast 

$ participation, for starting a new breakfast program with a certain level of participation, or 
for schools that maintain a 75 percent participation rate. 

Oklahoma NONE 

Oregon M School breakfast is required in all schools where 25 percent or more of the students are 
F&RP eligible, and in Title 1 schools. 
OR. REV. STAT. §327.535 

Pennsylvania $ The State provides no less than $0.10 per breakfast and lunch served. The State 
provides an additional $0.02 ($0.12 total) per lunch to schools that participate in both 
lunch and breakfast. The State also provides an additional $0.04 ($0.14 total) per lunch 
to schools that have over 20 percent of student enrollment participating in school 
breakfast. 22 PA. STAT. § 13-1337.1 (2000) 

Rhode Island M School lunch and breakfast are required in all public schools. R.I. GEN. LAws § 16-8-10.1 

$ The State appropriates $600,000 per year for breakfast supervision costs. Due to RI's 
large defiCit, the SBP subsidy was cut in half to $300,000 in the 2008-09 school year. 
The per-breakfast subsidy, based on breakfasts served during school year 2007-08, is 
$0.077572538. 

South M School breakfast is required in all public schools. The State Board of Education may grant 
Carolina a waiver if the school lacks equipment or facilities to implement such a program, if the 

program is not cost-effective, or if implementation creates substantial scheduling 
difficulties. 
SC CODE ANN. §59-63-790 and §59-63-800 

South Dakota NONE 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

Tennessee M 

Texas M 

R 

Utah R 

Vermont M 

$ 

Virginia M 

$ 

Washington M 

$ 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

Every school must offer school lunch. School breakfast is required in K-S schools with 25 
percent or more F&RP eligible students and in all other schools with 40 percent or more 
F&RP eliqible students. TENN. CODE ANN. & 49-6-2302 
School breakfast is required in public schools and open-enrollment charter schools with 
10 percent or more F&RP eligible students. TEX. EDUC. CODE ANN. § 33.901 

The commissioner shall prepare and deliver a report describing the results of a study 
regarding participation in breakfast programs no later than October 31, 200S, to the 
governor, the lieutenant governor, and the speaker of the house of representatives. The 
report must include a cost-benefit analysis; outline effective programs and practices; and 
recommend to the legislature methods for increasing participation in the breakfast 
program. Chapter 12, Agriculture Code, Sec. 12.043 

The State requires elementary schools without breakfast to report reasons for 
nonparticipation for three years. UTAH CODE ANN. § 53A-19-301 

School lunch and breakfast are required in all public schools unless the commissioner 
grants a waiver or the district is exempt from the requirement. VT. STAT. ANN. § 1265 

Exemptions are granted for one year if the voters of the district vote for exemption at an 
annual or special meeting, and the school board must review the exemption annually. 
VT. STAT. ANN. § 1265 

The State appropriates approximately $133,000 in for breakfast reimbursements. The per 
plate reimbursement rate is determined by dividing total funds by total number of 
breakfasts served. 

In 200S, $170,000 was appropriated to extend free breakfast by eliminating the $0.30 
copayment for all students eligible for reduced-price meals starting in school year 200S-
2009. 
School breakfast is required in public schools with 25 percent or more F&RP eligible 
students. VA. CODE ANN. § 22.1-207.3 

The State appropriated funds beginning in FY 2006 to establish an incentive program to 
increase student participation in the SBP. The funds are available to any school division 
as a reimbursement for school breakfast meals served in excess of the per student 
baseline established in 2003-2004. Schools are eligible to receive up to $0.20 per 
breakfast for increased student oarticioation. 
School lunch must be offered to children in grades kindergarten through four enrolled in 
schools where twenty-five percent or more of the enrolled students qualify for a free or 
reduced-price lunch. WASH. REv. CoDE § 2SA.235.160 and 2004 c 54 s 2 

Any school with 40 percent or more enrollment of students that qualify for free or 
reduced-price meals must have a school breakfast program. HB 1771 (July, 2005) 

The State appropriated $2.5 million in 2006 and $4.5 million in 2007 to eliminate the co-
payment for breakfasts served to students eligible for reduced-price meals and to provide 
a reimbursement for every free and reduced-price breakfast served. 

For school year 2007-08 the state provided funding to eliminate the reduced price co-
payment for lunch for all public school students in grades K-3. 

The superintendent of public instruction may grant additional funds for breakfaststart-up 
and exoansion qrants when aoorooriated. WASH. REV. CODE & 2SA.235.150 
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M: State mandate 
$: State funding 

west Virginia M 

S 

Wisconsin $ 

Wyoming 

R: Reporting requirement 
S: Scheduling requirement 

U: Universal breakfast funding 
0: Outreach requirement 

School breakfast is required in all schools. Waivers, of up to two years, may be granted 
to schools with compelling circumstances. W. VA. COOE § 18-5-37 

The Board of Education requires that students be afforded at least 10 minutes to eat 
after receiving their breakfast. W. VA. CODE ST. R. tit. 126 § 86-7 
In the 2007-2009 State Biennial Budget, the legislature provided $1,458,100 in addition 
to the base funding of $1,055,400 to increase the state school breakfast reimbursement 
from $0.10 to $0.15 per breakfast served that meets the nutritional requirements in both 
public and private schools. WIS. STAT. §115.341 

NONE 
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AMENDMENT 

OFFERED IN SENATE 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

To: SB 213 

Page 1, line 3: 

Delete: "AS 14.17" 

Insert: "AS 14.30" 

Page I, line 4: 

Delete: "Sec. 14.17.425" 

Insert: "Sec. 14.30.760" 

By: _________ _ 

Page I, line 7, following "public school funding,": 

Insert: "subject to appropriation," 

Page 2, following line 6: 

Insert a new section to read: 

"* Sec. 2. The uncodified law ofthe State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section 

to read: 

REVISOR OF STATUTES INSTRUCTION. The revisor of statutes is instructed 

to change the heading of Article 13 in AS 14.30 from "ALASKA CHALLENGE 

YOUTH ACADEMY" to "STATE-SUPPORTED SPECIAL PROGRAMS"" 
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(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 
FAX (907) 465-2029 
Mail Stop 3101 

LEGAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES 

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY 
STATE OF ALASKA State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 
Deliveries to: 129 6th St., Rm. 329 

MEMORANDUM March 9,2010 

SUBJECT: 

TO: 

FROM: 

CSSB 213(EDC) (Work Order No. 26-LSI301\S) 

Senator Joe Thomas 
Chair of the Senate Education Committee 
Attn: Murray Richmond 

Pamela Finl;;' ? ~'''' ~ 
Revisor of Statures 0 

Enclosed is the CS you requested. The amendment that was incorporated into the CS 
creates two problems. 

First, unlike AS 14.17 (where the provision was located in the E version), AS 14.30 does 
not contain a definition of "school district." This is important because the definition in 
AS 14.17 includes REAAs, which are not always considered to be "districts." (Compare 
AS 14.08 with AS 14.12.) 

Secondly, if this provision is to be placed in AS 14.30, it should be a new article. Placing 
this section in the same article with the Alaska Challenge Youth Academy with the article 
heading of "State-Supported Special Programs" will be confusing to the reader, first 
because it hides both the Youth Academy and the school lunch provisions, and secondly 
because there are many other "special programs" in AS 14.30, !:Uk, screening exams, 
education for gifted children and those with disabilities, bilingual education, adventure 
based education, etc. 

You may want to forward this memo to the next committee of referral, which I believe is 
the Finance Committee. 

PF:ljw 
10-144.ljw 

Enclosure 
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BREAKFAST FOR LEARNING IN ALASKA 

Executive Summary 

Hungry children can't learn. Every child in Alaska should have ac­
cess to breakfast at school to make sure they are prepared to learn. 
A modest state investment in the School Breakfast Program will 

help ensure that Alaskan schools can provide breakfast to their students. 

The School Breakfast Program is an efficient and proven way to reduce 
childhood hunger, promote children's health, reduce obesity, and improve 
classroom performance. Under the School Breakfast Program, the federal 
government provides reimbursements through the state to schools serving 
breakfasts that meet federal nutrition guidelines. 

Unfortunately, the School Breakfast Program is severely underutilized in 
Alaska. Key findings of this report include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Children in Alaska are more likely to face hunger than adults. Fifteen 
percent of Alaskan children are food insecure. 
Only 34 percent of low-income students in Alaska received a school 
breakfast during the 2006-07 school year. Alaska ranks 48th among the 
50 states and the District of Columbia for participation in the School 
Breakfast Program. 
Among the 406 public schools in Alaska providing school lunch, 125 do 
not have a breakfast program. 
8,589 low-income Alaskan children attend a school with no breakfast 
program. In total, 30,375 students attend schools without breakfast pro­
grams. 
Alaska stands to gain an additional $1.95 million in breakfast fund­
ing per year by bringing participation up to 60 percent of low-income 
students-near the level already achieved by the states with the high­
est participation. 

Why aren't all Alaska schools participating in the School Breakfast Pro­
gram? The most important barrier identified by school nutrition officials is 
economic. Federal breakfast reimbursements are often not enough to cover 
the significant labor, transportation, and food costs faced by schools. Oth­
er challenges include staffing issues, students arriving on busses without 
enough time to eat breakfast, and inadequate facilities in some rural dis­
tricts. In addition, students from low-income families living between 130 
and 185 percent of the poverty level must contribute a breakfast" co-pay," 
which deters participation. 

For a modest investment at the state level, the legislature can help many 
more Alaskan children receive the nutritional and educational benefits of 
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school breakfast and leverage additional federal funds. A state supplement 
of 50 cents for each breakfast served to a low-income child would help 
make the School Breakfast Program affordable to more nonparticipating 
Alaskan schools. Eliminating the breakfast co-pay has been shown to in­
crease participation among students in the reduced-price category. At cur­
rent participation levels, the subsidy would cost approximately $1 million 
and eliminating the co-pay would cost approximately $82,000. 

Once a School Breakfast Program is established, schools can increase stu­
dent participation in breakfast by adopting by innovative models of break­
fast delivery, such as Breakfast in the Classroom and Grab-and-Go Break­
fast. But first the State must invest in our children's health and education 
and ensure that every child has breakfast. 

The Most Important Meal of the Day 

"I really like breakfast at 

school. It tastes good and 

I think it helps me con­

centrate. I like the muf-

fins the best. I can eat at 

school when I don't have 

time at home." 

7th grader, 
Palmer Junior Middle School 

2 
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Across Alaska and throughout the United States, the School 
Breakfast Program (SBP) helps to ensure that children begin 
their school day with a full stomach and the nutrition they need 

for success in the classroom. Benefits of school breakfast include: 

Reducing Childhood Hunger 
Children in Alaska are more likely to face hunger than adults. According 
to data from the 2006 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) 
survey, 15 percent of Alaskan children experienced food insecurity, com­
pared with 11 percent of Alaskan adults. Food insecure children include 
those who suffer skipped meals or reduced food intake as well as those 
who experience a reduced quality or variety of diet because their family 
cannot afford adequate food. The problem is most severe in rural Alaska, 
where nearly one child in four experienced food insecurity. The School 
Breakfast Program not only ensures that children start each school day 
with a healthy and balanced meal, it helps low-income families by reliev­
ing pressure on their food budget at home. 

Improving Nutrition and Combating Obesity 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) research has found that children 
who have breakfast at school eat more fruits, drink more milk, and con­
sume less saturated fat than those who skip breakfast or eat at home. Other 
research supports a strong correlation between eating a healthy breakfast 
and reduced risk of obesity. Breakfast both provides a metabolic boost and 
reduces the need to snack on less healthful foods later in the day. 
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Supporting Learning and Classroom Success 
Numerous studies have demonstrated the benefits of school breakfast to 
student learning and classroom behavior, including better attendance and 
punctuality, fewer behavioral problems, fewer trips to the school nurse, 
and faster performance on cognitive tests. Research has also shown that 
eating breakfast improves math grades and performance on standard­
ized tests. Children who are hungry are more likely to be suspended from 
school and to repeat a grade. 

As one Alaska school official interviewed for this report said, "a food 
program is one of the few things that can increase student achievement 
without changing the way we teach." At a time of increasing pressure on 
schools to perform well on standardized tests, as well as rising concern 
about obesity among Alaskan children, the School Breakfast Program is a 
proven intervention that addresses multiple issues confronting students, 
parents, and schools. 

How School Breakfast Works 

T he School Breakfast Program involves all levels of government: fed­
eral, state, and local. Most of the funding for the program comes 
from the federal government, which is passed down to the states 

and then to schools in the form of reimbursements on a per-meal basis. 
The federal government sets the regulations for the program, including ba­
sic nutritional guidelines, serving and record keeping procedures, and civil 
rights safeguards. The USDA is the responsible agency at the federal level. 

State governments oversee the implementation of the School Breakfast 
Program and provide the reimbursements to school districts. In Alaska, 
the Department of Education and Early Development (EED), Child Nutri­
tion Services administers the SBP and other children's nutrition programs. 
Some state legislatures have dedicated state funds to supplement the fed­
eral reimbursements or assist schools in starting a breakfast program. Ac­
cording to the Food Research and Action Center (FRAC), 39 states have 
passed some kind of legislation supporting school breakfast, but Alaska is 
not one of them. 

Finally, local school districts make the School Breakfast Program happen. 
School districts plan menus, prepare meals or contract out for food service, 
and serve them to students each day. School districts are not required by 
federal law to have a breakfast program or even a lunch program. 

School districts also distribute, collect, and approve household applica­
tions for free or reduced-price school meals. Children in families living 
below 130 percent of the Alaska poverty line receive free meals. Children 
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living between 130 and 185 percent receive reduced-price meals and must 
pay 30 cents for each breakfast and 40 cents for each lunch. Those above 
185 percent of the poverty line are known as "paid" students, and they pay 
full price for breakfast, though the federal government provides a modest 
subsidy for meals served to those students as well. 

If the school provides breakfast, a child in any payment category may eat, 
and schools are encouraged to create payment systems that eliminate any 
overt identification of children eating free or reduced-price meals. Table 1 
provides Alaska's income eligibility guidelines for free and reduced-price 
breakfast and lunch for the 2007-08 School Year. Table 2 lists Alaska's reim­
bursement rates for free, reduced-price, and paid school breakfast. 

Table I: Alaska Income Eligibility Guidelines for Free and Reduced-Price School 
Meals, School Year 2007-08 

Number of Free Meals Reduced-Price Meals 
Household Members (130% of Alaska poverty line) (185% of Alaska poverty line) 

1 $16.601 $23,625 

2 $22,256 $31,672 

3 $27,911 $39,720 

4 $33,566 $47,767 

5 $39,221 $55,815 

6 $44,876 . $63,862 

7 $50.531 $71,910 

8 $56,186 $79,957 

Source: Federal Register,Vol.72 No. 38. February 27, 2007. p. 8687. 

Table 2: Federal Reimbursements for School Breakfast in Alaska, School Year 
2007·2008 

Non-Severe Need Severe Need'" 

Paid $0.36 $0.36 

Reduced $1.85 $2.27 

Free $2.15 $2.57 
Source: Federal Register,Vol. 72 No. 131.July 10,2007. p. )7510. 

Breakfast menus at schools may vary widely, but each meal must follow a 
USDA meal pattern. At minimum, a school breakfast consists of: 

• one serving of fluid milk; 
• one serving of fruit, vegetable or 100 percent juice; and 
• two servings of grains/breads and/ or meat or other protein. 
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Averaged over the week, school breakfasts must meet the Dietary Guide­
lines for Americans, and the meals must provide at least one-fourth the 
Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) of protein, calcium, iron, vita­
mins A and C, and calories. 

School Breakfast Participation in Alaska 

T he School Breakfast Program only works to the extent that schools 
participate in the program and help make it easy and appealing 
for their students to eat breakfast. According to School Breakfast 

Scorecard 2007 by the Food Research and Action Center, 11,921 low-income 
Alaskan students participated in the SBP during the 2006-07 school year. 
By contrast, 34,152 Alaskan students received free or reduced-price school 
lunches. In other words, only 34 percent of low-income Alaskan students 
received school breakfast during the last school year, putting Alaska in 48th 
place among the 50 states and the District of Columbia for participation in 
school breakfast. 

What is behind this relatively poor participation rate? Perhaps the most 
important factor is the large number of schools in the state that do not offer 
the federal School Breakfast Program. During the 2006-2007 school year, 
281 public schools statewide participated in the SBp, compared with 406 
schools offering school lunch. (Participation in the National School Lunch 
Program among Alaskan schools is almost universal.) This leaves 125 pub­
lic schools in Alaska that do not participate in the School Breakfast Pro­
gram. There were also 12 private schools, juvenile institutions, alternative 
programs and other sponsors participating in school breakfast, out of 26 

. participating in school lunch, in 2006-07. 

The Appendix lists each school district in Alaska, the number of participat­
ing and non-participating schools in that district, the number of low-in­
come students attending the schools without the SBp, and the total student 
population in the schools without the SBP. Across the state, there are 8,589 
low-income Alaskan children who qualify for free or reduced-price break­
fast but who attend a school where eating breakfast is not even an option. 

Low-income students;-those at highest risk of hunger-are not the only 
ones affected when schools do not offer breakfast programs. Early-morn­
ing bus pickups and parents' work and commuting schedules can affect 
the opportunity to eat a healthy breakfast for students in all income catego­
ries. According to one Alaska school district official, "Mom and Dad feed 
children at 5:30 a.m. and it is burned out of the children by the beginning of 
the school day, and if they do not receive a snack before lunch they start to 
feel sick with a headache or stomach ache and need to go to the nurse." As 
the Appendix shows, there are 30,375 Alaskan public school students in all 
income categories who attend schools where breakfast is not offered. 
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Rural Alaska holds a disproportionate share of non-participating schools, 
but there are many schools on the road system without breakfast programs 
as well, including schools in the Anchorage School District, the Kenai Pen­
insula Borough School District, Copper River School District, and others. 
Districts with breakfast available at every school include the Fairbanks 
North Star Borough School District, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough School 
District, and a number of rural districts. 

In addition to feeding more children, better uptake of the SBP would bring 
more federal reimbursements into Alaska. According to FRAC, Alaska 
stands to gain an additional $1.95 million in breakfast funding per year by 
bringing participation up to 60 percent of low-income students-near the 
level already achieved by the states with the highest participation. 

Barriers to School Breakfast in Alaska 

6 
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¥IS
le school breakfast is a clear benefit to student health, learn­

ing, and classroom achievement, Alaska schools face a number 
of challenges in implementing breakfast programs. Addressing 

these barriers is the key to improving Alaska's relatively poor performance 
in providing the SBP to its children. 

To determine what barriers are most important in the minds of those who 
implement school feeding programs, a University of Alaska Anchorage 
(UAA) researcher working in close coordination with the Alaska Food Co­
alition (AFC) and Food Bank of Alaska (FBA) conducted a survey of school 
food service personnel across the state. School nutrition professionals rep­
resenting 24 school districts responded to the survey, out of 53 districts 
contacted. The survey addressed barriers at two different levels: barriers to 
schools implementing a breakfast program, and barriers to student partici­
pation at schools that do provide breakfast. The survey asked respondents 
to rate potential issues on a scale of 1 (not a barrier) to 5 (strong barrier). 

The most significant barrier to schools introducing the breakfast program 
is economic. School officials gave "difficulty breaking even financially" 
the highest rating with an average of 4.0 (Table 3). School food service 
programs are generally required to break even financially with the federal 
reimbursements and revenue from paying students. While there are excep­
tions, most school food programs cannot draw significantly on the school 
district's general funds. One food service director explained why breaking 
even is a particular challenge when it comes to school breakfast: 

Every school could have breakfast here if the labor costs 
were less. The kitchens are staffed with non-benefit employ­
ees or part-time .... If you have [employees] work the break­
fast shift then you add 2 hours per day and you must pay 
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Table 3: Barriers to Starting a Breakfast Program Perceived by Alaska School 
District Officials 

Average Rating 
Barrier (I = not a barrier; 

5 = strong barrier) 

Difficulty breaking even financially 4.0 

Staffing issues 3.4 

Timely transportation of students 2.9 

Lack of parental support 2.0 

Lack of adequate facilities 2.0 

Few children eligible for free or reduced-price meals 1.9 

Stigma issues 1.8 

Difficulty transporting food 1.4 

Note: Only school districts with schools not currendy offering breakfast programs were asked these questions. 

the individual full-time benefits. The district cannot afford 
to pay benefits, and there are not enough people to make 
all the staff part-time. There are extra expenses with outly­
ing schools ... [and] food prices are also going up, especially 
fresh fruit. 

The second highest-rated barrier, "staffing issues," is related to cost issue 
but also encompasses having teachers to supervise breakfast time. Another 
serious issue for many food service supervisors was students being trans­
ported to school without sufficient time to eat breakfast. The remaining 
issues in Table 3 were not rated as highly as barriers, although the distri­
bution of responses on "lack of adequate facilities" was lopsided, with a 
handful of rural districts rating that barrier a 5. 

High food prices and transportation costs, limited facilities, and small stu­
dent populations are particular challenges for schools off the road system. 
One rural district that has succeeded in providing breakfast at every school, 
The Bering Strait School District, has utilized on a grant from a Washington, . 
DC-based anti-hunger organization and substantial local financial support 
to make the breakfast program work financially. Many other rural districts, 
however, do not have the same resources. 

The barriers to student participation at schools with the SBP were not con­
sidered as serious as the barriers to schools implementing the SBP: Some 
districts reported that students not having enough time to eat before class 
was a serious issue, and others did not; the average rating for this barrier 
was 2.5. According to one official, "our school busses arrive about fifteen 
minutes prior to the start of school. This only leaves about five minutes for 
the students to actually come down to the cafeteria to get breakfast and eat 
before the first bell rings." Students preferring to play outside rather than 
eat inside rated similarly as a barrier, with an average score of 2.4. For­
tunately, few school districts reported that stigma (a perception of shame 
from eating school meals) was a barrier to student participation. 
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One barrier not addressed in the survey, but acknowledged by the national 
School Nutrition Association, is the co-pay for reduced-price meals. For 
families with income between 130 and 185 percent of the poverty line­
families with incomes low enough to qualify for WIC benefits and, in many 
cases, Denali KidCare-paying even 30 cents per breakfast can be an ob­
stacle. 

The proof that the co-pay is a barrier has been demonstrated when states 
or school districts have eliminated the breakfast co-pay and participation 
among children in the reduced-price category has skyrocketed. Washing­
ton State eliminated the co-pay during the 2006-07 school year, using state 
funds to cover the lost revenue, and participation by students in the re­
duced-price category increased 34 percent. Similarly, Fairbanks North Star 
Borough School District ended its breakfast co-pay the same year, and their 
reduced-price participation went up 42 percent compared to the previous 
year. Moreover, thanks to the additional federal reimbursements from 
their higher participation, the district did not lose any revenue from the 
change. 

To ensure that all needy Alaskan children receive the nutrition, health, and 
educational benefits of school breakfast, there is a pressing need for state 
officials, educators, advocates, schools, and school districts to work togeth­
er on eliminating the barriers to school breakfast in Alaska. What follows 
are recommended priorities for intervention in this proven but seriously 
underutilized program. 

State financial support for School Breakfast 
Providing school breakfast is expensive in Alaska, and the overwhelming 
consensus among school nutrition officials surveyed was that breaking 
even financially is the most serious challenge school districts face in imple­
menting the SBP. Therefore, the legislature can provide a critical contribu­
tion to the success of this program by dedicating state funds to support 
school breakfast. The simplest policy, which states ranging from Illinois 
to California to Hawaii have already adopted, is for the state to provide a 
supplement to the federal reimbursement for meals served to children in 
the free and reduced-price categories. This policy ensures that the schools 
with the most needy students receive the most assistance. At current par­
ticipation levels, $1 million in support from the Alaska legislature would 
provide a 50-cent supplement for each school breakfast served to a child in 
the free or reduced-price category. 

Eliminating the reduced-price co-pay 
Children receiving reduced-price meals are a relatively smaIl category, com­
prising only 11 percent of all Alaskan students eating breakfast in 2006-07. 
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However, eliminating the co-pay is a very effective way to increase their 
participation in the SBp, as the experiences of Washington state and the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough School District show. At current participa­
tion levels, eliminating the breakfast co-pay statewide would cost approxi­
mately $82,000 - but the true cost could well be less, because this policy 
helps to pay for itself through the additional meal reimbursements. 

Using innovative breakfast models 
Many schools around the country have devised alternatives to the tradi­
tional cafeteria model of breakfast delivery. Breakfast in the Classroom en­
sures all students have the time and opportunity to eat. If a large percentage 
of students qualify for free and reduced-price meals, schools can afford­
ably offer Breakfast in the Classroom for free to all students. Grab-and-Go 
Breakfast, which enables students to take a portable breakfast with them, 
and Second ·Chance Breakfast, which allows students to eat breakfast after 

i their first class, may be more effective for older students who pass between 
classes many times per day and rimy not be ready to eat first thing in the 
morning. These models are being used at a handful of schools in Alaska, 
but all deserve wider replication based on the needs and situation of each 
school. A school official interviewed for this report spoke to the power of 
one of these models, Second Chance Breakfast: "For the high school we 
had breakfast before school, and the kids never came. Now after second 
hour the kids go to the commons sit around visit and eat their breakfast. A 
real positive solution to our lack of participation." 

As much as everyone would wish that every Alaskan child could eat a 
healthy breakfast at home, the realities of hunger and food insecurity, bus 
and commuting schedules, arid parental work schedules prevent many stu­
dents from starting the day with the nutrition they need to reach their full 
potential. Providing a healthy breakfast to all Alaska children is not solely 
the responsibility of parents, nor of local school food service managers, nor 
of the federal government providing funding for the School Breakfast Pro­
gram. Improving Alaska's poor performance in providing school breakfast 
will take new energy, new investments and new partnerships at all levels, 
particularly at the state level. Alaska should not settle for 48th place, nor 
even for first place, but should strive to ensure that no Alaskan child· has to 
start the school day without a healthy breakfast. 

Notes and Resources 
For statistics on childhood hunger and food insecurity in Alaska, see 
Szadziewski, Hemyk (2006), "Results from the 2006 Alaska BRFSS Sur­
vey Concerning the Hunger Issue," available at http://www.alaska­
food.org/materials/2006BRFSS_Survey.pdf. Additional data on hunger 
in Alaska may be found on Food Bank of Alaska's website, www.food­
bankofalaska.org. 

1513 

9 



A REPORT ON THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM 

An excellent summary of the research on the physical, psychological and ac­
ademic costs of childhood hunger is Center on Hunger and Poverty (2002), 
"The Consequences of Hunger and Food Insecurity for Children: Evidence 
from Recent Scientific Studies," available at http://www.centeronhunger. 
org/pdf/ConsequencesofHunger.pdf. Additional research on the benefits 
of school breakfast is compiled in Food Research and Action Center (2007), 
"School Breakfast Scorecard 2007," available at http:! / www.frac.org/pdf/ 
SBP _2007.pdf; and Food Research and Action Center (2005), An Advocate's 
Guide to the School Nutrition Programs (not available online). 

For a summary of School Breakfast Program history and regulations, includ­
ing annually updated income eligibility guidelines and per-meal reimburse­
ment rates, see the USDA Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) webpage on 
school breakfast, available at http://www.fns.usda.gov / end/breakfast/. 

Data on School Breakfast Program participation in Alaska come from Food 
Research and Action Center (2007) and from data provided to the authors 
by Andrea Stasyszen, National School Lunch Program Specialist for Child 
Nutrition Services (CNS), Alaska Department of Education and Early De­
velopment. For the numbers of students in the free, reduced-price and 
paid categories listed by school and school district, see the CNS "Free and 
Reduced-Price Percent Report," available at http://www.eed.state.ak.us/ 
tls/ ens/NSLP.htrnl. 

More detailed information on state legislation supporting the School 
. Breakfast Program, including a state-by-state table of legislation, is avail­
able from Food Research and Action Center (2007). Amy Rouse, Director 
of Nutrition Services for the Fairbanks North Star Borough School District, 
provided data on the impact of eliminating the reduced-price option in the 
2006-07 school year. 
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Appendix: Public School Participation in the School Breakfast Program (SBP) and Students 
Without Access to School Breakfast in Alaska, 2006-2007 School Year 

Schools Schools not Free and Re- Ali Students 
Participating Participating duced-Price atnon-SBP 

in the SSP in the SSP Students Schools 
at non-SSP 

Schools 

Alaska Gateway Schools 7 0 0 0 

Aleutians East Borough Schools 0 2 109 191 

Anchorage School District 55 28 2.118 11.950 

Annette Island School District 3 0 0 0 

Bering Strait School District 15 0 0 0 

Bristol Bay Borough Schools 0 I 88 188 

Chatham School District 0 2 80 106 

Copper River School District 0 3 167 469 

Cordova Public Schools 2 0 0 0 

Craig City Schools 2 0 0 0 

Delta Greely School District 0 5 395 879 

Dillingham City Schools 3 0 0 0 

Fairbanks North Star Borough Schools 29 0 0 0 

Galena City Schools 3 0 0 0 

Haines Borough Schools 3 0 0 0 

Hoonah City Schools I 0 0 0 

Hydaburg City School District 0 I 48 72 

Iditarod Area Schools 8 0 0 0 

Juneau School District 0 II 868 4.945 

Kake City Schools I 0 0 0 

Kashunamuit School District I 0 0 0 

Kenai Peninsula School District 16 17 1.618 4.131 

Ketchikan Gateway Schools 0 8 741 2.269 

Klawock City Schools 0 I 98 139 

Kodiak Island Borough Schools II 2 283 859 

Kuspuk School District 10 0 0 0 

Lake Peninsula School District 0 14 293 411 

Lower Kuskokwim Schools 23 2 163 358 

Lower Yukon School District II 0 0 0 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District 32 0 0 0 

ML Edgecumbe High School I 0 0 0 

Nenana City PubliC Schools I 0 0 0 

Nome Public Schools 0 3 375 743 

North Slope Borough School District 9 3 95 499 

Northwest Arctic Borough School II 0 0 0 

Petersburg Public Schools 3 0 0 0 

Sitka Borough School District 2 3 200 768 
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Appendix Continued: Public School Participation in the School Breakfast Program (SBP) and 
Students Without Access to School Breakfast in Alaska, 2006·2007 School Year 

Schools Schools not Free and Re- Ali Students 
Participating Participating duced-Price at non-SBP 

in the SBP in the SBP Students Schools 
at non-SBP 

Schools 

Southeast Island School District 8 0 0 0 

Southwest Region Schools 0 8 533 673 

St. Mary's School District I 0 0 0 

Unalaska City School District 2 0 0 0 

Valdez City Schools 2 I 68 370 

Yakutat School District I 0 0 0 

Yukon Flats School District 0 8 215 267 

Yukon Koyukuk School District 0 2 34 88 

Yupiit School District 3 0 0 0 

State Total 281 125 8,589 30,375 

Source: Alaska Food Coalition and Food Bank of Alaska calculations with data provided by Child Nutrition 
Services, Department of Education and Early Development. 
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