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Weighting Procedures for Year 2 Survey of 
School Food Authorities 
 
 This appendix summarizes the procedures used to weight the sample of responding school 
food authorities (SFAs) selected for the second year (also referred to as Round 2 or “Year 2”) of the 
SFA surveys. Two sets of analysis weights were constructed: (a) a set of cross-sectional weights 
designed to analyze the entire sample of SFAs that completed the second-year survey (n = 1,491) 
and (b) a set of longitudinal weights designed to analyze the subset of Year 2 responding SFAs that 
also completed the base-year SFA survey (n = 1,176). A series of replicate weights designed for 
variance estimation was also constructed for each of the two types of weights. We first describe the 
steps used to construct the cross-sectional weights, followed by a discussion of the longitudinal 
weights. 
 
Construction of Cross-Sectional Weights 
 
Base Weights 
 
 A stratified sample design was used to select the SFA sample for the second year (also 
referred to as Year 2) of the SN-OPS evaluation. As specified by FNS, all of the (still-existing) SFAs 
that were sampled in the base year were retained for the Year 2 sample, including SFAs that did not 
complete the survey in the base year. To offset anticipated sample losses due to attrition and 
nonresponse, the base year carry-over sample was supplemented with a small sample of SFAs 
selected from an updated sampling frame constructed from 2011–12 FNS-742 verification reports. 
The newly selected SFAs were selected at rates that depended on the current (2011–12) enrollment 
size class of the SFA, so that when combined with the carry-over samples, the weights for both the 
carry-over and supplemental selections were approximately uniform with current size category. 
Exact uniformity of the weights could not be achieved because of the requirement to retain the base 
year sample for Year 2 (and consequently their previously computed probabilities of selection). 
Table C-1 summarizes the distribution of the SFA sample by prior selection status and current size 
category.  
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Table C-1. Distribution of Sample SFAs by Prior Selection Status and Current Size Category 
 

Prior selection status 

Size category in 2011–12 frame 

 TOTAL 
Under 
1,000 

1,000 - 
2,499 

2,500 - 
4,999 

5,000 - 
9,999 

10,000 - 
24,999 

25,000 - 
99,999 100,000+ 

Sample carried over from 
old frame 432 370 305 242 207 172 26 1,754 

Additional sample from old 
frame 17 11 19 6 11 11 0 75 

Sample from non-matched 
cases in new frame1 39 6 4 1 2 0 1 53 

Total sample size for Year 2 488 387 328 249 220 183 27 1,8822 

1 Cases not matched to SFAs in the old (base year) sampling frame are presumed to be “new” SFAs. 
2 The sample selected for Year 2 initially consisted of 1,875 SFAs. However, two of the SFAs consisted of multiple school districts and one was 

selected as a combined entity representing two separate SFAs. Treating the additional entities as distinct reporting units resulted in a net 
increase of seven SFAs, to bring the total sample size to 1,882. 

 
 The probabilities of selection required for weighting the Year 2 SFA sample were calculated 
as follows. For the 53 SFAs selected from non-matched (new) cases, the probability of selecting SFA 
i in current size category h is simply 
 
 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 2 = 𝑛𝑛ℎ /𝑁𝑁ℎ , (1) 
 
where 𝑛𝑛ℎ is the sample size in current size category h, and 𝑁𝑁ℎ is the corresponding number of non-
matched SFAs in the sampling frame. 
 
 For the remaining 1,754 + 75 = 1,829 sample SFAs, the required probabilities were 
calculated in a way that takes account of the fact that such SFAs could have been selected either for 
the base year or for the supplemental sample in Year 2. Let 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 = the probability of selecting SFA i 
in current size category h for the base year, and let 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖|𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛  = the conditional probability of selecting 
SFA i in current size category h for the second year, given that it was not selected for the base year. 
Then the overall probability that SFA i in current size category h was selected for Year 2 is: 
 
 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 2 = 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 + (1-𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜) 𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖|𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛  . (2) 

 
 The (Year 2) base weight for SFA i in current size category h is defined to be the reciprocal 
of the corresponding probability of selection: 
 
 𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏 = 1/𝑃𝑃ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 2 (3) 
 
 The base weights are often referred to as “unbiased” weights because weighted totals using 
the base weights are theoretically unbiased in the absence of survey nonresponse. Weighted counts 
of the sample, the average base weight, and the coefficient of variation (CV) of the base weights are 
summarized in Table C-2 by current SFA enrollment size class. The CV of the weights provides a 
measure of the variability of the base weights within a size category and is informative because 1 + 
(CV/100)2 represents a variance inflation factor arising from unequal weights within the size 
category. 
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Table C-2. SFA Population Counts, Weighted Counts of the Sample, and Statistics Related 

to Base Weights by Enrollment Size Class 
 

SFA enrollment 
size category1 

Number of 
SFAs in 

sampling 
frame 

Number of 
SFAs selected 

for sample 

Base-
weighted 
count of 
sample 

Mean base 
weight 

Average 
sampling 

rate2 

Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

of base 
weights 

Under 1,000 7,925 488 7,882.96 16.15 0.06 6.82 
1,000 to 2,499 3,341 387 3,421.99 8.84 0.11 13.24 
2,500 to 4,999 1,924 328 1,934.77 5.90 0.17 11.18 
5,000 to 9,999 1,045 249 1,067.81 4.29 0.24 10.94 
10,000 to 24,999 604 220 602.15 2.74 0.36 10.32 
25,000 to 99,999 266 183 265.37 1.45 0.69 9.61 
100,000 or more 27 27 27.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 

TOTAL 15,132 1,882 15,202.05 ___ ___ ___ 

1 Current enrollment reported in 2011–12 SFA sampling frame. 
2 Sample size divided by number of SFAs in frame. 
 
Poststratification Raking Adjustment 
 
 Although the base weights are theoretically unbiased weights, it can be seen in Table C-2 
that the weighted counts of the sample differ somewhat from the corresponding counts of SFAs in 
the sampling frame (population). These differences result primarily from sampling variation. To 
align the weighted sample counts to the corresponding population counts, the base weights of the 
initially selected sample (i.e., the sample prior to adding the extra cases indicated in Table C-1) were 
ratio-adjusted to known population counts using an algorithm known as ratio-raking or simply 
“raking.” The extra reporting units indicated in Table C-1 were not included in the raking 
adjustment because they are subsumed by other SFAs in the sampling frame. Under the raking 
algorithm, the base-weighted counts are successively adjusted to population counts for specified 
subgroups known as “raking dimensions.” Two raking dimensions were used to adjust the Year 2 
base weights: (1) enrollment size category (the size categories specified in Table C-2) and (2) the 
seven Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) regional offices. Implementation of the raking algorithm 
essentially involved ratio-adjusting the base weights so that the weighted counts first matched the 
corresponding population counts by SFA size category, and then further ratio-adjusting the weights 
from the initial adjustment so that the resulting weighted counts matched the corresponding 
population counts by FNS region. Because the ratio adjustments were made successively for the two 
raking dimensions, the second adjustment usually altered the adjustments made in the first step. 
Therefore, the cycle of adjusting first to size category and then to region was repeated until the 
resulting weighted counts matched the corresponding population counts for both dimensions. Note 
that the extra reporting units that were not included in the raking process received the same 
poststratified weight as the “parent” SFA with which they were associated. Thus, the total 
poststratified weighted count of SFAs after including the extra cases increased slightly from 15,132 
to 15,171. Table C-3 summarizes the weighted counts of the sample based the final poststratified 
raked weights for the two raking dimensions. 
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Table C-3. Weighted Counts of the Sample Based on Poststratified Raked Weights 
 

First raking dimension Second raking dimension 

SFA enrollment 
size category1 

Number 
of 

sample 
SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 
sample2 

Coefficient 
of 

variation 
(%) of 

weights FNS region 

Number 
of 

sample 
SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 
sample2 

Coefficient 
of 

variation 
(%) of 

weights 

Under 1,000 488 7,925 7.08 Northeast (NERO) 215 1,788 54.81 
1,000-2,499 387 3,357 13.35 Mid Atlantic (MARO) 203 1,516 65.69 
2,500-4,999 328 1,947 11.89 Southeast (SERO) 249 1,262 77.80 
5,000-9,999 249 1,045 11.50 Midwest (MWRO) 413 3,814 55.28 
10,000-24,999 220 604 10.92 Southwest (SWRO) 272 2,257 68.95 
25,000-99,999 183 266 10.33 Mount/Plains (MPRO) 220 2,382 53.83 
100,000 or more 27 27 0 Western (WRO) 310 2,152 80.95 

TOTAL 1,882 15,171 ___ TOTAL 1,882 15,171 ___ 

1 Current enrollment reported in 2011–12 SFA sampling frame. 
2 Weights are the poststratified (raked) weights. 
 
Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
 The next step in the weighting process was to adjust the poststratified raked weights, 𝑤𝑤𝑖𝑖

𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝, to 
compensate for nonresponse in the Year 2 survey. For cross-sectional weighting, a responding SFA 
had to have completed the Year 2 survey regardless of whether a base year survey had also been 
obtained. Table C-4 summarizes the distribution of the SFA sample by response-status group. Of 
the 1,876 eligible SFAs, 1,491 completed the Year 2 SFA survey for an overall unweighted response 
rate of 79.5 percent. The six ineligible SFAs shown in the table are closed or inactive SFAs. 
 
Table C-4.  Distribution of SFA sample by Survey Response Status 
 

Response status group Final result codes Number of SFAs in sample 

1. Complete (Respondent) 4 1,491 
2. Eligible nonrespondent 0, 1, 2, 7-10, 14 385 
3. Ineligible 12 6 

Total  1,882 

 
 The purpose of the adjustment was to compensate for differential nonresponse losses by 
distributing a portion of the (poststratified) weighted count of the nonresponding cases (excluding 
the ineligibles) to the responding cases in the sample. The nonresponse adjustment had the effect of 
distributing the weighted count of the cases in response-status group 2 (eligible nonrespondents) to 
the weighted count of cases in response-status group 1 (respondents). To be effective in reducing 
potential nonresponse biases, the nonresponse adjustment was made within subsets of SFAs (or 
“weighting classes”) expected to have similar propensities for responding to the survey. We used a 
CHAID analysis (Chi-squared Automatic Interaction Detector) to identify subsets of SFAs in which 
the predicted probabilities of response were similar. 
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 For purposes of the CHAID analysis, the “dependent” variable for a sampled SFA was 
defined by the zero-variable: 
 

Y = �
1, if the SFA is in response status group 1,

 
0, if the SFA is in response status group 2 .

 

 
 In addition to the variables used in sample selection (i.e., SFA size, SFA poverty status, and 
FNS region), we specified SFA characteristics available in the FNS-742 sampling frame and district-
level variables from the Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education Agency Universe Survey as 
potential predictor variables in the CHAID analysis (see Attachment 1). 
 
 The output from the CHAID analysis was a tree diagram that defined the final cells (labeled 
r = 1, 2, ..., R) used in the nonresponse adjustment. Table C-5 summarizes the nine nonresponse 
adjustment cells determined by the CHAID analysis. It can be seen that the weighted response rates 
varied from around 50 percent to 95 percent across the adjustment cells. The weighted response 
rates shown in Table C-5 are relevant because they provide a measure of the potential impact of 
nonresponse on weighted estimates derived from the survey. The overall weighted response rate 
across all adjustment cells was 77.8 percent. 
 
 Next, a nonresponse adjustment factor, 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 , was computed as the inverse of the weighted 
response rate in final cell r: 
 

 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 = ∑ 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑛𝑛12

(𝑟𝑟)

𝑖𝑖=1 ∑ 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑛𝑛1

(𝑟𝑟)

𝑖𝑖=1�  (4) 
 
where the sum of poststratified raked weights in the numerator extended over the 𝑛𝑛12

(𝑟𝑟) eligible 
sampled SFAs in final cell r, while the sum of poststratified raked weights in the denominator 
extended over the 𝑛𝑛1

(𝑟𝑟)responding SFAs in final cell r. 
 
 The final nonresponse-adjusted cross-sectional weight for the ith responding SFA in 
adjustment cell r was computed as: 
 
 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟

𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 (5) 
 
 Table C-6 summarizes the final weighted counts of the cross-sectional sample by SFA size 
category and FNS region. 
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Table C-5.  Definition of Nonresponse Adjustment Cells for Cross-Sectional Weights 
  

Nonresponse 
adjustment 

cell Definition of cell based on CHAID analysis* 

Weighted 
response rate 

(%)** 

1 REGION = 1, PCT_HS = 1 87.2 
2 REGION = 1, PCT_HS = 2, 3 65.1 
3 REGION = 2, ST_FE_CA = 1, 3 50.8 
4 REGION = 2, ST_FE_CA = 2 73.7 
5 REGION = 3, 4, 7, PCT_WH = 1, ST_FE_NV = 1, 3 77.2 
6 REGION = 3, 4, 7, PCT_WH = 1, ST_FE_NV = 2 56.6 
7 REGION = 3, 4, 7, PCT_WH = 2, 3 80.5 
8 REGION = 5, 6, PCT_BK = 1, 2 85.6 
9 REGION = 5, 6, PCT_BK = 3 95.0 

Note: Predictors in this table are based on 2011 FNS frame data.  
* See Attachment 1 for definitions of variables used above to construct nonresponse adjustment cells. 
** Computed using poststratified raked weights. 

 
 
Table C-6. Unweighted and Weighted Counts of Respondents in the Cross-Sectional 

Sample by Size Category and FNS Region 
 

SFA enrollment 
size category1 

Number of 
responding 

SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 

respondents2 

Coefficient 
of 

variation 
(%) of 

weights FNS region 

Number 
of 

sample 
SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 

respondents2 

Coefficient 
of 

variation 
(%) of 

weights 

Under 1,000 372 7,735 17.42 Northeast (NERO) 152 1,772 49.51 
1,000-2,499 296 3,289 17.36 Mid Atlantic (MARO) 136 1,499 67.71 
2,500-4,999 259 1,987 16.52 Southeast (SERO) 208 1,291 88.41 
5,000-9,999 202 1,114 22.17 Midwest (MWRO) 314 3,641 61.01 
10,000-24,999 184 645 22.48 Southwest (SWRO) 243 2,245 72.95 
25,000-99,999 152 275 25.07 Mount/Plains (MPRO) 193 2,378 56.04 
100,000 or more 26 35 21.07 Western (WRO) 245 2255 86.90 

TOTAL 1,491 15,081 ___ TOTAL 1,491 15,081 ___ 

1 Current enrollment reported in 2011–12 SFA sampling frame 
2 Weights are the final nonresponse-adjusted cross-sectional weights. 

 
Replicate Weights for Variance Estimation  
 
 The average sampling rates used to select the SFA samples varied widely by enrollment size 
(see Table C-2). For example, SFAs with 100,000 or more students were selected with certainty (i.e., 
probability 1), while smaller SFAs were selected at rates ranging from a low of 1 in 16 to a high of 1 
in 1.5. For strata in which the sampling rates are relatively high, the impact of the finite population 
correction (FPC) on sampling variances can be appreciable. For this reason, a form of jackknife 
replication referred to as the JKN method was used to construct the replicates for variance 
estimation.  
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 To create the jackknife replicates, we first created six variance strata within which SFAs were 
sampled at approximately the same rate. (SFAs selected with certainty were excluded from this 
process because certainty SFAs do not contribute to sampling variance.) Thus, the six variance strata 
generally coincided with size category of the SFA, but because the sample consisted of SFAs 
selected at different points in time, the assignment of SFAs to the variance strata depended on 
whether the SFA was sampled for the base year survey. For those SFAs selected for the base year, 
the variance stratum and associated variance units were the same as those specified for the base year 
weighting. However, for the remaining (newly selected) SFAs, variance strata were assigned based on 
the current size category of the SFA; i.e., SFAs in size category 1 were assigned to variance stratum 
1; SFAs in size category 2 were assigned to variance stratum 2; and so on up to size category 6. 
Within variance stratum h, we then created 𝑙𝑙ℎ variance units, where a variance unit is a systematic 
sample of the full sample within the stratum.  
 
 In total, 100 variance units consisting of roughly equal numbers of SFAs were created and 
distributed across the six variance strata. Next, we created 100 jackknife replicates by deleting a 
specified variance unit in variance stratum h, and then multiplying the weights of the remaining 
variance units in that stratum by a factor of (𝑙𝑙ℎ -1)/𝑙𝑙ℎ , where 𝑙𝑙ℎ  is the number of variance units in 
the variance stratum (see Table C-7). To complete the construction of the given replicate, the 
weights of the SFAs in the deleted variance unit were set to 0, while the weights of the SFAs in 
variance units in the other five variance strata were set equal to the full-sample base weights. This 
process was repeated for all 100 variance units to create a total of 100 jackknife replicates. 
 
Table C-7.  JKN and FPC Factors To Be Used for Variance Estimation 
 

Variance stratum 

No. of variance units 
used to form replicates 

in variance stratum JKN factor FPC factor* 
Replicates to which 
factors are applied 

1 25 0.9600 0.9513 1 to 25 
2 21 0.9524 0.9084 26 to 46 
3 17 0.9412 0.8661 47 to 63 
4 13 0.9231 0.8122 64 to 76 
5 12 0.9167 0.7060 77 to 88 
6 12 0.9167 0.4226 89 to 100 

* FPC is computed as 1 minus the average of the reciprocals of the final (nonresponse-adjusted) weight of the SFAs in the variance stratum.  

 
 To derive the required replicate weights, the entire weighting process described above was 
applied separately to each replicate, resulting in a set of 100 replicate-specific weights for each 
responding SFA. Together with the full-sample weight, the replicate weights can be used to calculate 
the sampling errors of survey-based estimates using the grouped jackknife variance estimator 
described in Rust (1986) and Wolter (1985).1 The grouped jackknife estimator, appropriately 
modified to reflect the within-stratum FPC factors, is given by the formula: 
 

                                                           
1 Rust, K. Efficient replicated variance estimation. In Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods, American Statistical 

Association, 1986, pp. 81-87; and Wolter, K. Introduction to Variance Estimation. New York: Springer-Verlag, 1985, p. 183. 
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where 𝑦𝑦� is an estimated total based on the full stratified sample of SFAs, 𝑦𝑦� ih is the corresponding 
estimate in which the ith variance unit in variance stratum h has been deleted, lh is the number of 
variance units in stratum h, and fh is the effective sampling rate used to select responding SFAs in 
stratum h. The term (𝑙𝑙ℎ -1)/𝑙𝑙ℎ in formula 6 is referred to as the JKN factor. The term (1-𝑓𝑓ℎ ) is the 
corresponding FPC. The product of the two factors defines the “jackknife coefficient,” which is 
applied to particular sets of replicate weights as indicated in Table C-7. See WesVar 4.3 User’s Guide 
(http://www.westat.com/Westat/pdf/wesvar/WV_4-3_Manual.pdf ) for examples of the use of the 
JKN and FPC factors in variance estimation. 
 
Construction of Longitudinal Weights 
 
Base Weights 
 
 The sample for longitudinal analysis consists of those SFAs in the base year sample that (a) 
completed the base year SFA survey, (b) were identified as eligible SFAs in the Year 2 sampling 
frame, and (c) completed the SFA survey in Year 2. Thus, the “base weight” required to derive the 
longitudinal weights is the final (nonresponse-adjusted) weight from the base year. Table C-8 
summarizes the distribution of the base year SFA sample and corresponding weighted counts by 
SFA size category and sample selection status. 
 
Table C-8. Distribution of Base Year Sample by Size Category and Selection Status 
 

SFA enrollment 
size category1 

Base year sample Base year sample retained in Year 2 
Number of 
responding 

SFAs in base 
year 

Weighted 
count of 
sample2 

Coefficient 
of variation 

(%) of 
weights 

Number of 
responding 

SFAs in base 
year 

Weighted 
count of 
sample2 

Coefficient 
of variation 

(%) of 
weights 

Under 1,000 332 7,374 15.28 325 7,202 15.23 
1,000-2,499 292 3,434 13.74 291 3,419 13.70 
2,500-4,999 243 1,955 13.91 243 1,955 13.91 
5,000-9,999 185 1,008 13.82 184 1,002 13.85 
10,000-24,999 179 621 14.63 179 621 14.63 
25,000-99,999 145 255 12.11 145 255 12.11 
100,000 or more 25 31 9.25 25 31 9.25 

TOTAL 1,401 14,678 ___ 1,392 14,485 ___ 

1 Size classification used to select base year sample. 
2 Weights are the final nonresponse-adjusted weights from the base year. 

 

http://www.westat.com/Westat/pdf/wesvar/WV_4-3_Manual.pdf
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Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
 The next step in the weighting process was to adjust the base-year final weights, 𝑤𝑤𝑖𝑖

𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 1, to 
compensate for nonresponse in the Year 2 survey. For longitudinal weighting, a responding SFA 
had to have completed both the base year and Year 2 surveys. Table C-9 summarizes the 
distribution of the longitudinal sample by (Year 2) response-status group. Of the 1,392 SFAs that 
were retained for the longitudinal sample in Year 2, two were determined to be ineligible; 1,176 
completed the Year 2 SFA survey; and 214 were nonrespondents, for an overall unweighted 
(conditional) response rate of 84.6 percent. This response rate is referred to as a conditional 
response rate because it applies to the subset of SFAs that completed the base year survey. The 
overall response rate for the longitudinal sample is the product of the base year and conditional Year 
2 response rates, i.e., 67.3 percent (= 79.5% x 84.6%). The two ineligible SFAs shown in the table 
were found to be closed or inactive SFAs. 
 
Table C-9.  Distribution of Longitudinal Sample by Survey Response Status 
 

Year 2 response status group Final result codes Number of SFAs in sample 

1. Complete (Respondent) 4 1,176 
2. Eligible nonrespondent 0, 1, 2, 7-10, 14 214 
3. Ineligible 12 2 

Total  1,392 

 
 The purpose of the adjustment was to compensate for differential nonresponse losses by 
distributing a portion of the weighted count of the nonresponding cases (excluding the ineligibles) to 
the responding cases in the sample. The nonresponse adjustment had the effect of distributing the 
weighted count of the cases in response-status group 2 (eligible nonrespondents) to the weighted 
count of cases in response-status group 1 (respondents). To be effective in reducing potential 
nonresponse biases, the nonresponse adjustment was made within subsets of SFAs (or “weighting 
classes”) expected to have similar propensities for responding to the survey. We used a CHAID 
analysis to identify subsets of SFAs in which the predicted probabilities of response were similar. 
 
 For purposes of the CHAID analysis, the “dependent” variable for a sampled SFA was 
defined by the zero-variable: 
 

Y = �
1, if the SFA is in response status group 1,

 
0, if the SFA is in response status group 2 .

 

 
 In addition to the variables used in sample selection (i.e., SFA size, SFA poverty status, and 
FNS region), we specified SFA characteristics available in the FNS-742 sampling frame, selected 
district-level variables from the CCD Local Education Agency Universe Survey, and selected 
variables from the base year survey as potential predictor variables in the CHAID analysis (see 
Attachment 1). 
 
 The output from the CHAID analysis was a tree diagram that defined the final cells (labeled 
r = 1, 2, ..., R) used in the nonresponse adjustment. Table C-10 summarizes the five nonresponse 
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adjustment cells determined by the CHAID analysis. It can be seen that the weighted (conditional) 
response rates varied from around 59 percent to over 97 percent across the adjustment cells. The 
weighted response rates shown in Table C-10 are relevant because they provide a measure of the 
potential impact of nonresponse on weighted estimates derived from the survey. The weighted 
conditional response rate across all adjustment cells was 82.5 percent. The weighted response rate in 
the base year was 77.4 percent. Thus, the overall weighted longitudinal response rate was 63.8 
percent (= 77.4% x 82.5%). 
 
 Next, a nonresponse adjustment factor, 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 , was computed as the inverse of the weighted 
response rate in final cell r: 
 

 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 = ∑ 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 1𝑛𝑛12
(𝑟𝑟)

𝑖𝑖=1 ∑ 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 1𝑛𝑛1
(𝑟𝑟)

𝑖𝑖=1�  (7) 
 
where the sum of final base-year weights in the numerator extended over the 𝑛𝑛12

(𝑟𝑟) eligible sampled 
SFAs in final cell r, while the sum of final base-year weights in the denominator extended over the 
𝑛𝑛1

(𝑟𝑟)responding SFAs in final cell r. 
 
 The final nonresponse-adjusted longitudinal weight for the ith responding SFA in 
adjustment cell r was computed as: 
 
 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟

𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿 = 𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟 𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌 1 (8) 
 
 Table C-11 summarizes the final weighted counts of the cross-sectional sample by SFA size 
category and FNS region. 
 
Table C-10. Definition of Nonresponse Adjustment Cells for Longitudinal Weights 
  

Nonresponse 
adjustment 

cell Definition of cell based on CHAID analysis* 

Weighted 
response rate 

(%)** 

1 RevCost3 = 1, 2, 3, PROVSCH = 1 97.7 
2 RevCost3 = 1, 2, 3, PROVSCH = 2 84.6 
3 RevCost3 = 4, PCT_HS=1, 3, REGION = 1, 2, 3, 4 59.2 
4 RevCost3 = 4, PCT_HS=1, 3, REGION = 5, 7 80.9 
5 RevCost3 = 4, PCT_HS=2 81.8 

Note: Predictors in this table are based on 2009 FNS frame data.  
* See Attachment 1 for definitions of variables used above to construct nonresponse adjustment cells. 
** Computed using final nonresponse-adjusted base year weights. 
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Table C-11. Unweighted and Weighted Counts of Respondents in the Longitudinal Sample 
by Size Category and FNS Region 

 

SFA enrollment 
size category1 

Number of 
responding 

SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 

respondents2 

Coefficient 
of variation 

(%) of 
weights FNS region 

Number 
of 

sample 
SFAs 

Weighted 
count of 

respondents2 

Coefficient 
of 

variation 
(%) of 

weights 

Under 1,000 265 7,115 20.43 Northeast (NERO) 115 1,759 66.55 
1,000-2,499 238 3,358 17.07 Mid Atlantic (MARO) 107 1,252 78.85 
2,500-4,999 203 1,974 17.74 Southeast (SERO) 159 1,227 89.03 
5,000-9,999 160 1,054 17.71 Midwest (MWRO) 229 3,395 62.45 
10,000-24,999 158 657 17.88 Southwest (SWRO) 211 2,244 75.42 
25,000-99,999 128 261 12.52 Mount/Plains (MPRO) 166 2,433 61.06 
100,000 or more 24 34 8.33 Western (WRO) 189 2,144 87.14 

TOTAL 1,176 14,453 ___ TOTAL 1,176 14,453 ___ 

1 Size classification used to select base year sample. 
2 Weights are the final nonresponse-adjusted longitudinal weights. 
 
Replicate Weights for Variance Estimation  
 
 The average sampling rates used to select the original (base year) SFA samples varied widely 
by enrollment size. For example, SFAs with 100,000 or more students were selected with certainty 
(i.e., probability 1), while smaller SFAs were selected at rates ranging from a low of 1 in 16 to a high 
of 1 in 1.5. For strata in which the sampling rates are relatively high, the impact of the finite 
population correction (FPC) on sampling variances can be appreciable. For this reason, a form of 
jackknife replication referred to as the JKN method was used to construct the replicates for variance 
estimation. The same 100 jackknife replicates that were developed for the base year weighting were 
retained for longitudinal weighting. The required replicate weights for the longitudinal sample were 
constructed by applying the entire weighting process described above separately to each replicate, 
resulting in a set of 100 replicate-specific weights for each responding SFA. Together with the full-
sample longitudinal weight, the replicate weights can be used to calculate the sampling errors of 
survey-based estimates using the grouped jackknife variance estimator described earlier. The 
applicable JKN and FPC factors for the longitudinal sample are summarized in Table C-12. 
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Table C-12.  JKN and FPC Factors To Be Used for Variance Estimation of the Longitudinal 
Sample 

 

Variance stratum 

No. of variance units 
used to form replicates 

in variance stratum JKN factor FPC factor* 
Replicates to which 
factors are applied 

1 25 0.9600 0.9614 1 to 25 
2 21 0.9524 0.9273 26 to 46 
3 17 0.9412 0.8943 47 to 63 
4 13 0.9231 0.8440 64 to 76 
5 12 0.9167 0.7527 77 to 88 
6 12 0.9167 0.5028 89 to 100 

* FPC is computed as 1 minus the average of the reciprocals of the final (nonresponse-adjusted) weight of the SFAs in the variance stratum. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 
Variables Used as Potential Predictors of Response Propensity 
 
 

SFA Sampling Frame Variables 
 
REGION (SFA regional office): 
 
1. Northeast;  
2. Mid Atlantic; 
3. Southeast;  
4. Midwest; 
5. South West; 
6. Mountain Plains; 
7. Western; 
 
SFAPOV (SFA free/reduced lunch percentage categories/poverty status): 
 
1. Low ( < 30% free/reduced lunch);  
2. Medium (Between 30 and 59.9% free/reduced lunch);  
3. High ( ≥ 60% free/reduced lunch); 
 
SFASIZE (SFA enrollment size): 
 
1. < 1,000;  
2. 1,000 - 2,499; 
3. 2,500 - 4,999;  
4. 5,000 - 9,999; 
5. 10,000 - 24,999; 
6. 25,000 - 99,999; 
7. 100,000+; 
 
AP_FR_EL (Number of applications free eligible): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
AP_FR_IN (Number of applications free eligible income): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued) 
 
Variables Used as Potential Predictors of Response Propensity 
 
 
AP_TR (Number of applications total reduced-price eligible): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
PROVSCH (Dichotomous variable number of provision schools in SFA): 
 
0. 0 provision schools in SFA;  
1. 1+ provision schools in SFA; 
 
SCH_SFA (Number of schools in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
ST_FE_CA (Number of students free eligible categorically): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
ST_FE_NV (Number of students free eligible not verified): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
ST_FIE (Number of students free income eligible): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 
ST_TR_PE (Number of students total reduced-price eligible): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued) 
 
Variables Used as Potential Predictors of Response Propensity 
 
 
ST_T_FE (Number of students total free eligible): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
 

CCD Variables2 
 
MINSTAT (Percent minority status) 
 
1. < 5% minority;  
2. 5 to 19.9% minority;  
3. 20 to 49.9% minority; 
4. 50%+ minority; 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
LOCALE (Type of locale): 
 
1. City;  
2. Suburban;  
3. Town; 
4. Rural; 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
SFA_LEV (Instructional level): 
 
1. Elementary schools only;  
2. Secondary schools only;  
3. Both elementary and secondary schools; 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
  

                                                           
2 Sable, J., and Plotts, C (2010). Documentation to the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education Agency 
Universe Survey: School Year 2008-09 (NCES 2010-351). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: 
National Center for Education Statistics. http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2010351. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued) 
 
Variables Used as Potential Predictors of Response Propensity 
 
TYPE08 (Education agency type code): 
 
1. Regular local school district;  
2. Local school district that is a component of a supervisory union; 
3. Supervisory union;  
4. Regional education service agency; 
5. State-operated agency; 
7. Charter agency; 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
PCT_AI (Percent American Indian in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
PCT_AS (Percent Asian in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
PCT_BK (Percent Black/African American in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
PCT_HS (Percent Hispanic in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued) 
 
Variables Used as Potential Predictors of Response Propensity 
 
PCT_PI (Percent Pacific Islander in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD; 
 
PCT_WH (Percent White in SFA): 
 
1. Low ( < 25th percentile);  
2. Medium (Between 25th and 75th percentile);  
3. High ( > 75th percentile); 
9. Not matched or missing in CCD 
 
 

Base Year Survey Variables3 
 
EducYrs3 (Education of SFA Director): 
 
1. High school diploma or less; 
2. Some college/associate);  
3. Bachelor's or higher; 
9. missing; 
 
RevCost3 (Ratio of SFA revenues/expenditures for SY 2010–11) 
 
1. <96%; 
2. 96 to 105%; 
3. > 105%; 
9. missing; 
 
SFAYRS4 (Years as SFA Director): 
 
1. Less than 5; 
2. 5 to 10; 
3. 11 to 20; 
4. More than 20; 
9. missing; 

                                                           
3 Applies to longitudinal weights only. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued) 
 
TotalYRS4 (Total Years of Food Service Experience): 
 
1. Less than 5; 
2. 5 to 10; 
3. 11 to 20; 
4. More than 20; 
9. missing; 
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Nonresponse Bias Analysis 
 
 As specified in the Standards and Guidelines for Statistical Surveys published by the Office of 
Management and Budget (September 2006; http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/ 
inforeg/statpolicy/standards_stat_surveys.pdf ), a nonresponse bias analysis is required if the overall 
unit response rate for a survey is less than 80 percent (Guideline 3.2.9). For the second SFA Survey 
conducted under SN-OPS, an eligible SFA is considered to be nonresponding if did not complete 
the survey questionnaire for any reason (e.g., see Appendix C). The overall unweighted and weighted 
response rates for the SFA survey were 79 and 78 percent, respectively, where the weight used in the 
response rate calculations is the (poststratified) base weight described in Appendix C. 
 
 In this appendix, we present the findings of an analysis of nonresponse in the second SFA 
survey. The main goals of the analysis are to: (1) document the variation in response rates for 
selected subsets of the sample; (2) evaluate the extent to which the final (nonresponse-adjusted) 
sampling weights developed for analysis may be effective in countering the effects of the differential 
response rates on weighted distributions of the sample; and (3) assess the impact the differential 
response rates may have on estimates derived from the survey. As discussed below, a key 
component of the analysis is the specification of weighting classes within which adjustments for 
nonresponse are applied. To the extent that the adjustment classes formed for weighting purposes 
are correlated with both response propensity and survey responses, we can expect reductions in the 
nonresponse bias of survey estimates that are derived using the nonresponse-adjusted weights 
(Kalton, 1963)4. 
 
 This appendix is divided into eight sections. We first provide an overview of the sample 
design and a brief discussion of the development of the base weights. This is followed by a summary 
of the survey response rates by selected SFA characteristics. Next, we compare the distributions of 
the respondents by selected SFA characteristics with the corresponding distributions of the 
nonresponding SFAs. We then describe the procedures used to adjust the sampling weights to 
compensate for nonresponse, and we assess the effectiveness of the weight adjustments in reducing 
potential nonresponse biases. The last section of the appendix presents a summary and conclusions. 
 
Sample Design and Construction of Poststratified Base Weights 
 
 A total of 1,775 SFAs was initially selected for the second SFA survey from a sampling 
frame constructed from the 2011–12 FNS-742 universe file provided by FNS. As specified by FNS, 
all of the (still-existing) SFAs that were sampled in the base year were retained for the Year 2 sample, 
including SFAs that did not complete the survey in the base year. To offset anticipated sample losses 
due to attrition and nonresponse, the base year carry-over sample was supplemented with a small 
sample of SFAs selected from an updated sampling frame constructed from the 2011–12 FNS-742 
universe file. The newly selected SFAs were selected at rates that depended on the current (2011–12) 
enrollment size class of the SFA, so that when combined with the carry-over samples, the weights 
for both the carry-over and supplemental selections were approximately uniform within current size 
category. During the base year data collection, it was discovered that two of the originally sampled 

                                                           
4 Kalton, G. (1963). Compensating for Missing Survey Data.. Ann Arbor, Michigan: The University of Michigan, Institute for Social Research, Survey 

Research Center. 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/%20inforeg/statpolicy/standards_stat_surveys.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/%20inforeg/statpolicy/standards_stat_surveys.pdf
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SFAs represented multiple school districts that operated as independent SFAs. Also, two SFAs that 
had been combined into a single entity for sampling purposes in the base year were actually two 
independently run SFAs. The independent SFAs associated with these original selections were added 
to the SFA sample, bringing the total SFA sample size to 1,882. 
 
 For subsequent weighting purposes, a poststratified version of the base weight was 
calculated for each sampled SFA. First, the base weight, whi, for SFA i in sampling stratum h was 
computed as whi = 1/Phi, where Phi is the corresponding probability of selecting the SFA for the 
study. Under the SFA sample design, Phi varied from 0.06 to 1.0 depending on enrollment size class 
and prior selection status. Although the base weights are theoretically unbiased in the absence of 
nonresponse, the base-weighted counts of the sample by size category and region differed somewhat 
from the corresponding counts of SFAs in the sampling frame (population). These differences result 
from sampling variation and are not an indication of sampling biases. However, to better align the 
weighted sample counts to the corresponding population counts, the base weights of the initially 
selected sample were ratio-adjusted to known population counts using an algorithm known as 
raking.5 The resulting weights are referred to as the “poststratified base weights.” 
 
 When survey nonresponse is relatively high (e.g., 20% or higher), use of the poststratified 
base weights to derive estimates from the survey can potentially result in serious biases. To minimize 
the possibility of nonresponse bias, adjustments were made to the poststratified base weights to 
compensate for differential nonresponse losses (see the section Derivation of Nonresponse-
Adjusted Weights, below, and Appendix C for additional details about the weighting adjustments). 
 
Response Rates by Selected SFA Characteristics  
 
 To examine the extent to which missing data resulting from nonresponse are “missing at 
random,” we calculated unweighted and weighted response rates for subsets of sample based on 
selected characteristics of SFAs. The characteristics included SFA enrollment size class, poverty 
status based on percentage of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch, FNS region, type of 
LEA, SFA level, minority status of SFA, and categories based the number of students free-lunch 
eligible but not verified (i.e., low, medium, high). The results are summarized in Table D-1. As 
indicated in Table D-1, 6 of the 1,882 sample SFAs were determined to be ineligible for the survey 
(e.g., closed, inactive, or not an SFA) and were excluded from the calculation of the response rates 
summarized below. The last column of the table shows the p-value of a test of association between 
response status and each of the selected SFA characteristics. A p-value of 0.05 or less indicates that 
there is a statistically significant association between the (weighted) response rate and the specified 
characteristic. 
 
 As can be seen in Table D-1, FNS region and type of LEA are strongly correlated with 
response status (p-value = 0.006 or less). By FNS region, (weighted) response rates are highest in the 
Southwest and Mountain Plains regions (85-90 percent) and lowest in the Mid-Atlantic region (64 
percent). By type of LEA, the weighted response rates tend to be higher among the “regular” school 
districts (80 percent) than in other types of LEAs (66 percent). Poverty status (based on percentage 
of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch) and minority status are also correlated with 
response status but to a lesser degree (p-value = 0.04 and 0.03, respectively). By minority status, 
                                                           
5 For a description of the raking algorithm, see Kalton (1963), page 55. 
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SFAs with 5 to 49.9 percent minority populations had higher response rates (over 80 percent) than 
those in other categories (70 - 79 percent). By poverty status, SFAs in which 30 percent or more of 
students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch had a higher response rate (79 percent) than 
SFAs in which fewer than 30 percent of students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (72 
percent). For the remaining SFA characteristics shown in Table D-1, the unweighted and weighted 
response rates did not vary significantly by the individual categories. 
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Table D-1. Sample Sizes by Response Status, Response Rates, and Test of Association 
Between Response Status and Selected Characteristics of Sampled SFAs 

 

SFA characteristic 

Sample sizes by response status Unweighted 
response 

rate 

Weighted 
response 

rate1 

Test of 
association 
(p-value)2 Total Response Nonresponse Ineligible 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
All SFAs 1,882 1,491 385 6 79.48 77.78   
SFA enrollment size class            0.332 

Under 1,000 488 372 111 5 77.02 76.99   
1,000-2,499 387 296 90 1 76.68 76.56   
2,500-4,9999 328 259 69 0 78.96 78.45   
5,000-9,999 249 202 47 0 81.12 81.47   
10,000-24,999 220 184 36 0 83.64 83.22   
25,000 or more 210 178 32 0 84.76 83.93   

Percent of students eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch            0.041 

Less than 30% 424 317 106 1 74.94 72.07   
30%-59% 838 673 164 1 80.41 79.41   
60 % or more 620 501 115 4 81.33 79.06   

FNS region            0.000# 
Northeast (1) 215 152 62 1 71.03 73.27   
Mid-Atlantic (2) 203 136 66 1 67.33 63.95   
Southeast (3) 249 208 40 1 83.87 78.52   
Midwest (4) 413 314 97 2 76.40 73.49   
Southwest (5) 272 243 29 0 89.34 87.31   
Mountain Plains (6) 220 193 26 1 88.13 86.67   
Western (7) 310 245 65 0 79.03 78.47   

Type of LEA            0.001 
Regular district 1,504 1,217 285 2 81.03 80.05   
All other codes 109 70 38 1 64.81 65.88   
Not available in CCD 269 204 62 3 76.69 74.81   

SFA level            0.077 
Elementary only 175 140 33 2 80.92 78.62   
Secondary only 47 36 11 0 76.60 67.39   
Combined 1,460 1,170 289 1 80.19 79.49   
Not available in CCD 200 145 52 3 73.60 70.83   

Minority status of SFA            0.029 
Less than 5% minority 273 209 63 1 76.84 78.57   
5%-19.9% minority 457 376 81 0 82.28 81.24   
20%-49.9% minority 437 352 84 1 80.73 80.13   
50%+ minority 502 401 100 1 80.04 76.37   
Not available in CCD 213 153 57 3 72.86 69.94   

Number students - free eligible - 
not verified       0.269 

1st quartile 266 203 61 2 76.89 77.01  
2nd or 3rd quartiles 694 529 162 3 76.56 76.36   
4th quartile 922 759 162 1 82.41 81.39   

CCD = Common Core of Data LEA universe file 
# Rounds to zero. 
1 Weighted response rates are calculated using poststratified base weights. 
2 Test of association between response status and SFA characteristic. 
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. SFA characteristics are based on data available on the frame at the time of sampling 
and may differ from classification variables used in other reports. 
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Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents by Selected 
Characteristic 
 
 We also compared the weighted distributions of the respondents and nonrespondents (using 
the poststratified base weights described previously) for the same categories of SFA characteristics 
shown in Table D-1. The weighted distributions of responding SFAs (respondent sample) were 
compared with the corresponding weighted distributions of the total sample to obtain a measure of 
the potential impact of nonresponse on the survey-based estimates. These comparisons, which are 
presented in Table D-2, provide an alternative but equivalent way of examining the variation in 
response rates across selected subgroups of the sample. The p-value shown in column 6 of the table 
corresponds to an overall test of the hypothesis that the base-weighted6 distribution of the 
respondent sample is the same as the base-weighted distribution of the total sample for the given 
characteristic. A p-value of 0.05 or less indicates that the two distributions are significantly different, 
which implies that the distribution of respondents is significantly different from that of the 
nonrespondents. Column 5 of Table D-2 provides an estimate of the relative bias of the percentage 
of a particular level of a characteristic if no adjustment is made to the base weights to compensate 
for nonresponse. The tests associated with the p-values shown in the last column of Table D-2 are 
discussed in the next section. 
 
 Overall, there are significant differences between the distributions of the respondents and 
nonrespondents by FNS region, type of LEA, minority status, and percent of students eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch. These results are consistent with the results presented earlier in Table 
D-1, but viewed in a different way. For example, by FNS region, the respondent sample has a 
greater percentage of SFAs in the Southwest and Mountain Plains regions (17 percent) than the total 
sample (15-16 percent) and a smaller percentage of SFAs in the Mid-Atlantic region (8 percent) than 
the total sample (10 percent). This disparity is also reflected in the relatively large spread of the 
relative biases shown in column 5 of the table. Similarly, by type of LEA, the percentage of regular 
districts in the respondent sample (75 percent) is higher than the percentage in the total sample 
(73%), while the percentage of nonregular (all other codes) districts in the respondent sample (8%) is 
lower than the percentage in the total sample (9.6%). By minority status, the percentage of 
responding SFAs for which minority data was not available for sampling purposes (13.8%) is 
somewhat lower than the corresponding percentage in the total sample (15.4%). By poverty status 
(based on percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch), the differences between the 
percentage distribution of the responding SFAs are generally small but statistically significant (p-
value = 0.027). It is noteworthy that both the magnitude and variation of the relative biases shown 
in column 5 tend to be large for those characteristics that are significantly correlated with response 
status. 
 

                                                           
6 For the sake of brevity, the term “base-weighted” is taken to mean “weighted using the poststratified base weights” unless explicitly stated otherwise. 
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Table D-2. Comparison of Weighted Distributions of Sampled SFAs, by Response Status and Selected Characteristics 
 

SFA characteristic 

Base-weighted data Nonresponse-adjusted data 
Percent distribution of sample Relative bias 

(percent)1 
Test of association  

(p-value)2 
Respondents 

(percent) 
Relative bias 

(percent)3 
Test of association  

(p-value)4 Total Respondents Non-Respondents 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

All SFAs 100 100 100 
  

100 
  SFA enrollment size class 

    
0.346 

  
0.228 

Under 1,000 52.01 51.48 53.85 -1.0  51.29 -1.4  1,000-2,499 22.20 21.86 23.42 -1.5   21.81 -1.8   
2,500-4,9999 12.91 13.02 12.52 0.9   13.17 2.0   
5,000-9,999 6.93 7.26 5.78 4.8   7.39 6.6   
10,000-24,999 4.01 4.29 3.02 7.0   4.28 6.7   
25,000 or more 1.94 2.10 1.40 8.2   2.06 6.2   

Percent of students eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch          0.038      0.435 

Less than 30% 20.59 19.08 25.88 -7.3  19.78 -3.9  30%-59% 45.66 46.62 42.31 2.1   46.00 0.7   
60% or more 33.75 34.31 31.81 1.7   34.22 1.4   

FNS region          0.000#      0.326 
Northeast (1) 11.75 11.07 14.13 -5.8  11.75 0.0  Mid-Atlantic (2) 9.94 8.17 16.12 -17.8   9.94 0.0   
Southeast (3) 8.26 8.34 7.99 1.0   8.56 3.6   
Midwest (4) 25.12 23.74 29.97 -5.5   24.14 -3.9   
Southwest (5) 14.97 16.80 8.55 12.2   14.89 -0.5   
Mountain Plains (6) 15.69 17.48 9.41 11.4   15.77 0.5   
Western (7) 14.27 14.40 13.83 0.9   14.96 4.8   

Type of LEA          0.001      0.122 
Regular district 73.01 75.14 65.55 2.9  73.65 0.9  All other codes 9.58 8.12 14.71 -15.2   8.62 -10.0   
Not available 17.41 16.75 19.73 -3.8   17.73 1.8   

# Rounds to zero. 
1 Relative bias defined to be 100*(B-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and B = poststratified base-weighted estimate for respondent sample.  
2 Test comparing distribution of total sample versus respondent sample using poststratified base weights. 
3 Relative bias defined to be 100*(C-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and C = nonresponse-adjusted estimate for respondent sample.  
4 Test comparing distribution of respondent sample using nonresponse-adjusted weights with distribution of total sample using poststratified base weights. 
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. SFA characteristics are based on data available in either the sampling frame or Common Core of Data (CCD) files at the time of sampling and 
may differ from classification variables used elsewhere in this report. 
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Table D-2. Comparison of Weighted Distributions of Sampled SFAs, by Response Status and Selected Characteristics 
(continued) 

 

SFA characteristic 

Base-weighted data Nonresponse-adjusted data 
Percent distribution of sample Relative bias 

(percent)1 
Test of association  

(p-value)2 
Respondents 

(percent) 
Relative bias 

(percent)3 
Test of association  

(p-value)4 Total Respondents Non-Respondents 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

SFA level          0.078      0.058 
Elementary only 13.91 14.06 13.39 1.1  14.47 4.0  Secondary only 3.06 2.66 4.50 -13.1   2.82 -7.8   
Combined 68.92 70.44 63.61 2.2   69.19 0.4   
Not available 14.10 12.84 18.51 -8.9   13.52 -4.1   

Minority status of SFA          0.027      0.287 
Less than 5% minority 20.42 20.63 19.69 1.0  20.05 -1.8  5%-19.9% minority 26.27 27.44 22.18 4.5   27.52 4.8   
20%-49.9% minority 17.80 18.34 15.92 3.0   17.87 0.4   
50%+ minority 20.15 19.79 21.43 -1.8   19.94 -1.0   
Not available in CCD 15.36 13.81 20.77 -10.1   14.62 -4.8   

Number students - free eligible 
- not verified     0.276   0.208 

1st quartile 24.53 24.28 25.38 -1.0  23.53 -4.1  
2nd and 3rd quartiles 50.44 49.52 53.66 -1.8   50.77 0.7   
4th quartile 25.03 26.19 20.96 4.6   25.70 2.7   

# Rounds to zero. 
1 Relative bias defined to be 100*(B-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and B = poststratified base-weighted estimate for respondent sample.  
2 Test comparing distribution of total sample versus respondent sample using poststratified  base weights. 
3 Relative bias defined to be 100*(C-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and C = nonresponse-adjusted estimate for respondent sample.  
4 Test comparing distribution of respondent sample using nonresponse-adjusted weights with distribution of total sample using poststratified base weights. 
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. SFA characteristics are based on data available in either the sampling frame or Common Core of Data (CCD) files at the time of sampling and 
may differ from classification variables used elsewhere in this report. 
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Derivation of Nonresponse-Adjusted Weights 
 
 As noted in the previous section, the base-weighted distribution of the responding SFAs 
differed significantly from the base-weighted distribution of total sample for a number of 
characteristics. In general, weighting adjustments are used to compensate for any distributional 
differences resulting from differential response rates. To be effective in reducing potential 
nonresponse biases, the nonresponse adjustment should be made within subsets of SFAs (or 
“weighting classes”) that have similar propensities for responding to the survey. We used a CHAID 
analysis to identify subsets of SFAs in which the predicted probabilities of response were similar. In 
addition to the variables used in sample stratification in the base year (i.e., SFA size, SFA poverty 
status, and FNS region), we also specified SFA characteristics available in the FNS-742 sampling 
frame and selected district-level variables from the CCD LEA universe file as potential predictor 
variables in the CHAID analysis. The output from the CHAID analysis was a tree diagram that 
defined the final cells used in the nonresponse adjustment. 
 
 Nine nonresponse adjustment cells were determined by the CHAID analysis. The variables 
used to create the weight adjustment cells included all (or variants) of the variables listed in 
Attachment 1 of Appendix C. Across the nine adjustment cells, the weighted response rates ranged 
from around 51 percent to over 95 percent. The nonresponse-adjusted weight, 𝑤𝑤𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘

𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁, for the ith 
responding SFA in weighting class k was computed as: 
 

𝑤𝑤𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 = (1/𝑅𝑅𝑘𝑘) 𝑤𝑤𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃, 
 
where 𝑤𝑤𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 is the (poststratified) base weight for the ith responding SFA in weighting class k, and 
𝑅𝑅𝑘𝑘 is the weighted response rate for SFAs in weighting class k. The 𝑤𝑤𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘

𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁’s defined above are the 
final weights used to derive the survey-based cross-sectional estimates presented in this report. For 
more information about the procedures used to construct the final weights, see Appendix C. 
 
Comparisons Before and After Nonresponse Adjustment for Selected 
Distributions 
 
 The last three columns of Table D-2 summarize results related to weighted distributions of 
the respondent sample using the nonresponse-adjusted weights described above. Column 7 shows 
the (nonresponse-adjusted) weighted distributions. Column 8 shows the corresponding relative bias. 
Column 9 shows the p-value for a test comparing the nonresponse-adjusted weighted distribution in 
column 7 with the corresponding unadjusted weighted distribution of the total sample in column 2. 
Although significant differences were observed for some characteristics prior to nonresponse 
adjustment (see column 6), after nonresponse adjustment, the differences for all of these 
characteristics have essentially disappeared, as can be seen by the small relative biases in column 8 
and the nonsignificant p-values in column 9. 
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Comparisons Before and After Nonresponse Adjustments for 
Estimates of Sampling Frame Statistics 
 
 Another way of gauging the effectiveness of the weighting procedures is to compare 
weighted estimates of characteristics available from the sampling frame for both responding and 
nonresponding SFAs before and after the nonresponse adjustments. Table D-3 summarizes such a 
comparison. The variables presented in these tables are a subset of the items available (or derived) 
from the FNS-742 sampling frame. The p-value given in column 6 of the table corresponds to a test 
comparing the (poststratified) base-weighted estimate for respondents with the corresponding base-
weighted estimate for the total sample (which is an unbiased estimate of the true population value). 
The p-value shown in column 9 of the tables corresponds to a test comparing the nonresponse-
adjusted estimate for respondents with the corresponding base-weighted estimate for the total 
sample. In Table D-3, the five items listed under “numeric variables” are the estimated mean values 
of selected SFA-level counts recorded in the FNS-742 sampling frame. The two items under 
“attribute variables” are estimated percentages derived from data recorded in the FNS-742 sampling 
frame.  
 
 For four of the five numeric variables presented in Table D-3, the base-weighted mean of 
the respondents is significantly different from the base-weighted mean of the total sample (p-value = 
0.001 or less in column 6 of the table). The corresponding relative biases are positive (indicating that 
responding SFAs tend to report higher FNS-742 counts than nonresponding SFAs) and range from 
2.8 percent to 7.2 percent. After nonresponse adjustment, it can be seen in column 8 of the table 
that the relative bias remains about the same for SFA enrollment, but are somewhat smaller for the 
other numeric variables. Although three of the differences remain significant after the nonresponse 
adjustment (p-value = 0.003 or less in column 9), the general pattern suggests a modest reduction in 
bias for survey estimates that are correlated with the numeric variables listed in Table D-3. A similar 
comparison was made for the two attribute variables shown in Table D-3. In both cases, the relative 
bias has been reduced after nonresponse adjustment. 
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Table D-3. Comparison of Weighted Estimates of FNS-742 Frame Statistics for Sampled 
SFAs, by Response Status and Selected SFA Characteristics 

 

FNS-742 data item Total Respondents 
Non- 

respondents 
Relative 

bias1 T-test2 

Estimates of FNS-
742 data items for 

respondents 
Relative 

bias3 T-test4 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Numeric variables (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Percent) (p-value) (Mean) (Percent) p-value 
SFA enrollment 3293.40 3480.23 2639.43 5.67 0.000 3495.52 6.14 0.001 
Students eligible for 
free or reduced-price 
lunch 

1651.09 1754.79 1288.09 6.28 0.000 1737.20 5.22 0.003 

Students free eligible 
not verified 769.36 825.69 572.21 7.32 0.000 822.85 6.95 0.000 

Number of applications 
free eligible 72.06 74.05 65.13 2.76 0.146 72.53 0.65 0.731 

Number of applications 
free eligible income 447.08 472.22 359.09 5.62 0.001 462.10 3.36 0.056 

Attribute variables (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (p-value) (Percent) (Percent) p-value 
SFAs with provision 
schools 4.70 5.40 2.27 14.89 0.003 5.21 10.85 0.025 

SFAs with applications 
exceeding 75th 
percentile 

24.57 24.54 24.65 -0.12 0.965 24.55 -0.08 0.973 

1 Relative bias defined to be 100*(B-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and B = poststratified base-
weighted estimate for respondent sample.  

2 Test comparing poststratified base-weighted estimate of total sample with poststratified base-weighted estimate of respondent sample. 
3 Relative bias defined to be 100*(C-A)/A, where A = poststratified base-weighted estimate for total sample and C = nonresponse-adjusted 

estimate for respondent sample.  
4 Test comparing nonresponse-adjusted estimate of respondent sample with poststratified base-weighted estimate of total sample. 
 
Comparisons Before and After Nonresponse Adjustments for Selected 
Survey Results  
 
 The final set of comparisons conducted in the nonresponse bias analysis involved a 
comparison of weighted estimates of selected survey characteristics using the poststratified base 
weights and, alternatively, the nonresponse-adjusted weights. The results are summarized in Table 
D-4. The p-value given in this table corresponds to a test of the hypothesis that there is no 
difference between the two weighted estimates. The difference between the base-weighted and 
nonresponse-adjusted estimates was statistically significant (p-value < 0.05) for 17 out of the 24 meal 
price variables considered in the analysis. This suggests that the use of the nonresponse-adjusted 
weights will have a non-negligible and presumably bias-reducing effect on meal price estimates 
derived from the survey. 
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Table D-4. Comparison of Weighted Estimates of Mean Meal Prices Before and After 
Nonresponse Adjustment 

 

Mean meal price Base-weighted 
estimates 

Nonresponse-
adjusted estimates 

Relative bias 
(percent)1 T-test2 

1 2 3 4 5 
Full-price breakfast price, elementary  1.23 1.24 -0.8 0.0757 
Full-price breakfast price, middle  1.31 1.32 -0.8 0.0289 
Full-price breakfast price, high  1.32 1.32 0.0 0.0112 
Full-price breakfast price, other  1.27 1.26 0.8 0.2919 
Reduced-price breakfast price, elementary  0.30 0.29 3.4 0.0049 
Reduced-price breakfast price, middle  0.30 0.30 0.0 0.0028 
Reduced-price breakfast price, high  0.30 0.30 0.0 0.0047 
Reduced-price breakfast price, other  0.29 0.29 0.0 0.3255 
Adult breakfast price, elementary  1.75 1.76 -0.6 0.0010 
Adult breakfast price, middle  1.79 1.80 -0.6 0.0052 
Adult breakfast price, high  1.79 1.80 -0.6 0.0101 
Adult breakfast price, other  1.79 1.78 0.6 0.5287 
Full-price lunch price, elementary  2.10 2.10 0.0 0.0156 
Full-price lunch price, middle  2.29 2.30 -0.4 0.0117 
Full-price lunch price, high  2.31 2.32 -0.4 0.0089 
Full-price lunch price, other  2.20 2.20 0.0 0.8995 
Reduced-price lunch price, elementary  0.39 0.39 0.0 0.0219 
Reduced-price lunch price, middle  0.39 0.39 0.0 0.0243 
Reduced-price lunch price, high  0.39 0.39 0.0 0.0425 
Reduced-price lunch price, other  0.39 0.39 0.0 0.4124 
Adult lunch price, elementary  3.09 3.11 -0.6 0.0001 
Adult lunch price, middle  3.14 3.16 -0.6 0.0001 
Adult lunch price, high  3.13 3.15 -0.6 0.0006 
Adult lunch price, other  3.13 3.14 -0.3 0.3844 
1 Relative bias defined to be 100*(B-A)/A, where A = nonresponse-adjusted  estimate for respondents and B = unadjusted (poststratified base-
weighted) estimate for respondents. 
2 Test of difference between poststratified base-weighted and nonresponse-adjusted estimates 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 
 The overall response rate for the second year of the SN-OPS survey of SFAs was 79 percent 
unweighted and 78 percent weighted, respectively. Response rates varied significantly by FNS 
region, type of LEA, poverty level (as defined by the percentage of students eligible for 
free/reduced-price lunch), and minority status of SFA. To compensate for the differential survey 
response rates, weight adjustments were developed and applied to the base weights using a CHAID 
analysis to identify appropriate weight adjustment classes. In general, such weight adjustments will 
reduce nonresponse bias if the variables used in forming the weight adjustment classes are correlated 
with response propensity (the probability that a sampled SFA will respond to the survey) and with 
the characteristics obtained from the survey.  
 
 There are reasons to believe that the nonresponse-adjusted weights developed for the 
second year of the SN-OPS SFA surveys will be reasonably effective in reducing potential biases. 
First, the weight adjustments removed virtually all of the disparities between the weighted 
distributions of the respondents and the corresponding distributions of the total sample for the SFA 
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characteristics listed in Table D-2. Second, we compared unadjusted and adjusted estimates for a 
limited number of items available in the sampling frame and found that biases were modestly smaller 
after nonresponse adjustment despite the fact that some differences remained statistically significant 
(Table D-3). Finally, we compared estimates of selected price statistics collected in the survey, and 
found small but statistically significant differences in the majority of cases, suggesting a potential for 
bias reductions when the nonresponse-adjusted weights are used in analysis. Short of conducting a 
comprehensive followup study of the nonrespondents, there is no direct way of assessing the 
potential biases arising from survey nonresponse. The types of indirect analyses conducted in this 
evaluation do suggest, however, that nonresponse biases can be reduced to some extent through the 
use of the nonresponse-adjusted weights developed for analysis. 
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Table E-1. Percentage of Schools Participating in the NSLP and SBP by Grade Level, SY 
2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

Grade level 

Percentage of schools participating in the NSLP and SBP 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Percent of 
schools 

Number of 
schools (wgt) 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Percent of 
schools 

Number of 
schools (wgt) 

Number of SFAs 
(unwgt) 

NSLP 

Elementary 99.6% 51,417 1,2811 99.1% 53,889 1,3352 

Middle 99.5 17,145 1,0971 99.0 17,584 1,1452 

High 97.6 18,215 1,1821 97.2 18,838 1,2252 

Other 92.8 8,739 5471 93.0 9,406 5522 

All schools 98.6 95,517 1,3891 98.2 99,910 1,4902 

SBP 

Elementary 90.7% 51,417 1,2811 91.6% 53,889 1,3352 

Middle 90.7 17,145 1,0971 92.2 17,584 1,1452 

High 89.9 18,215 1,1821 91.1 18,838 1,2252 

Other 81.7 8,739 5471 81.9 9,406 5522 

All schools 89.8 95,517 1,3891 90.7 99,910 1,4902 

1 n is less than 1,401 because not all SFAs have each type of school, and 12 SFAs provided implausible school count data. 
2 n is less than 1,491 because not all SFAs have each type of school, and 1 SFA provided implausible school count data. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 2.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 1.1. 
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Table E-2. Among Schools that Participated in SBP, Percentage of Schools That Receive 
SBP Severe Need Reimbursement, SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

Grade level 

Percentage of SFAs with schools that received SBP severe need reimbursement 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Percent of 
schools 

Number of 
schools (wgt) 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Percent of 
schools 

Number of 
schools (wgt) 

Number of SFAs 
(unwgt) 

Elementary 76.4% 46,660 1,1931 78.8% 49.349 1,2472 

Middle 69.5 15,545 1,0151 72.4 16,208 1,0682 
High 65.6 16,381 1,0991 71.6 17,171 1,1512 
Other 73.5 7,144 4701 73.8 7,707 4782 
All schools 72.7 85,730 1,3041 76.8 90,620 1,4062 

1 n is less than 1,401 because not all SFAs have each type of school or participate in the SBP. 
2 n is less than 1,491 because not all SFAs have each type of school or participate in the SBP. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 2.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 1.3. 
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Table E-3. Percentage of Total Lunches Claimed that Are Free Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 
2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of lunches claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 2,940.4 55.6% 14,289 1,4352 3,121.6 57.7%a 14,845 1,4772 3,220.1 59.1%b 14,905 1,4802 3,274.2 61.6%c 14,859 1,4772 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 166.1 47.2 7,213 347 182.2 49.4 7,536 362 195.4 50.9 7,596 365 193.8 53.2 7,555 363 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 584.0 48.4 5,029 529 623.8 50.1 5,239 551 642.1 51.5 5,239 551 652.0  54.2c 5,239 551 
Large (5,000-24,999) 947.1 53.4 1,739 382 1,011.7 55.7 1,759 386 1,048.1 57.1 1,759 386 1,083.4  59.7* 1,754 385 
Very large (25,000+) 1,243.3 63.5 309 177 1,304.0 65.9 310 178 1,334.5 67.3 310 178 1,345.0  69.7* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 1,213.5 67.3 1,661 269 1,262.4 69.2 1,776 276 1,289.7 70.2 1,819 278 1,294.4 72.6 1,819 278 
Suburban 825.2 47.7 2,748 379 898.4 50.4 2,827 389 930.4 52.1 2,825 389 957.3  54.9* 2,825 389 
Town 356.0 54.9 2,758 268 375.0 56.3 2,852 278 392.0 57.8 2,852 278 396.2  60.3* 2,847 277 
Rural 545.8 49.2 7,122 519 585.9 51.4 7,390 534 607.9 53.1 7,409 535 626.2  55.5* 7,368 533 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 227.9 26.9 2,805 298 258.2 29.2 2,955 314 269.3 30.5 2,955 314 271.5  32.8 2,935 313 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 1,094.5 49.6 6,454 642 1,192.7  52.4a 6,809 666 1,241.2 54.2 6,809 666 1,272.4    56.7c* 6,784 664 
High (60% or more F/RP) 1,618.0 72.3 5,030 495 1,670.7 74.3 5,080 497 1,709.6 75.2 5,140 500 1,730.2   77.3* 5,140 500 

1 Represents the percentage of total lunches claimed that are free in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid lunches. 
2 States claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served free lunches in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total lunches claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and 0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-4. Percentage of Total Lunches Claimed that Are Reduced-Price Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–
11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of lunches claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

 
All SFAs 515.1 9.7% 14,289 1,4352 462.1 8.5%a 14,845 1,4772 476.3 8.7% 14,905 1,4802 452.1 8.5% 14,859 1,4772 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 39.4 11.2 7,213 347 37.8 10.3a 7,536 362 39.7 10.3 7,596 365 37.2 10.2 7,555 363 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 119.3 9.9 5,029 529 109.1 8.8a 5,239 551 111.0 8.9 5,239 551 109.2 9.1* 5,239 551 
Large (5,000-24,999) 174.3 9.8 1,739 382 155.0 8.5a 1,759 386 161.7 8.8 1,759 386 155.9 8.6* 1,754 385 
Very large (25,000+) 182.2 9.3 309 177 160.2 8.1a 310 178 163.9 8.3 310 178 149.8 7.8* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 164.4 9.1 1,661 269 145.7 8.0a 1,776 276 148.8 8.1 1,819 278 135.9 7.6 1,819 278 
Suburban 166.8 9.6 2,748 379 150.6 8.5a 2,827 389 155.9 8.7 2,825 389 151.8  8.7* 2,825 389 
Town 69.2 10.7 2,758 268 62.3 9.4a 2,852 278 64.6 9.5 2,852 278 60.2  9.2* 2,847 277 
Rural 114.8 10.3 7,122 519 103.6 9.1a 7,390 534 107.0 9.3 7,409 535 104.2  9.2* 7,368 533 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 64.5 7.6 2,805 298 62.0 7.0a 2,955 314 63.8 7.2 2,955 314 65.3 7.9 2,935 313 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 236.3 10.7 6,454 642 214.4 9.4a 6,809 666 219.8 9.6 6,809 666 212.7  9.5* 6,784 664 
High (60% or more F/RP) 214.4 9.6 5,030 495 185.7 8.3a 5,080 497 192.7 8.5 5,140 500 174.2  7.8 5,140 500 

1 Represents the percentage of total lunches claimed that are reduced-price in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid lunches. 
2 States claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served reduced-price lunches in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total lunches claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
  



 

E
-5 

Table E-5. Percentage of Total Lunches Claimed that Are Paid Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 
2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of lunches claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 1,837.7 34.7% 14,289 14352 1,825.4 33.7% 14,845 1,4772 1,750.2 32.1%b 14,905 1,4802 1,584.8 29.8%c 14,859 1,4772 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 146.7 41.6 7,213 347 148.6 40.3 7,536 362 148.9 38.8 7,596 365 133.6 36.7 7,555 363 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 503.6 41.7 5,029 529 512.2 41.1 5,239 551 493.7 39.6 5,239 551 440.7  36.7c 5,239 551 
Large (5,000-24,999) 653.7 36.8 1,739 382 651.1 35.8 1,759 386 624.4 34.0 1,759 386 575.0  31.7* 1,754 385 
Very large (25,000+) 533.8 27.2 309 177 513.6 26.0 310 178 483.2 24.4 310 178 435.4  22.6* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 425.6 23.6 1,661 269 415.0 22.8 1,776 276 398.0 21.7 1,819 278 351.8 19.7 1,819 278 
Suburban 739.5 42.7 2,748 379 731.9 41.1 2,827 389 701.0 39.2 2,825 389 635.8  36.4* 2,825 389 
Town 223.8 34.5 2,758 268 228.2 34.3 2,852 278 221.3 32.6 2,852 278 200.2  30.5* 2,847 277 
Rural 448.8 40.5 7,122 519 450.3 39.5 7,390 534 429.8 37.5 7,409 535 396.9  35.2* 7,368 533 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 555.1 65.5 2,805 298 564.2 63.8 2,955 314 548.7 62.2 2,955 314 491.8 59.4 2,935 313 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 877.0 39.7 6,454 642 870.2 38.2 6,809 666 829.3 36.2 6,809 666 759.5   33.8c* 6,784 664 
High (60% or more F/RP) 405.6 18.1 5,030 495 391.0 17.4 5,080 497 372.1 16.4 5,140 500 333.5  14.9* 5,140 500 

1 Represents the percentage of total lunches claimed that are paid in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid lunches. 
2 States claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served paid lunches in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total lunches claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
 
  



 

E
-6 

Table E-6. Percentage of Total Breakfasts Claimed that Are Free Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 
2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of breakfasts claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 1,427.9 73.5% 13,105 1,3672 1,534.5 75.6%a 13,398 1382 1,655.5 76.0% 13,536 1,3962 1,696.3 77.1%c 13,591 1,3992 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 94.5 66.8 6,305 305 99.8 68.5 6,494 314 109.3 69.2 6,585 318 106.6 70.9 6,630 320 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 303.7 72.6 4,767 504 322.0 74.0 4,850 512 344.4 74.6 4,898 517 343.9 75.5*  4,908 518 
Large (5,000-24,999) 448.9 72.9 1,723 380 486.6  75.5a 1,743 383 522.6 75.5 1,743 383 536.8 76.4*  1,743 383 
Very large (25,000+) 580.8 75.7 310 178 626.1 77.8 310 178 679.1 78.3 310 178 708.9 79.4* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 588.8 77.9 1,532 265 630.6 79.9 1,598 268 686.5 80.0 1,662 271 708.0 81.4 1,662 271 
Suburban 355.2 71.0 2,297 344 390.3 73.5 2,422 355 423.0 73.9 2,468 360 445.2  74.4* 2,460 359 
Town 188.4 72.7 2,684 267 196.5 73.8 2,726 269 205.9 74.3 2,704 268 207.1  75.2* 2,704 268 
Rural 295.5 69.2 6,593 491 317.1  71.6a 6,652 495 340.1 72.2 6,701 497 336.0  73.3* 6,764 501 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 85.3 58.9 2,070 247 96.0 61.6 2,179 258 104.4 62.6 2,226 263 107.6 64.0 2,261 265 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 512.0 68.2 6,158 633 562.8  71.7a 6,270 639 606.1 72.5 6,321 641 624.5  73.0* 6,341 642 
High (60% or more F/RP) 830.7 79.4 4,877 487 875.7 80.4 4,948 490 945.0 80.3 4,989 492 964.2  81.8* 4,989 492 

1 Represents the percentage of total breakfasts claimed that are free in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid breakfasts. 
2 State claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served free  breakfasts in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total breakfasts claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-7. Percentage of Total Breakfasts Claimed that Are Reduced-Price Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 
2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of breakfasts claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 188.0 9.7% 13,105 1,3672 166.0 8.2%a 13,398 1,3872 180.6 8.3% 13,536 1,3962 173.3 7.9%c 13,591 1,3992 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 15.1 10.7 6,305 305 14.4 9.9 6,494 314 15.5 9.8 6,585 318 13.9 9.2 6,630 320 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 39.2 9.4 4,767 504 36.9 8.5a 4,850 512 39.6 8.6 4,898 517 38.3 8.4 4,908 518 
Large (5,000-24,999) 61.1 9.9 1,723 380 54.3 8.4a 1,743 383 60.0 8.7 1,743 383 57.6  8.2* 1,743 383 
Very large (25,000+) 72.5 9.5 310 178 60.5 7.5a 310 178 65.6 7.6 310 178 63.5  7.1* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 68.0 9.0 1,532 265 58.4 7.4a 1,598 268 63.1 7.3 1,662 271 59.1 6.8 1,662 271 
Suburban 51.8 10.4 2,297 344 46.3 8.7a 2,422 355 51.4 9.0 2,468 360 52.2  8.7* 2,460 359 
Town 24.7 9.5 2,684 267 22.5 8.4a 2,726 269 24.0 8.7 2,704 268 22.7  8.2* 2,704 268 
Rural 43.5 10.2 6,593 491 38.8 8.8a 6,652 495 42.1 8.9 6,701 497 39.3  8.6* 6,764 501 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 15.2 10.5 2,070 247 15.1 9.7 2,179 258 16.2 9.7 2,226 263 16.2 9.6 2,261 265 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 86.2 11.5 6,158 633 70.7 9.0a 6,270 639 76.7 9.2 6,321 641 75.8  8.9* 6,341 642 
High (60% or more F/RP) 86.7 8.3 4,877 487 80.3 7.4a 4,948 490 87.7 7.5 4,989 492 81.4  6.9* 4,989 492 

1 Represents the percentage of total breakfasts claimed that are reduced-price in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid breakfasts. 
2 States claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served reduced-price breakfasts in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total breakfasts claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-8. Percentage of Total Breakfasts Claimed that Are Paid Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 
2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Number and percent of breakfasts claimed 
SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Number 
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

Number  
of meals 
(millions) Percent1 

Wgt  
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 326.5 16.8% 13,105 1,3672 329.5 16.2% 13,398 1,3872 343.1 15.7% 13,536 1,3962 331.6 15.1% 13,591 1,3992 

SFA size                 
Small (1-999) 31.7 22.5 6,305 305 31.5 21.7 6,494 314 33.3 21.1 6,585 318 29.9 19.9 6,630 320 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 75.3 18.0 4,767 504 76.1 17.5 4,850 512 77.7 16.8 4,898 517 73.2  16.1* 4,908 518 
Large (5,000-24,999) 105.6 17.1 1,723 380 103.6 16.1 1,743 383 109.9 15.9 1,743 383 108.0  15.4* 1,743 383 
Very large (25,000+) 113.8 14.8 310 178 118.2 14.7 310 178 122.2 14.1 310 178 120.5  13.5* 310 178 

Urbanicity                 
City 99.4 13.1 1,532 265 100.5 12.7 1,598 268 108.7 12.7 1,662 271 102.4 11.8 1,662 271 
Suburban 93.2 18.6 2,297 344 94.5 17.8 2,422 355 98.3 17.2 2,468 360 100.7 16.8* 2,460 359 
Town 46.1 17.8 2,684 267 47.3 17.8 2,726 269 47.3 17.1 2,704 268 45.6 16.6* 2,704 268 
Rural 87.7 20.6 6,593 491 87.2 19.7 6,652 495 88.8 18.9 6,701 497 82.8 18.1* 6,764 501 

Poverty level                 
Low (0-29% F/RP) 44.3 30.6 2,070 247 44.7 28.7 2,179 258 46.1 27.7 2,226 263 44.5 26.4 2,261 265 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 153.0 20.4 6,158 633 151.9 19.3 6,270 639 153.5 18.4 6,321 641 154.6  18.1* 6,341 642 
High (60% or more F/RP) 129.2 12.3 4,877 487 132.9 12.2 4,948 490 143.4 12.2 4,989 492 132.5  11.2* 4,989 492 

1 Represents the percentage of total breakfasts claimed that are paid in a given subgroup. Sums to 100 percent across free, reduced-price, and paid breakfasts. 
2 State claiming data were received for 1,481 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,481 because not all SFAs served paid breakfasts in a given school year. 
* Percentage of total breakfasts claimed is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the 

critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were 
considered significant. Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2009–10 at the .05 level. 
b Percentage is significantly different from SY 2010–11 at the .05 level. 
c Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Data Source: State data on NSLP and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-9. Student Participation Rates for Total Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, 
SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 26.2% 42.1 1,1973 25.5% 44.5 1,2404 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 29.5 2.7 260 29.8 2.7 284 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 25.6 10.0 463 25.2 9.7 465 
Large (5,000-24,999) 24.7 14.3 327 22.8* 15.3 331 
Very large (25,000+) 27.5 15.2 147 27.3 16.9 160 

Urbanicity       
City 29.9 14.8 224 29.9 15.0 239 
Suburban 19.4 14.2 320 19.1* 15.7 318 
Town 28.9 5.2 231 27.8 5.0 236 
Rural 29.9 8.0 422 27.9 8.8 447 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 10.8 8.7 269 10.5 8.4 236 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 24.6 20.6 579 22.4*,a 20.3 587 
High (60% or more F/RP) 39.2 12.9 349 37.3* 15.8 417 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-10. Student Participation Rates for Free Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, SY 2011–
12 and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 42.9% 19.4 1,1883 42.3% 20.5 1,2314 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 43.9 1.2 257 44.1 1.3 281 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 45.5 4.2 461 44.1 4.2 465 
Large (5,000-24,999) 43.2 6.2 325 38.6 6.9 328 
Very large (25,000+) 41.3 7.9 145 44.2 8.2 157 

Urbanicity       
City 42.3 8.2 222 44.2 8.3 237 
Suburban 38.8 5.2 317 36.5* 6.0 316 
Town 45.5 2.5 231 43.8 2.4 236 
Rural 48.9 3.5 418 46.5 3.8 442 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 33.6 1.7 266 31.9 1.7 233 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 39.2 9.4 576 38.3* 8.6 583 
High (60% or more F/RP) 49.0 8.3 346 47.4* 10.3 415 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-11. Student Participation Rates for Reduced-Price Breakfasts by SFA 
Characteristics, SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 29.5% 3.1 1,1643 27.7%a 3.2 1,1834 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 30.3 0.2 240 30.4 0.2 254 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 28.0 0.8 455 27.3 0.7 452 
Large (5,000-24,999) 28.4 1.0 324 26.5 1.1 325 
Very large (25,000+) 31.5 1.0 145 28.6 1.1 152 

Urbanicity       
City 32.9 1.0 215 31.8 0.9 218 
Suburban 24.6 1.0 312 23.1* 1.1 310 
Town 29.3 0.4 226 27.2* 0.4 231 
Rural 31.6 0.7 411 30.0 0.7 424 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 20.2 0.5 265 19.9 0.4 229 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 28.2 1.6 575 24.2*,a 1.7 575 
High (60% or more F/RP) 35.8 1.0 324 36.2* 1.1 379 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-12. Student Participation Rates for Paid Breakfasts by SFA Characteristics, SY 2011–
12 and SY 2012–13 

 

 
SFA Characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 8.9% 19.2 1,1143 8.2%a 20.5 1,1364 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 14.4 1.1 223 13.4 1.1 237 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 8.9 4.8 432 8.5* 4.6 427 
Large (5,000-24,999) 8.2 6.9 314 7.3* 7.3 316 
Very large (25,000+) 8.7 6.3 145 8.0* 7.5 156 

Urbanicity       
City 10.4 5.4 203 8.7 5.8 210 
Suburban 5.7 7.9 307 6.0* 8.4 305 
Town 11.2 2.2 212 10.6 2.1 216 
Rural 12.3 3.7 392 10.6* 4.2 405 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 4.0 6.5 265 3.9 6.2 230 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 9.5 9.3 546 8.3*,a 9.9 555 
High (60% or more F/RP) 16.6 3.4 303 14.2* 4.3 351 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-13. Student Participation Rates for Total Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2011–
12 and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 62.5% 45.2 1,2843 59.0%a 47.5 1,3244 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 64.9 3.1 303 64.9 3.0 322 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 63.3 11.1 492 60.3a 10.8 500 
Large (5,000-24,999) 62.5 15.2 337 57.5 a 16.5 342 
Very large (25,000+) 61.5 15.7 152 58.6 17.1 160 

Urbanicity       
City 64.0 15.3 234 60.5 a 15.8 251 
Suburban 56.2 15.9 355 51.9*,a 17.1 348 
Town 67.6 5.5 243 65.2* 5.3 248 
Rural 68.3 8.5 452 66.0* 9.3 477 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 48.0 10.7 319 42.9a 10.6 288 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 63.3 21.4 604 58.2*,a 21.1 615 
High (60% or more F/RP) 72.9 13.1 361 70.9* 15.8 421 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-14. Student Participation Rates for Free Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2011–12 
and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average 
daily 

participation 
rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 82.6% 20.0 1,2753 81.0% 21.0 1,3154 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 75.0 1.3 300 75.8 1.3 318 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 82.7 4.3 490 81.4 4.3 500 
Large (5,000-24,999) 85.1 6.4 335 77.7 7.1 340 
Very large (25,000+) 81.8 8.0 150 84.4 8.2 157 

Urbanicity       
City 80.8 8.3 232 81.9 8.4 249 
Suburban 82.7 5.5 351 76.3 6.2 346 
Town 84.2 2.6 243 82.8 2.5 248 
Rural 85.4 3.6 449 85.2 3.9 472 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 80.2 1.9 315 74.8a 2.0 285 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 81.2 9.6 601 77.7 8.8 610 
High (60% or more F/RP) 84.7 8.5 359 84.9* 10.3 420 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-15. Student Participation Rates for Reduced-Price Lunches by SFA Characteristics, 
SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 76.6% 3.2 1,2503 71.4%a 3.3 1,2694 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 74.2 0.3 284 74.6 0.3 292 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 75.1 0.8 483 75.7 0.8 489 
Large (5,000-24,999) 76.2 1.1 333 71.1 1.1 336 
Very large (25,000+) 79.0 1.0 150 68.0 1.1 152 

Urbanicity       
City 79.1 1.0 227 73.0 1.0 230 
Suburban 73.0 1.0 345 65.2 a 1.2 341 
Town 74.2 0.5 238 72.9 0.4 242 
Rural 80.0* 0.7 440 78.6 0.7 456 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 71.7 0.5 313 72.6 0.5 283 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 78.1 1.7 600 66.8a 1.7 602 
High (60% or more F/RP) 76.7 1.0 337 77.9 1.1 384 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-16. Student Participation Rates for Paid Lunches by SFA Characteristics, SY 2011–12 
and SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of students participating on an average day 
SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

Average daily 
participation 

rate1 

Number of 
potential 

participants 
(millions)2 

Number of 
SFAs (unwgt) 

All SFAs 40.9% 22.0 1,2463 36.5%a 23.2 1,2724 

SFA size       
Small (1-999) 52.2 1.5 282 50.2 1.4 288 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 46.4 6.0 477 41.8*,a 5.8 489 
Large (5,000-24,999) 41.7 7.8 336 37.5*,a 8.2 338 
Very large (25,000+) 32.7 6.7 151 29.2* 7.8 157 

Urbanicity       
City 35.6 5.9 226 29.2 6.4 234 
Suburban 37.9 9.4 348 34.5*,a 9.7 341 
Town 48.3 2.5 235 45.3* 2.4 241 
Rural 50.8 4.2 437 46.4*,a 4.7 456 

Poverty level       
Low (0-29% F/RP) 38.3 8.3 314 33.2a 8.1 284 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 43.2 10.1 596 39.4*,a 10.6 606 
High (60% or more F/RP) 40.5 3.6 336 35.9 4.5 382 

1 The average daily participation rate equals the average number of meals claimed per day (the number of meals claimed divided by the 
number of serving days) divided by the total number of students certified for meal benefits. 

2 Millions of students that have SBP or NSLP available to them. 

3 States claiming data were received for 1,375 SFAs that responded in Year 1. n is less than 1,375 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

4 States claiming data were received for 1,482 SFAs that responded in Year 2. n is less than 1,482 because not all SFAs have students certified in 
each benefit category and missing/conflicting data.  

* Average daily participation rate is significantly different from the reference category. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct 
significance tests for multiple comparisons by setting the critical alpha level to the desired alpha level (.05) divided by the number of pairwise 
comparisons. Adjusted critical values less than .0083 for poverty level and .0042 for SFA size and urbanicity were considered significant. 
Reference categories used in comparisons are small for SFA size, low poverty for poverty level, and city for urbanicity. 

a Percentage is significantly different from SY 2011–12 at the .05 level. 
Note: Significance tests for differences by SFA characteristics were conducted for the 2012–13 school year only. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, question 3.1; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.6; and state data on NSLP 
and SBP meals claimed. 
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Table E-17. Percentage of Schools that Participate in the Afterschool Snack Program and 
At-Risk Supper Program, SY 2012–13 

 

Grade level 

Percentage of SFAs with schools that received SBP severe need reimbursement 

Percentage of schools Number of schools (wgt) Number of SFAs (unwgt) 
Afterschool Snack Program 

Elementary 33.0% 53,846 1,3341 

Middle 22.3 17,536 1,1442 

High 11.1 18,820 1,2243 

Other 17.9 9,378 5514 

All schools 25.7 99,910 1,4905 

At-Risk Supper Program 

Elementary 6.5% 53,849 1,3341 

Middle 5.4 17,584 1,145 
High 2.9 18,838 1,225 
Other 3.4 9,396 5514 

All schools 5.4 99,910 1,4905 

1 n is less than the 1,335 SFAs that reported having elementary schools due to item nonresponse.  
2 n is less than the 1,145 SFAs that reported having middle schools due to item nonresponse.  
3 n is less than the 1,125 SFAs that reported having high schools due to item nonresponse.  
4 n is less than the 552 SFAs that reported having other schools due to item nonresponse.  
5 n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse.  
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 1.2. 
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Table E-18. Among States with Charter Schools, the Number of Charter Schools and the 
Percentage Participating in NSLP and SBP, SY 2012–13 

 

State1 
Total number of 
charter schools NSLP only SBP only Both NLSP and SBP 

Alaska 27 14.8% 0.0% 25.9% 
Arizona 534 NR NR NR 
Arkansas 32 3.1 0.0 78.1 
California 1,065 13.3 0.1 51.6 
Colorado 186 36.6 0.0 41.4 
Connecticut 17 11.8 0.0 82.4 
Delaware 22 22.7 0.0 54.6 
District of Columbia 57 0.0 0.0 91.2 
Florida 576 4.0 0.0 75.4 
Georgia 108 59.3 0.0 36.1 
Hawaii 32 15.6 0.0 59.4 
Idaho 44 31.8 0.0 52.3 
Illinois 58 1.7 0.0 58.6 
Indiana 72 4.2 0.0 81.9 
Kansas 15 0.0 0.0 46.7 
Louisiana 105 1.0 0.0 64.8 
Maine 22 0.0 0.0 50.0 
Maryland 52 0.0 0.0 98.1 
Massachusetts 77 9.1 0.0 81.8 
Michigan 2762 14.5 0.0 85.5 
Minnesota 148 NR NR NR 
Missouri 38 2.6 0.0 92.1 
Nevada 32 3.1 0.0 3.1 
New Hampshire 17 17.7 0.0 0.0 
New Jersey 86 5.8 0.0 81.4 
New Mexico 94 10.6 0.0 39.4 
New York 209 2.9 0.0 84.2 
North Carolina 107 26.2 0.0 14.0 
Ohio 374 2.4 0.0 73.5 
Oklahoma 24 0.0 0.0 79.2 
Oregon 123 12.2 0.0 45.5 
Pennsylvania 175 NR NR NR 
Rhode Island 16 0.0 0.0 81.3 
South Carolina 55 0.0 0.0 30.9 
Tennessee 472 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Texas 280 0.0 3.9 53.2 
Utah 88 37.5 0.0 31.8 
Virginia 4 0 0.0 0 
Wisconsin 238 NR NR NR 

Total 5,512 8.9 0.2 49.2 

1 n is less than 54 due to including only states with data available on number of charter schools and states with charter schools. 
2 The total number of charter schools reported in the State CN Directory Survey 2012 was set equal to the total number of charter schools as 

reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools when the number reported in the survey exceeded that reported by the national alliance. 
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C4CA and C4CB; and count of the number of charter schools for SY 2012–13 as 
reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools. 
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Table E-19. Among States with Charter Schools, the Number of Charter Schools and the Percentage Participating in NSLP and 
SBP, SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 

 

State1 

SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
Total number of 
charter schools 

NSLP SBP Total number of 
charter schools 

NSLP SBP 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alaska 27 NR NR 7 25.9% 27 11 40.7% 7 25.9% 
Arizona 531 389 73.3 310 58.4 534 NR NR NR NR 
Arkansas 31 13 41.9 10 32.3 32 26 81.3 25 78.1 
California 984 625 63.5 478 48.6 1,065 692 65.0 551 51.7 
Colorado 177 30 17.0 19 10.7 186 145 78.0 77 41.4 
Connecticut 17 15 88.2 0 0.0 17 16 94.1 14 82.4 
Delaware 22 16 72.7 14 63.6 22 17 77.3 12 54.5 
District of Columbia 53 50 94.3 50 94.3 57 52 91.2 52 91.2 
Florida 516 375 72.7 353 68.4 576 457 79.3 434 75.3 
Georgia 111 34 30.6 26 23.4 108 103 95.4 39 36.1 
Hawaii 31 24 77.4 19 61.3 32 24 75.0 19 59.4 
Idaho 43 24 55.8 8 18.6 44 37 84.1 23 52.3 
Illinois 52 18 34.6 17 32.7 58 35 60.3 34 58.6 
Indiana 65 55 84.6 52 80.0 72 62 86.1 59 81.9 
Iowa 6 3 50.0 3 50.0 15 7 46.7 7 46.7 
Kansas 17 8 47.1 8 47.1 105 69 65.7 68 64.8 
Louisiana 99 47 47.5 46 46.5 2 1 50.0 1 50.0 
Maryland 50 42 84.0 42 84.0 52 51 98.1 51 98.1 
Massachusetts 72 70 97.2 70 97.2 77 70 90.9 63 81.8 
Michigan 256 185 72.3 151 59.0 2762 276 100.0 236 85.5 
Minnesota 148 121 81.8 100 67.6 148 NR NR NR NR 
Missouri 41 39 95.1 39 95.1 38 36 94.7 35 92.1 
Nevada 32 7 21.9 0 0.0 32 2 6.3 1 3.1 
New Hampshire 11 3 27.3 1 9.1 17 3 17.6 0 0.0 
New Jersey 80 68 85.0 64 80.0 86 75 87.2 70 81.4 
New Mexico 84 57 67.9 43 51.2 94 47 50.0 37 39.4 
New York 184 109 59.2 106 57.6 209 182 87.1 176 84.2 
North Carolina 100 43 43.0 43 43.0 107 43 40.2 15 14.0 
Ohio 355 242 68.2 231 65.1 374 284 75.9 275 73.5 

1 n is less than 54 due to including only states with data available on number of charter schools and states with charter schools. 
2 The total number of charter schools reported in the State CN Directory Survey 2012 was set equal to the total number of charter schools as reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools when 

the number reported in the survey exceeded that reported by the national alliance. 
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, question C11B; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C4CB; and count of the number of charter schools for SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 as 
reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools.  
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Table E-19. Among States with Charter Schools, the Number of Charter Schools and the Percentage Participating in NSLP and 
SBP, SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State1 

SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
Total number of 
charter schools 

NSLP SBP Total number of 
charter schools 

NSLP SBP 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Oklahoma 21 18 85.7 18 85.7 24 19 79.2 19 79.2 
Oregon 115 66 57.4% 52 45.2% 123 71 57.7% 56 45.5% 
Pennsylvania 162 200 123.5 200 123.5 175 NR NR NR NR 
Rhode Island 16 14 87.5 14 87.5 16 13 81.3 13 81.3 
South Carolina 47 12 25.5 12 25.5 55 17 30.9 17 30.9 
Tennessee 392 39 100.0 39 100 472 47 100.0 47 100.0 
Texas 271 143 52.8 152 56.1 280 149 53.2 160 57.1 
Utah 81 46 56.8 27 33.3 88 61 69.3 28 31.8 
Virginia 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wisconsin 235 NR NR NR NR 238 NR NR NR NR 
Wyoming 4 0 0 0 0 NR NR NR NR NR 

Total 5,190 3,250 62.6 2,824 54.4 5,512 3,200 58.1 2,721 49.4 

1 n is less than 54 due to including only states with data available on number of charter schools and states with charter schools. 
2 The total number of charter schools reported in the State CN Directory Survey 2012 was set equal to the total number of charter schools as reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools when 

the number reported in the survey exceeded that reported by the national alliance. 
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, question C11B; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C4CB; and count of the number of charter schools for SY 2011–12 and SY 2012–13 as 
reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools. 
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Table E-20. Among States with Charter Schools, the Number of Charter Schools and the 
Percentage Considered as a Separate SFA, SY 2012–13 

 

State1 
Total number of 
charter schools 

Percentage 
considered as 
separate SFA 

Percentage 
considered as part of 

larger SFA 

Percentage not 
considered as SFA or 

part of larger SFA 

Alaska 27 3.7% 37.0% 59.3% 
Arizona 534 33.3 0.0 66.7 
Arkansas 32 81.3 0.0 18.8 
California 1,065 49.8 15.5 34.7 
Colorado 186 3.2 74.7 22.0 
Connecticut 17 64.7 29.4 5.9 
Delaware 22 77.3 0.0 22.7 
District of Columbia 57 91.2 0.0 8.8 
Florida 576 51.2 28.1 20.7 
Georgia 108 59.3 0.0 40.7 
Hawaii 32 75.0 0.0 25.0 
Idaho 44 36.4 15.9 47.7 
Illinois 58 15.5 44.8 39.7 
Indiana 72 54.2 31.9 13.9 
Kansas 15 0.0 46.7 53.3 
Louisiana 105 14.3 51.4 34.3 
Maine 22 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Maryland 52 0.0 98.1 1.9 
Massachusetts 77 77.9 13.0 9.1 
Michigan 2762 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Minnesota 148 NR NR NR 
Missouri 38 94.7 0.0 5.3 
Nevada 32 50.0 50.0 0.0 
New Hampshire 17 5.9 11.8 82.4 
New Jersey 86 77.9 9.3 12.8 
New Mexico 94 50.0 7.5 42.6 
New York 209 24.4 62.7 12.9 
North Carolina 107 40.2 0.0 59.8 
Ohio 374 75.9 0.0 24.1 
Oklahoma 24 79.2 0.0 20.8 
Oregon 123 26.8 30.9 42.3 
Pennsylvania 175 NR NR NR 
Rhode Island 16 31.3 50.0 18.8 
South Carolina 55 30.9 69.1 0.0 
Tennessee 472 36.2 63.8 0.0 
Texas 280 NR NR NR 
Utah 88 54.6 15.9 29.5 
Virginia 4 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Wisconsin 238 8.0 91.6 0.4 

Total 5,512 42.2 21.2 36.6 

1 n is less than 54 due to including only states with data available on number of charter schools and states with charter schools. 
2 The total number of charter schools reported in the State CN Directory Survey 2012 was set equal to the total number of charter schools as 

reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools when the number reported in the survey exceeded that reported by the national alliance. 
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C4CA and C4CB; and count of the number of charter schools for SY 2012–13 as 
reported by the National Alliance of Charter Schools. 
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Table E-21. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating NSLP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number of 
schools in 

state 

NSLP only under Provision 1 NSLP only under Provision 2 NSLP only under Provision 3 NSLP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 15.1 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2,265 0 0.0 2 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 22 7.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 0 0.0 2 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 7 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 14 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.3 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 4 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-21. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating NSLP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number of 
schools in 

state 

NSLP only under Provision 1 NSLP only under Provision 2 NSLP only under Provision 3 NSLP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 7 0.6 0 0.0 4 0.4 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 6 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 . 0 . 0 . 0 . 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 0 0.0 1 1.7 2 3.5 0 0.0 

Total 19,014 100,362 4   67   16   4   

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
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Table E-22. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating NSLP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State Child 
Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

NSLP only under Provision 1 NSLP only under Provision 2 NSLP only under Provision 3 NSLP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 1.4 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2265 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 25 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 2 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 4 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-22. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating NSLP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State Child 
Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

NSLP only under Provision 1 NSLP only under Provision 2 NSLP only under Provision 3 NSLP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 7 0.1 0 0.0 5 0.1 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 97 3.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 . . . . . . . . 

Total 19,014 100,362 4 0.0 144 0.1 10 0.0 5 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
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Table E-23. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating SBP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

SBP only under Provision 1 SBP only under Provision 2 SBP only under Provision 3 SBP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2,265 0 0.0 7 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 4 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 7 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 12 5.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 30 12.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 79 53.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 4 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 2 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 3 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 45 10.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 13 6.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 13 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 3 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-23. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating SBP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

SBP only under Provision 1 SBP only under Provision 2 SBP only under Provision 3 SBP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 2 0.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 13 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 18 7.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 7 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 5 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 . 0 . 0 . 0 . 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 19,014 100,362 0   274   0   0   

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
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Table E-24. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating SBP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State Child 
Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

SBP only under Provision 1 SBP only under Provision 2 SBP only under Provision 3 SBP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2265 0 0.0 74 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 14 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 46 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 404 9.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 132 5.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 313 41.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 32 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 10 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 35 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 74 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 4 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 193 13.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 351 19.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 57 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 78 7.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 102 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 105 9.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 0 0.0 5 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-24. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating SBP Only Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State Child 
Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

SBP only under Provision 1 SBP only under Provision 2 SBP only under Provision 3 SBP only under CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 10 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 121 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 5 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 123 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 122 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 13 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 89 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 19,014 100,362 0 0.0 2,516 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
 

  

 



 

 

E
-30 

Table E-25. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating Both NSLP and SBP Under Specific Provisions as Reported 
by State Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 1 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 2 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 3 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 17.8 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2,265 0 0.0 72 15.7 8 1.8 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 22 7.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 6 0.6 150 13.7 2 0.2 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 7 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 7 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0 23 37.7 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 7 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 38 16.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 79 53.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 2 0.2 2 0.2 60 5.3 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 7 1.4 1 0.2 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 2 0.4 5 1.0 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 NR NR 0 0.0 52 27.5 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 9 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 8 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 116 13.2 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 5 0.7 5 0.7 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 20 10.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.3 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 25 10.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 4 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 3 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 0 0.0 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-25. Number and Percentage of SFAs with Schools Operating Both NSLP and SBP Under Specific Provisions as Reported 
by State Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 1 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 2 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 3 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 90 40.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 101 9.1 0 0.0 69 6.2 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 21 9.8 1 0.5 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 25 2.1 0 0.0 78 6.4 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 28 4.9 14 2.4 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 23 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 6 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 9 23.7 1 2.6 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 39 18.5 5 2.4 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.5 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 95 7.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 2 2.4 2 2.4 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 3 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 . 0 . 0 . 0 . 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 35 48.0 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 11 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 0 0.0 1 1.7 2 3.5 0 0.0 

Total 19,014 100,362 6   926   67   433   

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
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Table E-26. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating Both NSLP and SBP Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 1 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 2 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 3 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 189 1,600 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Alaska 73 509 0 0.0 0 0.0 95 18.7 0 0.0 
Arizona 458 2,265 0 0.0 193 8.5 16 0.7 0 0.0 
Arkansas 289 1,110 0 0.0 90 8.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
California 1,094 10,124 65 0.6 3008 29.7 12 0.1 0 0.0 
Colorado 226 1,796 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Connecticut 185 1,157 0 0.0 124 10.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Delaware 42 214 0 0.0 16 7.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 228 0 0.0 4 1.8 0 0.0 123 53.9 
Florida 223 4,131 0 0.0 93 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Georgia 232 2,449 0 0.0 223 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Guam 3 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Hawaii 35 289 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Idaho 148 748 0 0.0 313 41.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 4,361 0 0.0 26 0.6 4 0.1 478 11.0 
Indiana 499 1,936 0 0.0 70 3.6 22 1.1 0 0.0 
Iowa 480 1,436 0 0.0 14 1.0 5 0.3 0 0.0 
Kansas 400 1,378 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kentucky 189 1,554 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 267 17.2 
Louisiana 113 1,471 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maine 189 631 0 0.0 9 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Maryland 73 1,449 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 0.5 0 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 1,829 0 0.0 52 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Michigan 882 3,877 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 546 14.1 
Minnesota 697 2,392 0 0.0 5 0.2 7 0.3 0 0.0 
Mississippi 197 1,083 0 0.0 66 6.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Missouri 785 2,410 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 
Montana 241 827 0 0.0 71 8.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nebraska 378 1,096 0 0.0 4 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Nevada 32 645 0 0.0 39 6.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Hampshire 100 480 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
New Jersey 697 2,607 2 0.1 9 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2.  
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Table E-26. Number and Percentage of Schools Operating Both NSLP and SBP Under Specific Provisions as Reported by State 
Child Nutrition Directors, SY 2012–13 (continued) 

 

State 

Number of 
SFAs in 
state 

Number 
of schools 

in state 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 1 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 2 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
Provision 3 

Both NLSP and SBP under 
CEP 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
New Mexico 220 862 0 0.0% 337 39.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
New York 1,105 4,757 0 0.0 491 10.3 0 0.0 662 13.9 
North Carolina 162 2,567 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
North Dakota 215 516 0 0.0 28 5.4 4 0.8 0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 3,758 0 0.0 35 0.9 0 0.0 304 8.1 
Oklahoma 574 1,785 0 0.0 33 1.8 14 0.8 0 0.0 
Oregon 245 1,296 0 0.0 85 6.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 3,233 0 0.0 97 3.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 1,473 0 0.0 . . . . 0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 317 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Carolina 106 1,214 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
South Dakota 211 710 0 0.0 141 19.9 51 7.2 0 0.0 
Tennessee 201 1,784 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 0.4 0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 8,732 0 0.0 690 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Utah 85 1,016 0 0.0 8 0.8 4 0.4 0 0.0 
Vermont 226 320 0 0.0 8 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virgin Islands . 32 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Virginia 161 2,175 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Washington 327 2,338 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia 73 757 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 283 37.4 
Wisconsin 848 2,238 0 0.0 17 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Wyoming 58 360 0 0.0 1 0.3 5 1.4 0 0.0 

Total 19,014 100,362 67 0.1 6,407 6.4 256 0.3 2,663 2.7 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions D1 and D2; State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, questions C1 and C2. 
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Table E-27. Among SFAs with Schools that Participated in the SBP, the Percentage of SFAs 
that Implemented the New Breakfast Requirements, SY 2012–13 

 

1 n is less than the 1,406 SFAs with at least one school participating in the SBP due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that implemented the new breakfast requirements differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 5.8. 

  

SFA characteristics Percentage of SFAs 
Total SFAs 

Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 52.3% 13,646 1,3971 

SFA size2    
Small (1-999) 58.9 6,738 325 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 48.5 4,858 513 
Large (5,000-24,999) 39.8 1,743 383 
Very Large (25,000+) 37.0 307 176 

Urbanicity    
City 55.0 1,683 272 
Suburban 52.1 2,463 355 
Town 46.8 2,704 268 
Rural 53.9 6,796 502 

Poverty level    
Low (0-29% F/RP) 48.3 2,244 263 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) 50.7 6,444 644 
High (60% or more F/RP) 56.2 4,958 490 
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Table E-28. Percentage of SFAs Reporting Students Eating More Fruits and Vegetables 
Compared to Last Year by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

1 n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 5.51. 

  

SFA characteristics Percentage of SFAs 
Total SFAs 

Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 60.5% 14,729 1,4681 

SFA size    
Small (1-999) 61.4 7,471 360 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 59.3 5,201 547 
Large (5,000-24,999) 58.5 1,748 384 
Very Large (25,000+) 68.6 309 177 

Urbanicity    
City 69.2 1,790 277 
Suburban 60.7 2,749 381 
Town 58.1 2,841 278 
Rural 59.2 7,348 532 

Poverty level    
Low (0-29% F/RP) 57.8 2,861 308 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) 61.9 6,842 667 
High (60% or more F/RP) 60.1 5,026 493 
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Table E-29. Percentage of SFAs with an Off Campus Lunch Policy for High Schools by SFA 
Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

1 n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs with an off campus lunch policy for high schools differed significantly by SFA size, urbanicity, and poverty level at the .05 

level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 5.55. 

SFA characteristics Percentage of SFAs 
Total SFAs 

Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 24.0% 14,757 1,4691 

SFA size2    
Small (1-999) 22.9 7,500 361 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 23.7 5,195 546 
Large (5,000-24,999) 27.6 1,754 385 
Very Large (25,000+) 38.6 309 177 

Urbanicity2    
City 18.5 1,818 278 
Suburban 20.2 2,737 381 
Town 31.9 2,832 277 
Rural 23.8 7,370 533 

Poverty level2    
Low (0-29% F/RP) 24.4 2,882 310 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) 26.9 6,829 666 
High (60% or more F/RP) 20.0 5,046 493 
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Table E-30. Among SFAs with a Local Wellness Policy for All Schools, the Percentage of SFAs That Had Various Stakeholders 
Involved in the Development of the Policy by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that had the following stakeholders involved in the development of their local wellness policy: Total SFAs 

Parents Students 
SFA 
staff 

School 
board 

members 
School 

administrators 

Physical 
education 
teachers 

School health 
professionals 

Public/local 
community Other 

Weighted 
n 

Unweighted 
n 

All SFAs 73.9% 64.3% 90.3% 67.2% 93.9% 78.3% 74.3% 53.5% 4.5% 13,357 1,3751 

SFA size2            
Small (1-999) 68.9 62.4 87.2 66.1 93.6 74.2 64.4 44.3 3.7 6,456 311 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 76.6 65.3 92.1 67.8 93.2 81.0 81.4 58.6 4.9 3,745 399 
Large (5,000-24,999) 82.8 68.2 95.8 67.8 96.9 84.8 87.8 68.4 6.3 1,706 374 
Very large (25,000+) 86.2 66.5 97.4 75.3 93.3 85.5 93.2 82.1 7.6 304 174 

Urbanicity3            
City 73.7 65.0 93.2 65.9 92.0 74.5 71.4 50.9 5.4 1,537 260 
Suburban 69.8 56.4 91.2 68.6 93.2 77.8 74.3 51.2 5.1 2,736 378 
Town 76.7 67.0 89.6 66.5 93.5 75.1 81.1 55.0 3.3 2,610 256 
Rural 74.5 66.4 89.6 67.1 94.8 80.7 72.1 54.5 4.6 6,474 481 

Poverty level4            
Low (0-29% F/RP) 73.8 65.2 90.8 70.7 94.2 78.6 75.9 54.3 5.2 2,613 293 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 77.1 66.7 89.3 69.2 94.1 81.5 77.0 55.2 4.2 6,320 627 
High (60% or more F/RP) 69.2 60.3 91.5 62.1 93.4 73.6 69.3 50.5 4.6 4,424 455 

1 n is less than the 1,378 SFAs with a local wellness policy for all schools due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that involved parents, SFA staff, physical education teachers, school health professionals, and the public/local community in the development of their local wellness policy 

differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that involved students in the development of their local wellness policy differed significantly by urbanicity at the .05 level. 
4 Percentage of SFAs that involved parents, school board members, and physical education teachers in the development of their local wellness policy differed significantly by poverty level at the .05 

level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 4.2. 
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Table E-31. Among SFAs with a Local Wellness Policy for All Schools, the Percentage of SFAs That Had Various Stakeholders 
Involved in the Implementation of the Policy by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that had the following stakeholders involved in the implementation of their local wellness 
policy: Total SFAs 

Parents Students 
SFA 
staff 

School 
board 

members 
School 

administrators 

Physical 
education 
teachers 

School health 
professionals 

Public/local 
community Other 

Weighted 
n 

Unweighted 
n 

All SFAs 41.6% 44.1% 88.9% 50.6% 90.0% 69.6% 66.9% 31.7% 3.1% 13,333 1,3721 

SFA size2            
Small (1-999) 38.0 43.8 86.7 50.5 89.7 64.2 58.7 25.5 3.0 6,438 310 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 44.0 43.7 91.1 50.7 90.4 74.7 72.8 35.8 2.9 4,898 517 
Large (5,000-24,999) 46.5 45.6 90.4 49.8 89.4 73.5 77.9 40.2 3.4 1,693 371 
Very large (25,000+) 51.7 47.7 92.1 54.1 94.9 81.8 86.3 48.7 6.3 304 174 

Urbanicity3            
City 47.9 56.0 91.1 46.8 90.4 65.5 62.2 36.9 7.5 1,530 258 
Suburban 40.2 36.5 91.9 49.5 90.6 73.1 70.4 32.1 2.5 2,737 378 
Town 41.2 46.3 88.5 52.4 89.7 68.5 73.7 32.6 2.5 2,610 256 
Rural 40.8 43.5 87.3 51.2 89.8 69.6 63.8 29.9 2.6 6,455 480 

Poverty level            
Low (0-29% F/RP) 40.6 38.6 93.1 46.9 90.2 71.9 70.6 28.5 4.3 2,616 293 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 43.6 45.4 88.4 52.0 90.4 69.1 66.9 32.8 1.9 6,296 625 
High (60% or more F/RP) 39.2 45.4 87.2 50.7 89.5 69.1 64.7 31.9 4.2 4,421 454 

1 n is less than the 1,378 SFAs with a local wellness policy for all schools due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that involved parents, SFA staff, physical education teachers, school health professionals, and the public/local community in the implementation of their local wellness policy 

differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that involved students, physical education teachers, and other stakeholders in the implementation of their local wellness policy differed significantly by urbanicity at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 4.3. 

  



 

 

E
-39 

Table E-32. Among SFAs with a Local Wellness Policy for All Schools, the Percentage of SFAs That Had Various Stakeholders 
involved in the Periodic Review and Updating of the Policy by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012-13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that had the following stakeholders involved in the periodic review and updating of their local 
wellness policy: Total SFAs 

Parents Students 
SFA 
staff 

School 
board 

members 
School 

administrators 

Physical 
education 
teachers 

School health 
professionals 

Public/local 
community Other 

Weighted 
n 

Unweighted 
n 

All SFAs 44.0% 35.5% 77.3% 57.4% 84.6% 57.2% 60.1% 33.6% 3.7% 13,319 1,3721 

SFA size2            
Small (1-999) 37.2 30.2 71.6 54.7 85.2 51.3 50.5 25.6 3.0 6,436 310 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 49.5 40.6 80.9 60.2 84.4 61.7 66.8 38.4 3.7 4,877 515 
Large (5,000-24,999) 50.6 39.0 86.0 58.1 82.6 63.0 72.6 45.9 5.5 1,702 373 
Very large (25,000+) 59.7 45.2 91.9 66.0 86.8 78.1 85.0 57.9 8.7 304 174 

Urbanicity            
City 45.5 37.8 82.4 60.6 80.7 55.1 54.4 35.3 10.4 1,537 260 
Suburban 49.4 36.7 82.1 63.9 87.6 62.1 64.7 37.0 3.7 2,743 379 
Town 42.1 37.3 76.8 58.9 80.1 55.8 64.8 31.9 3.4 2,600 255 
Rural 42.0 33.7 74.3 53.4 86.1 56.2 57.5 32.5 2.3 6,439 478 

Poverty level3            
Low (0-29% F/RP) 47.0 37.7 82.1 67.0 88.5 62.0 66.2 33.5 4.1 2,599 292 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 41.6 34.0 73.9 54.2 81.9 56.1 59.7 33.0 3.3 6,296 625 
High (60% or more F/RP) 45.5 36.2 79.3 56.5 86.2 56.0 57.0 34.6 4.2 4,424 455 

1 n is less than the 1,378 SFAs with a local wellness policy for all schools due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that involved parents, students, SFA staff, physical education teachers, school health professionals, and the public/local community in the periodic review and updating of their 

local wellness policy differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that involved school board members in the periodic review and updating of their local wellness policy differed significantly by poverty level at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 4.4. 
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Table E-33. Percentage of SFAs in which Non-Program Foods Were Sold During Lunch in 
Any District Schools by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

1 n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs in which non-program foods are sold during lunch differed significantly by SFA size, urbanicity, and poverty level at the .05 

level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 3.1. 
 
.

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs in which  
non-program foods are sold  

during lunch 

Total SFAs 

Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 31.0% 15,016 1,4861 

SFA size2    
Small (1-999) 15.4 7,690 370 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 43.4 5,258 553 
Large (5,000-24,999) 55.8 1,759 386 
Very Large (25,000+) 66.7 309 177 

Urbanicity2    
City 28.0 1,840 279 
Suburban 42.5 2,833 388 
Town 36.0 2,893 281 
Rural 25.4 7,450 538 

Poverty level2    
Low (0-29% F/RP) 38.7 2,958 316 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) 36.7 6,905 670 
High (60% or more F/RP) 18.9 5,154 500 
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Table E-34. Among SFAs in which Non-Program Foods Were Sold during Lunch, the Percentage of SFAs that Sold Non-Program 
Foods at Various Locations by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that sold non-program foods in the following locations: Total SFAs 
Same room 
as NSLP but 

separate 
cashier lines 

Same room 
as NSLP and 
same cashier 

lines 

Different 
room from 
NSLP meals 

Vending 
machines 
inside the 
cafeteria 

Vending 
machines 

outside the 
cafeteria 

School 
stores 

Snack 
bars Other 

Weighted 
n 

Unweighted 
n 

All SFAs 32.8% 43.6% 28.4% 32.8% 42.4% 30.7% 20.2% 11.7% 4,640 6401 

SFA size2           
Small (1-999) 33.0 35.7 24.0 18.8 26.6 9.1 12.4 17.3 1,182 58 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 29.8 45.5 22.4 35.5 40.7 30.8 15.6 7.6 2,271 242 
Large (5,000-24,999) 37.9 46.9 40.3 41.6 59.0 50.5 35.1 12.3 981 219 
Very large (25,000+) 39.2 51.3 64.0 41.6 71.8 59.2 45.2 21.5 206 121 

Urbanicity3           
City 34.1 41.4 54.4 38.8 54.1 60.7 36.0 14.5 516 145 
Suburban 37.2 51.3 27.6 50.1 48.0 32.3 21.5 9.9 1,204 208 
Town 30.5 39.1 23.5 27.2 45.6 29.3 20.6 10.9 1,031 116 
Rural 30.9 41.7 24.5 23.2 33.8 22.2 14.9 12.5 1,889 171 

Poverty level4           
Low (0-29% F/RP) 39.7 52.4 21.5 42.2 46.2 29.7 22.2 8.4 1,144 157 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 31.4 43.2 27.5 30.5 41.7 27.2 15.3 13.0 2,531 316 
High (60% or more F/RP) 28.1 34.3 38.9 27.7 39.7 40.9 30.7 12.3 965 167 

1 n is less than the 641 SFAs in which non-program foods were sold during lunch due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that sold non-program foods in different rooms from NSLP meals, vending machines inside the cafeteria, vending machines outside the cafeteria, school stores, snack bars, and 

other locations differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that sold non-program foods in different rooms from NSLP meals, vending machines inside the cafeteria, vending machines outside the cafeteria, school stores, and snack bars 

differed significantly by urbanicity at the .05 level. 
4 Percentage of SFAs that sold non-program foods in the same room as NSLP and same cashier lines, different rooms from NSLP meals, vending machines inside the cafeteria, school stores, and snack 

bars differed significantly by poverty level at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 3.2. 
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Table E-35. Among SFAs in which Non-Program Foods Are Sold during Lunch, the Percentage of SFAs that Sold Various Types of 
Non-Program Foods by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that sold the following types of non-program foods at lunch time: Total SFAs 
Alternative 
entrees to 
the NSLP 

meal Snack foods Fruit Desserts Water 
Drinks other 
than water 

Second helping 
of the NSLP 

offering that 
day 

Weighted  
n 

Unweighted 
n 

All SFAs 52.7% 93.1% 71.1% 56.8% 91.8% 87.7% 66.8% 4,640 6401 

SFA size2          
Small (1-999) 56.1 87.8 66.7 39.6 90.1 80.1 63.0 1,182 58 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 49.2 93.5 74.8 60.4 92.2 88.3 69.8 2,271 242 
Large (5,000-24,999) 54.9 98.3 70.1 65.4 93.6 94.1 65.3 981 219 
Very large (25,000+) 61.6 94.8 60.6 74.4 88.5 94.1 62.2 206 121 

Urbanicity3          
City 53.3 97.9 56.7 71.8 93.8 95.1 61.5 516 145 
Suburban 53.1 97.4 82.9 66.9 96.8 90.5 74.4 1,204 208 
Town 50.4 95.3 74.0 54.9 93.1 93.4 60.6 1,031 116 
Rural 53.6 87.9 66.0 47.3 87.3 80.8 66.7 1,889 171 

Poverty level4          
Low (0-29% F/RP) 63.1 97.4 87.5 63.6 94.2 87.3 70.3 1,144 157 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 53.4 92.3 70.8 55.9 92.4 87.2 68.8 2,531 316 
High (60% or more F/RP) 38.8 90.3 52.6 51.0 87.3 89.5 57.4 965 167 

1 n is less than the 641 SFAs in which non-program foods were sold during lunch due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that sold snack foods, desserts, and drinks other than water differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that sold snack foods, fruit, desserts, water, and drinks other than water differed significantly by urbanicity at the .05 level. 
4 Percentage of SFAs that sold alternative entrees to the NSLP meal and fruit differed significantly by poverty level at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 3.3. 
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Table E-36. Among SFAs in which Non-Program Foods Aare Sold during Lunch, the Percentage of SFAs in which Students Use 
Various Payment Methods to Purchase Non-Program Foods by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012–13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs in which students use the following payment methods to purchase non-program foods: 
Electronic payment Cash Other 

All 
students 

Some 
students 

No 
students 

Wgt 
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All  
students 

Some 
students 

No 
students 

Wgt 
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All 
students 

Some 
students 

No 
students 

Wgt 
n 

Unwgt 
n 

All SFAs 15.9% 53.0% 31.1% 4,628 6371 39.5% 55.1% 5.4% 4,620 6381 1.8% 7.1% 91.1% 4,389 6081 

SFA size                
Small (1-999) 14.4 43.1 42.5 1,182 58 37.7 52.0 10.3 1,182 58 1.6 10.0 88.4 1,143 56 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 15.7 56.3 28.0 2,266 241 38.5 56.7 4.8 2,251 240 2.6 7.5 89.9 2,113 225 
Large (5,000-24,999) 18.4 56.3 25.2 975 217 42.9 55.4 1.7 981 219 0.3 3.2 96.5 929 207 
Very large (25,000+) 15.3 56.9 27.8 206 121 44.7 54.1 1.2 206 121 0.6 3.8 95.6 204 120 

Urbanicity2                
City 15.6 45.2 39.3 513 144 56.4 43.0 0.7 516 145 0.6 3.6 95.9 497 139 
Suburban 17.2 65.3 17.6 1,201 207 35.4 63.6 1.0 1,204 208 0.7 7.6 91.7 1,134 198 
Town 14.3 53.6 32.1 1,033 116 39.6 55.5 4.9 1,021 115 3.5 6.1 90.3 962 109 
Rural 16.1 46.9 37.0 1,882 170 37.4 52.8 9.7 1,879 170 1.9 8.2 89.9 1,747 162 

Poverty level2                
Low (0-29% F/RP) 19.8 67.5 12.8 1,144 157 24.5 68.3 7.1 1,134 156 1.9 7.0 91.1 1,041 143 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) 15.9 53.6 30.4 2,518 313 37.4 56.3 6.3 2,531 316 1.2 8.0 90.8 2,428 304 
High (60% or more F/RP) 11.2 34.1 54.7 966 167 62.8 36.5 0.7 955 166 3.1 4.7 92.1 920 161 

1 n is less than the 641 SFAs in which non-program foods were sold during lunch due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs in which students used electronic payment and cash to purchase non-program foods differed significantly by urbanicity and poverty level at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 3.4. 
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Table E-37. Among SFAs That Provide Free Drinking Water Where Meals Were Served, the Percentage of SFAs With Various 
Sources of Free Drinking Water by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012-13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that had the following available sources of free drinking water: Total SFAs 
Water 

fountains 
Water 

coolers 
Insulated 
containers 

Pitchers 
or jugs 

Electronic water 
hydration stations 

Bottled 
water Other Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 89.8% 7.5% 27.3% 18.7% 3.1% 16.3% 1.0% 14,603 1,4571 

SFA size2          
Small (1-999) 82.9 8.2 20.1 13.7 2.3 17.1 1.0 7,394 356 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 96.1 6.4 31.4 19.7 3.5 15.8 0.7 5,161 543 
Large (5,000-24,999) 98.3 8.0 41.5 31.8 5.3 14.1 1.5 1,744 383 
Very large (25,000+) 98.9 6.9 51.3 47.1 3.7 16.5 3.5 304 175 

Urbanicity3           
City 90.2 9.8 30.5 19.2 5.7 14.3 0.4 1,755 271 
Suburban 96.5 6.5 26.1 16.1 4.0 12.9 0.5 2,760 384 
Town 91.5 5.3 33.0 20.3 2.4 15.8 0.8 2,813 275 
Rural 86.4 8.2 24.8 18.9 2.4 18.3 1.3 7,275 527 

Poverty level4           
Low (0-29% F/RP) 95.8 6.6 21.9 15.4 3.4 12.8 0.8 2,851 309 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 92.0 7.2 26.1 20.0 3.5 16.3 0.6 6,732 658 
High (60% or more F/RP) 83.3 8.5 32.0 18.8 2.4 18.3 1.6 5,020 490 

1 n equals the 1,457 SFAs that provided free drinking water where school meals were served due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that provided free drinking water in water fountains, insulated containers with cooled tap water, and pitchers/jugs of room temperature tap water differed significantly by SFA 

size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs that provided free drinking water in water fountains differed significantly by urbanicity at the .05 level. 
4 Percentage of SFAs that provided free drinking water in water fountains and insulated containers with cooled tap water differed significantly by poverty level at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, question 3.8. 
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Table E-38. Among SFAs That Provided Free Drinking Water with Meals, the Percentage of 
SFAs With Various Sources of Tap Water by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012-13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs with schools that had the following 
sources of tap water available at their schools: Total SFAs 
Public or 

municipal source 
Well or spring 

water 
Tap water is 
not available Weighted n Unweighted n 

All SFAs 89.2% 14.8% 10.1% 14,587 1,4561 

SFA size2      
Small (1-999) 84.5 16.0 11.3 7,394 356 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 92.8 14.0 8.6 5,145 542 
Large (5,000-24,999) 97.4 12.2 10.6 1,744 383 
Very large (25,000+) 95.0 14.3 5.3 304 175 

Urbanicity3      
City 97.2 4.0 8.1 1,755 271 
Suburban 90.8 10.2 8.3 2,760 384 
Town 98.2 8.0 8.8 2,798 274 
Rural 83.2 21.7 11.8 7,275 527 

Poverty level      
Low (0-29% F/RP) 86.3 19.3 8.4 2,851 309 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 89.7 15.3 9.5 6,716 657 
High (60% or more F/RP) 90.2 11.6 11.9 5,020 490 

1 n is less than the 1,457 SFAs that provided free drinking water where school meals were served due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs with public or municipal sources of tap water available differed significantly by SFA size at the .05 level. 
3 Percentage of SFAs with public or municipal sources and well or spring water sources of tap water available differed significantly by urbanicity 

at the .05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, question 3.9. 
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Table E-39. Among SFAs That Provided Free Drinking Water With Meals, the Percentage of 
SFAs That Tested the Tap Water by SFA Characteristics, SY 2012-13 

 

SFA characteristics 

Percentage of SFAs that tested the tap water in their districts for 
common contaminants (arsenic, lead, bacteria, nitrates): Total SFAs 

Never 
Less than 

once a year 
Once 
a year 

Twice 
a year 

More than 
twice a 

year 

Not rely on 
water supply 
for drinking 

W
g
t 
n Unwgt n 

All SFAs 2.8% 3.9% 28.8% 15.7% 45.9% 2.9% 6,388 5621 

SFA size2         
Small (1-999) 1.7 3.5 25.2 16.3 51.6 1.7 3,571 172 
Medium (1,000-4,999) 2.7 3.9 32.3 15.2 41.6 4.3 2,114 216 
Large (5,000-24,999) 9.5 6.3 36.6 13.3 30.0 4.3 629 132 
Very large (25,000+) 6.9 2.2 31.3 26.8 29.1 3.7 74 42 

Urbanicity2         
City 6.6 23.2 38.1 12.7 14.9 4.5 511 72 
Suburban 4.3 6.2 31.3 22.2 32.1 3.9 1,134 143 
Town 1.8 2.3 43.3 12.6 36.9 3.0 871 83 
Rural 2.1 1.0 23.5 15.0 56.1 2.3 3,871 264 

Poverty level         
Low (0-29% F/RP) 5.5 3.0 24.7 13.6 52.7 0.6 1,406 132 
Medium (30%-59% F/RP) 2.2 3.4 28.3 17.8 46.1 2.3 2,872 253 
High (60% or more F/RP) 2.0 5.2 32.1 14.4 41.2 5.1 2,111 177 

1 n is less than the 1,457 SFAs that provided free drinking water where school meals were served due to item nonresponse. 
2 Percentage of SFAs that tested the tap water in their districts for common contaminants differed significantly by SFA size and urbanicity at the 

.05 level. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, question 3.10. 
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Table E-40. Among States with SFAs Using FSMCs, the Percentage of SFAs Using FSMCs by State, SY 2012–13 
 

State 

Number  
of SFAs in 

state 

Number  
of SFAs 
using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
of total 

SFAs in the 
state using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
using local 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

regional 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

national 
companies 

National companies 

Percentage 
using 

Aramark 

Percentage 
using 

Chartwells 

Percentage 
using 

Preferred 
Meal 

Systems 

Percentage 
using 

Sodexo 

Percentage 
using other 

national 
companies 

Alabama 189 2 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Alaska 73 7 9.6 5.5 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 
Arizona 458 82 17.9 0.2 0.0 17.7 0.0 2.4 0.0 7.9 7.4 
Arkansas 289 3 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
California 1,094 137 12.5 6.2 0.7 5.6 0.4 0.1 0.2 3.8 1.2 
Colorado 226 20 8.9 0.4 1.3 7.1 0.4 4.9 0.0 1.8 0.0 
Connecticut 185 53 28.7 0.0 7.6 21.1 1.6 11.9 0.0 7.6 0.0 
Delaware 42 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
District of Columbia 61 59 96.7 31.2 1.6 63.9 0.0 1.6 6.6 0.0 55.7 
Florida 223 19 8.5 1.4 3.1 4.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Georgia 232 35 15.1 11.2 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.9 0.0 
Guam 3 2 66.7 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3 
Hawaii 35 2 5.7 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 
Idaho 148 4 2.7 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Illinois 1,132 296 26.2 5.4 0.0 20.8 6.7 1.8 5.6 3.6 3.1 
Indiana 499 85 17.0 5.2 0.0 11.8 5.2 2.6 2.6 0.8 0.6 
Iowa 480 12 2.5 0.0 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 
Kansas 400 18 4.5 1.3 1.5 1.8 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Kentucky 189 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Louisiana 113 18 15.9 1.8 0.0 14.2 1.8 5.3 0.0 2.7 4.4 
Maine 189 2 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maryland 73 16 21.9 16.4 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 
Massachusetts 429 80 18.7 0.0 0.0 18.7 3.3 8.2 0.2 0.9 6.1 
Michigan 882 212 24.0 0.1 0.1 23.8 1.8 15.1 4.3 2.2 0.5 
Minnesota 697 71 10.2 1.4 0.9 7.9 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.7 5.5 
Mississippi 197 5 2.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Missouri 785 178 22.7 2.0 13.6 7.0 1.3 3.1 0.1 0.6 1.9 
Montana 241 5 2.1 0.4 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Nebraska 378 22 5.8 0.0 4.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 
Nevada 32 4 12.5 3.1 0.0 9.4 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C3.   
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Table E-40. Among States with SFAs Using FSMCs, the Percentage of SFAs Using FSMCs by State, SY 2012–13 (continued) 
 

State 

Number  
of SFAs in 

state 

Number  
of SFAs 
using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
of total 

SFAs in the 
state using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
using local 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

regional 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

national 
companies 

National companies 

Percentage 
using 

Aramark 

Percentage 
using 

Chartwells 

Percentage 
using 

Preferred 
Meal 

Systems 

Percentage 
using 

Sodexo 

Percentage 
using other 

national 
companies 

New Hampshire 100 35 35.0 4.0 23.0 8.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 
New Jersey 697 424 60.8 1.7 40.3 18.8 2.9 5.7 0.0 10.2 0.0 
New Mexico 220 58 26.4 24.6 0.0 1.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 
New York 1,105 180 16.3 3.0 4.3 9.0 4.9 2.2 0.5 1.4 0.0 
North Carolina 162 12 7.4 0.0 0.0 7.4 0.6 1.2 4.9 0.6 0.0 
North Dakota 215 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ohio 1,222 92 7.5 0.6 1.9 5.1 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.5 0.0 
Oklahoma 574 20 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.4 0.9 
Oregon 245 37 15.1 0.0 0.0 15.1 0.8 4.5 0.0 9.8 0.0 
Pennsylvania 853 291 34.1 1.1 24.6 8.4 3.2 4.1 0.1 1.1 0.0 
Puerto Rico 38 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Rhode Island 54 40 74.1 5.6 0.0 68.5 27.8 20.4 0.0 20.4 0.0 
South Carolina 106 19 17.9 0.0 0.0 17.9 0.9 7.6 1.9 7.6 0.0 
South Dakota 211 31 14.7 3.8 10.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 
Tennessee 201 15 7.5 5.0 0.0 2.5 0.5 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 
Texas 1,259 117 9.3 0.0 0.0 9.3 4.1 2.4 0.0 1.6 1.3 
Utah 85 5 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 1.2 
Vermont 226 32 14.2 0.0 13.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 
Virgin islands NR 0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Virginia 161 11 6.8 0.0 0.6 6.2 2.5 1.9 0.0 1.2 0.6 
Washington 327 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
West Virginia 73 1 1.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wisconsin 848 74 8.7 0.1 5.2 3.4 1.1 1.4 0.0 0.8 0.1 
Wyoming 58 3 5.2 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 3.5 

Total 19,014 2,946 15.5 2.1 4.5 8.8 1.9 2.6 0.9 2.1 1.3 

Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C3. 
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Table E-41. Among States with Schools that Used FSMCs, the Percentage of Schools Using FSMCs by State, SY 2012–13 
 

State 

Number  
of schools 
in state1 

Number 
of schools 

using 
FSMCs 

Percentage 
of schools 

in the state 
using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
using local 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

Regional 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

national 
companies 

National companies 

Percentage 
using 

Aramark 

Percentage 
using 

Chartwells 

Percentage 
using 

Preferred 
Meal 

Systems 

Percentage 
using 

Sodexo 

Percentage 
using other 

national 
companies 

Alabama 1,600 6 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Alaska 509 31 6.1 1.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 
Arizona 2265 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Arkansas 1,110 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
California 10,124 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Colorado 1,796 147 8.2 0.1 1.5 6.6 0.7 3.6 0.0 2.3 0.0 
Connecticut 1,157 351 30.3 0.0 9.9 20.4 0.5 9.9 0.0 9.9 0.0 
Delaware 214 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
District of Columbia 228 213 93.4 13.2 0.4 79.8 0.0 46.5 3.5 0.0 29.8 
Florida 4,131 351 8.5 0.7 0.4 7.5 0.0 5.3 0.0 2.2 0.0 
Georgia 2,449 152 6.2 1.1 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 4.9 0.0 
Guam 40 37 92.5 0.0 0.0 92.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.0 7.5 
Hawaii 289 2 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Idaho 748 30 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 
Illinois 4,361 2,060 47.2 3.0 0.0 44.2 7.0 16.7 10.2 6.3 4.1 
Indiana 1,936 260 13.4 2.0 0.0 11.5 4.3 4.9 0.8 1.3 0.2 
Iowa 1,436 43 3.0 0.0 2.1 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.3 
Kansas 1,378 63 4.6 0.5 1.4 2.7 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Kentucky 1,554 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Louisiana 1,471 86 5.9 0.2 0.0 5.6 1.0 2.4 0.0 1.0 1.3 
Maine 631 2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maryland 1,449 30 2.1 0.8 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.0 
Massachusetts 1,829 653 35.7 0.0 0.0 35.7 6.3 12.6 2.0 5.3 9.5 
Michigan 3,877 11 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Minnesota 2,392 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Mississippi 1,083 18 1.7 0.1 0.2 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Missouri 2,410 784 32.5 1.0 15.1 16.4 4.8 8.2 0.0 2.3 1.0 
Montana 827 54 6.5 0.4 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 

1 NCES CCD 2010–11 http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/pesschools10/tables/table_02.asp.  
2 Number of schools using FSMCs exceeds number of schools in state due to different reporting years.  
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C3.  

 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/pesschools10/tables/table_02.asp
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Table E-41. Among States with Schools that Used FSMCs, the Percentage of Schools Using FSMCs by State, SY 2012–13 
(continued) 

 

State 

Number  
of schools 
in state1 

Number 
of schools 

using 
FSMCs 

Percentage 
of schools 

in the state 
using 

FSMCs 

Percentage 
using local 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

Regional 
companies 

Percentage 
using 

national 
companies 

National companies 

Percentage 
using 

Aramark 

Percentage 
using 

Chartwells 

Percentage 
using 

Preferred 
Meal 

Systems 

Percentage 
using 

Sodexo 

Percentage 
using other 

national 
companies 

Nebraska 1,096 139 12.7 0.0 6.9 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 
Nevada 645 105 16.3 0.2 0.0 16.1 16.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
New Hampshire 480 105 21.9 1.0 13.5 7.3 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 6.5 
New Jersey 2,607 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
New Mexico 862 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
New York 4,757 932 19.6 2.0 7.2 10.4 6.6 2.0 0.1 1.8 0.0 
North Carolina 2,567 112 4.4 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.7 3.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 
North Dakota 516 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ohio 3,758 344 9.2 0.4 1.9 6.8 2.0 2.2 0.3 2.3 0.0 
Oklahoma 1,785 321 18.0 0.0 0.0 18.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 12.7 0.9 
Oregon 1,296 415 32.0 0.0 0.0 32.0 0.2 7.3 0.0 24.6 0.0 
Pennsylvania 3,233 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Puerto Rico 1,473 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Rhode Island2 317 325 102.5 2.2 0.0 100.3 24.9 21.5 0.0 53.9 0.0 
South Carolina 1,214 223 18.4 0.0 0.0 18.4 0.7 5.3 0.2 12.2 0.0 
South Dakota 710 107 15.1 3.2 11.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 
Tennessee 1,784 22 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
Texas 8,732 1,410 16.2 0.0 0.0 16.2 9.3 2.7 0.0 2.2 1.9 
Utah 1,016 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Vermont 320 113 35.3 0.0 31.9 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Virgin islands 32 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Virginia 2,175 90 4.1 0.0 0.1 4.1 1.4 2.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 
Washington 2,338 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
West Virginia 757 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Wisconsin 2,238 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Wyoming 360 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 

Total 100,362 10,148 10.1 0.5 1.3 8.3 2.1 2.7 0.5 2.3 0.7 
1 NCES CCD 2010–11 http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/pesschools10/tables/table_02.asp. 
2 Number of schools using FSMCs exceeds number of schools in state due to different reporting years.  
Data Source: State CN Director Survey SY 2012–13, question C3. 

 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/pesschools10/tables/table_02.asp
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Table E-42. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

SFA characteristics 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Median Min Max 

Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 

Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 

Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 

Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 

All SFAs $1.90 $0.75 $3.50 11,763 1,228 $1.90 $0.75 $3.50 11,794 1,229 $2.00 $0.75  $4.50  11,763 1,229 $2.10 $0.75 $5.45 11,309 1,244 

SFA size                      
Small (1-999) $1.75 $0.80 $3.50 5,050 235 $1.85 $0.80 $3.50 5,073 236 $1.95 $0.75  $3.50  5,045 235 $2.10 $0.75  $3.50  4,749 234 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.95 $0.75 $3.50 4,900 489 $2.00 $0.75 $3.50 4,907 490 $2.00 $0.75  $3.50  4,901 489 $2.15 $0.75  $5.45  4,666 493 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.95 $0.75 $3.05 1,542 343 $2.00 $0.80 $3.25 1,544 343 $2.00 $0.80  $4.50  1,545 343 $2.15 $0.80  $3.75  1,610 353 
Very large (25,000+) $1.90 $0.85 $3.25 271 161 $1.95 $0.85 $3.50 269 160 $2.00 $0.85  $3.50  272 162 $2.10 $1.25  $3.25  284 164 

Urbanicity                     
City $2.20 $0.75 $3.27 1,149 221 $2.15 $0.80 $3.27 1,154 222 $2.25 $0.80  $3.27  1,145 221 $2.30 $0.80  $3.75  1,119 221 
Suburban $2.00 $1.00 $3.50 2,299 337 $2.05 $1.00 $3.50 2,325 337 $2.25 $1.00  $4.50  231 339 $2.25 $1.00  $5.45  2,337 348 
Town $1.90 $0.75 $3.05 2,269 236 $1.95 $0.80 $3.05 2,283 237 $2.00 $0.80  $3.00  2,296 238 $2.10 $0.80  $3.50  2,249 242 
Rural $1.75 $0.75 $3.25 6,046 434 $1.75 $0.75 $3.50 6,031 433 $1.85 $0.75  $3.50  6,009 431 $2.00 $0.75  $3.50  5,604 433 

Poverty level                      
Low (0-29% F/RP) $2.05 $1.20 $3.50 2,765 304 $2.10 $1.20 $3.50 2,795 305 $2.20 $1.20  $3.50  2,809 307 $2.25 $1.25  $5.45  2,464 279 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.90 $0.90 $3.50 6,026 603 $1.90 $0.90 $3.50 6,023 602 $2.00 $0.75  $3.50  6,020 604 $2.10 $0.75  $3.25  5,814 601 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.75 $0.75 $3.25 2,971 321 $1.75 $0.75 $3.50 2,976 322 $1.75 $0.75  $4.50  2,935 318 $1.95 $0.75  $3.30  3,031 364 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-43. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Elementary Schools, 
SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤$1.00 3.1 2.9 1.8 1.2 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.2 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.9 
$1.21 - $1.30 5.1 4.6 3.7 3.3 
$1.31 - $1.40 2.7 2.4 1.7 1.2 
$1.41 - $1.50 9.7 9.7 6.6 4.2 
$1.51 - $1.60 3.9 3.4 4.2 3.3 
$1.61 - $1.70 4.0 3.9 2.5 2.4 
$1.71 - $1.80 17.2 16.0 13.4 7.0 
$1.81 - $1.90 5.2 5.8 7.5 8.3 
$1.91 - $2.00 19.2 18.2 13.3 11.6 
$2.01 - $2.10 4.2 4.6 9.7 7.4 
$2.11 - $2.20 2.1 2.5 4.8 7.9 
$2.21 - $2.30 8.2 9.4 9.5 14.8 
$2.31 - $2.40 1.6 2.1 3.4 4.7 
$2.41 - $2.50 7.2 6.8 9.0 10.4 
$2.51 - $2.60 0.1 0.5 0.7 1.6 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 
$2.71 - $2.80 1.9 1.9 2.2 4.1 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 
$2.91 - $3.00 2.3 2.6 2.5 2.8 

> $3.00 0.6 1.0 1.8 1.7 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 11,763 11,794 11,763 11,309 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,228 1,229 1,229 1,244 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-44. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

SFA characteristics 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $2.05 $0.80 $3.75 8,895 1,059 $2.10 $0.80 $3.75 8,908 1,061 $2.25 $0.80 $4.50 8,888 1,061 $2.30 $0.75 $5.75 8,554 1,078 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $2.00 $1.00 $3.50 2,874 135 $2.00 $1.00 $3.75 2,874 135 $2.10 $1.00 $4.22 2,847 134 $2.25 $1.00 $3.25 2,617 130 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $2.10 $0.80 $3.75 4,258 433 $2.15 $0.80 $3.75 4,265 434 $2.25 $0.80 $3.75 4,269 434 $2.30 $0.75 $5.75 4,085 440 
Large (5,000-24,999) $2.10 $1.00 $3.75 1,502 335 $2.15 $1.00 $3.75 1,507 336 $2.25 $1.00 $4.50 1,509 336 $2.35 $1.00 $4.50 1,570 345 
Very large (25,000+) $2.10 $0.85 $3.75 262 156 $2.15 $0.85 $3.75 262 156 $2.25 $0.85 $3.75 263 157 $2.30 $1.50 $3.75 282 163 

Urbanicity                     

City $2.25 $0.85 $3.75 829 202 $2.25 $0.85 $3.75 835 203 $2.25 $0.85 $3.75 798 201 $2.50 $1.00 $4.50 905 206 
Suburban $2.25 $1.00 $3.75 2,003 314 $2.30 $1.00 $3.75 2,011 315 $2.40 $1.00 $4.50 2,017 317 $2.50 $1.00 $5.75 2,030 327 
Town $2.00 $0.80 $3.50 2,047 220 $2.05 $0.80 $3.50 2,061 221 $2.25 $0.80 $3.50 2,073 222 $2.35 $0.80 $3.50 1,974 222 
Rural $2.00 $0.85 $3.25 4,017 323 $2.00 $0.95 $3.50 4,002 322 $2.10 $1.00 $4.22 4,000 321 $2.25 $0.75 $3.50 3,645 323 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $2.25 $1.40 $3.75 2,165 274 $2.30 $1.40 $3.75 2,174 275 $2.40 $1.40 $4.22 2,213 277 $2.50 $1.25 $5.75 1,908 246 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $2.05 $1.00 $3.50 4,691 522 $2.10 $1.00 $3.75 4,691 522 $2.25 $1.00 $3.75 4,670 523 $2.30 $1.15 $3.75 4,325 513 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.85 $0.80 $3.25 2,039 263 $1.85 $0.80 $3.50 2,043 264 $2.00 $0.80 $4.50 2,004 261 $2.15 $0.75 $3.25 2,321 319 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-45. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Middle Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤$1.00 1.2 1.1 0.7 0.8 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 
$1.21 - $1.30 2.5 2.5 1.6 1.4 
$1.31 - $1.40 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.5 
$1.41 - $1.50 4.9 4.4 3.4 3.6 
$1.51 - $1.60 1.7 1.3 2.2 1.4 
$1.61 - $1.70 1.6 2.0 1.1 1.0 
$1.71 - $1.80 12.3 10.6 8.0 2.9 
$1.81 - $1.90 5.7 5.8 4.9 5.2 
$1.91 - $2.00 18.2 18.0 12.8 7.7 
$2.01 - $2.10 5.8 4.7 8.1 5.5 
$2.11 - $2.20 4.0 5.1 3.8 6.5 
$2.21 - $2.30 14.4 14.8 15.7 13.5 
$2.31 - $2.40 3.5 3.1 6.7 8.8 
$2.41 - $2.50 10.3 11.7 11.6 15.4 
$2.51 - $2.60 1.1 1.3 3.1 5.6 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.9 0.5 1.0 2.6 
$2.71 - $2.80 5.1 5.2 6.3 7.6 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.4 0.3 1.1 1.4 
$2.91 - $3.00 3.2 4.1 3.8 5.1 

> $3.00 1.9 2.1 2.7 2.6 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 8,895 8,908 8,888 8,554 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,059 1,061 1,061 1,078 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-46. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $2.05 $0.80 $4.00 10,344 1,149 $2.10  $0.80  $4.00  10,349 1,150 $2.25  $0.80  $4.50  10,314 1,150 $2.30  $0.80  $5.00  9,854 1,154 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $2.00 $0.85 $3.25 3,919 183 $2.00  $0.85  $3.50  3,919 183 $2.10  $1.00  $4.00  3,869 181 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  3,643 178 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $2.20 $0.80 $4.00 4,618 461 $2.25  $0.80  $4.00  4,617 461 $2.25  $0.80  $4.00  4,630 462 $2.35  $0.80  $5.00  4,339 462 
Large (5,000-24,999) $2.20 $1.00 $4.00 1,529 340 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  1,535 341 $2.25  $1.00  $4.50  1,536 341 $2.40  $1.00  $4.50  1,579 345 
Very large (25,000+) $2.20 $1.00 $3.75 278 165 $2.25  $1.00  $3.75  278 165 $2.25  $1.00  $3.75  279 166 $2.40  $1.30  $3.75  293 169 

Urbanicity                      

City $2.25 $1.00 $3.75 844 208 $2.25  $1.00  $3.75  850 209 $2.35  $1.00  $3.75  818 207 $2.50  $1.00  $4.50  814 205 
Suburban $2.35 $1.25 $3.75 2,098 321 $2.45  $1.25  $4.00  2,098 321 $2.50  $1.25  $4.50  2,104 323 $2.50  $1.25  $5.00  2,077 327 
Town $2.15 $0.80 $4.00 2,196 229 $2.20  $0.80  $4.00  2,210 230 $2.25  $0.80  $4.00  2,222 231 $2.35  $0.80  $4.00  2,159 234 
Rural $2.00 $0.85 $3.50 5,206 391 $2.00  $0.85  $3.50  5,192 390 $2.10  $1.00  $3.50  5,170 389 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  4,804 388 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $2.25 $1.30 $4.00 2,515 298 $2.30  $1.30  $4.00  2,515 298 $2.40  $1.40  $4.00  2,527 299 $2.50  $1.25  $5.00  2,227 264 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$2.05 $0.85 $4.00 5,360 561 $2.10  $0.85  $4.00  5,360 561 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  5,338 562 $2.25  $1.15  $4.00  5,084 556 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$2.00 $0.80 $3.50 2,470 290 $2.00  $0.80  $3.50  2,474 291 $2.00  $0.80  $4.50  2,449 289 $2.10  $0.80  $3.50  2,543 334 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-47. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in High Schools, SY 
2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤$1.00 1.4 1.3 0.6 0.5 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.4 
$1.21 - $1.30 2.9 2.7 1.8 1.8 
$1.31 - $1.40 1.3 1.4 1.2 0.4 
$1.41 - $1.50 5.3 4.4 3.6 3.3 
$1.51 - $1.60 1.5 1.3 2.1 2.1 
$1.61 - $1.70 1.9 2.2 1.3 1.0 
$1.71 - $1.80 11.5 10.7 9.1 3.1 
$1.81 - $1.90 5.7 5.5 3.7 4.9 
$1.91 - $2.00 17.2 17.0 11.5 8.6 
$2.01 - $2.10 5.1 4.9 8.6 5.7 
$2.11 - $2.20 4.0 4.3 4.4 6.6 
$2.21 - $2.30 13.8 14.6 14.5 13.2 
$2.31 - $2.40 3.3 3.1 6.4 7.8 
$2.41 - $2.50 10.4 11.4 11.7 14.1 
$2.51 - $2.60 1.2 1.1 3.0 5.4 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.9 0.8 1.1 2.7 
$2.71 - $2.80 5.8 6.0 6.5 7.7 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.5 0.7 1.4 1.1 
$2.91 - $3.00 3.5 3.6 3.9 5.5 

> $3.00 2.2 2.7 3.0 4.1 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 10,344 10,349 10,314 9,854 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,149 1,150 1,150 1,154 
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Table E-48. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $2.00  $0.85  $3.75  3,927 

 
487 $2.00  $0.85  $4.00  3,944 490 $2.10 $0.85 $4.00 3,888 488 $2.25  $0.80  $4.00  3,853 434 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $2.00  $1.00  $3.75  1,640 73 $2.00  $1.00  $4.00  1,640 73 $2.10  $1.10  $4.00  1,579 70 $2.20  $1.00  $4.00  1,969 94 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $2.00  $0.95  $3.25  1,397 136 $2.00  $0.95  $3.50  1,405 137 $2.10  $1.00  $3.50  1,405 137 $2.25  $0.80  $3.50  1,205 127 
Large (5,000-24,999) $2.00  $0.90  $3.75  701 166 $2.00  $0.90  $4.00  710 168 $2.10  $1.00  $4.00  715 169 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  529 126 
Very large (25,000+) $2.10  $0.85  $3.50  188 112 $2.15  $0.85  $3.50  188 112 $2.25  $0.85  $3.50  188 112 $2.35  $1.50  $3.50  150 87 

Urbanicity                      

City $2.00  $0.85  $3.50  384 105 $2.25  $0.85  $4.00  392 107 $2.30  $0.85  $4.00  393 107 $2.50  $1.00  $4.00  390 91 
Suburban $2.25  $1.00  $3.75  767 140 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  775 141 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  741 140 $2.40  $1.25  $4.00  454 98 
Town $2.00  $1.00  $3.25  933 94 $2.00  $1.00  $3.50  933 94 $2.10  $1.00  $3.50  933 94 $2.25  $0.80  $2.85  878 84 
Rural $1.92  $0.95  $3.15  1,844 148 $2.00  $0.95  $3.15  1,844 148 $2.00  $1.00  $3.15  1,822 147 $2.10  $1.00  $4.00  2,131 161 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $2.25  $1.00  $3.75  763 97 $2.25  $1.50  $4.00  771 98 $2.30  $1.50  $4.00  771 98 $2.50  $1.35  $4.00  577 68 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $2.00  $1.00  $3.75  2,121 249 $2.00  $1.00  $4.00  2,125 250 $2.05  $1.00  $4.00  2,133 252 $2.25  $1.00  $4.00  2,107 222 
High (60% or higher F/RP) $1.85  $0.85  $3.50  1,042 141 $1.92  $0.85  $3.50  1,048 142 $2.00  $0.85  $3.50  983 138 $2.00  $0.80  $3.00  1,168 144 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-49. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Full-Price Lunches in Other Schools,  
SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤$1.00 2.8 2.1 0.9 0.9 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.2 0.2 1.3 1.2 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 
$1.21 - $1.30 4.2 4.0 2.3 2.2 
$1.31 - $1.40 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.5 
$1.41 - $1.50 8.0 7.8 4.8 6.8 
$1.51 - $1.60 3.5 2.5 1.9 1.7 
$1.61 - $1.70 4.5 5.3 1.8 2.2 
$1.71 - $1.80 13.3 11.4 13.0 4.4 
$1.81 - $1.90 3.8 3.9 6.0 4.9 
$1.91 - $2.00 21.5 18.7 8.8 8.5 
$2.01 - $2.10 2.3 3.1 9.4 7.6 
$2.11 - $2.20 1.0 2.3 3.0 6.8 
$2.21 - $2.30 11.3 14.2 13.3 9.0 
$2.31 - $2.40 1.6 1.9 4.7 7.1 
$2.41 - $2.50 10.5 9.5 13.3 17.2 
$2.51 - $2.60 1.6 0.9 3.1 4.5 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.7 1.4 1.0 0.9 
$2.71 - $2.80 3.6 3.1 3.2 5.3 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 
$2.91 - $3.00 2.6 3.2 3.1 3.6 

> $3.00 2.0 3.4 3.7 3.2 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 3,927 3,944 3,888 3,853 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 487 490 488 434 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-50. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Lunches in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, 
SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009-10 SY 2010-11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 11,258 1,172 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  11,302 1,174 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  11,288 1,170 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  10,876 1,177 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 4,759 222 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,800 224 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,803 224 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,588 227 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 4,778 476 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,785 477 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,775 475 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,529 478 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,480 330 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,476 329 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,469 327 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,515 330 
Very large (25,000+) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 241 144 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  241 144 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  241 144 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  244 142 

Urbanicity                     

City $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,065 204 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,081 205 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,067 202 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,051 199 
Suburban $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,180 318 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,209 319 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,190 318 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,164 315 
Town $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,188 229 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,202 230 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,217 231 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,215 239 
Rural $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 5,825 421 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,810 420 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,814 419 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,445 424 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,671 295 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,700 296 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,713 297 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,367 266 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 5,904 585 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,897 584 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,901 586 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,636 578 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,682 292 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,705 294 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,674 287 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,873 333 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-51. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Lunches in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 8,537 1,010 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  8,557 1,010 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  8,523 1,006 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  8,199 1,016 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,713 127 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,732 128 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,705 127 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,484 124 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 4,148 421 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,155 422 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,155 421 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,997 429 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,442 322 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,438 321 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,431 319 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,475 321 
Very large (25,000+) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 234 140 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  232 139 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  232 139 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  244 142 

Urbanicity                     

City $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 770 186 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  785 186 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  716 181 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  812 181 
Suburban $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,901 297 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,908 297 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,908 297 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,895 299 
Town $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,966 213 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,979 214 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,995 215 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,955 220 
Rural $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 3,899 314 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,885 313 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,904 313 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,537 316 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,082 264 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,089 264 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,128 266 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,832 234 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 4,609 507 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,603 506 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,585 507 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,225 495 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,845 239 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,865 240 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,810 233 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,143 287 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-52. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Lunches in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 9,967 1,095 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  9,959 1,095 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  9,909 1,093 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  9,508 1,090 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 3,775 176 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,775 176 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,709 173 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,559 174 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 4,479 446 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,472 446 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,487 447 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,217 448 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,467 326 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,466 326 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,467 326 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,477 321 
Very large (25,000+) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 246 147 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  246 147 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  246 147 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  255 147 

Urbanicity                      

City $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 809 194 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  808 194 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  777 192 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  709 178 
Suburban $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,966 298 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,974 299 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,978 300 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,924 298 
Town $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,114 222 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,128 223 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,145 224 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,141 232 
Rural $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 5,078 381 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,049 379 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,010 377 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,734 382 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,395 283 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,389 283 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,405 285 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,131 250 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 5,276 545 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,269 544 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  5,232 544 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  4,982 537 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,296 267 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,301 268 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,271 264 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,395 303 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-53. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Lunches in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 3,852 467 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,897 471 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,848 468 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  3,711 416 

SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,636 73 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,663 74 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,602 71 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,888 90 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,372 133 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,380 134 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,390 135 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,170 124 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 676 160 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  684 162 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  689 163 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  513 121 
Very large (25,000+) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 169 101 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  169 101 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  166 99 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  140 81 
Urbanicity                      

City $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 341 96 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  377 99 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  377 99 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  380 86 
Suburban $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 736 131 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  744 132 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  707 129 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  412 89 
Town $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 940 93 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  940 93 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  950 94 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  838 82 
Rural $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,836 147 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,836 147 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,814 146 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,081 159 
Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 729 95 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  765 97 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  765 97 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  548 66 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $0.40 $0.25 $0.40 2,111 243 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,115 244 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,132 246 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  2,063 216 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.40 $0.25 $0.40 1,012 129 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,017 130 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  951 125 $0.40  $0.25  $0.40  1,100 134 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-54. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10,SY 2010–11, 
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $3.00 $1.00 $6.35 11,908 1,221 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  11,976 1,227 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  12,004 1,228 $3.10  $1.00  $6.50  11,277 1,233 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $2.85 $1.00 $6.30 5,255 245 $3.00  $1.00  $6.30  5,278 246 $3.00  $1.00  $6.30  5,300 247 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  4,804 239 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 4,890 488 $3.00  $1.35  $6.35  492 491 $3.00  $1.40  $6.35  4,938 492 $3.18  $1.15  $6.50  4,641 492 
Large (5,000-24,999) $3.00 $1.25 $5.00 1,508 337 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  1,517 339 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  1,510 337 $3.15  $1.75  $5.50  1,564 346 
Very large (25,000+) $3.00 $1.60 $5.00 255 151 $3.00  $1.60  $5.00  255 151 $3.00  $1.60  $5.00  256 152 $3.10  $1.85  $5.00  269 156 

Urbanicity                     

City $3.00 $1.25 $5.00 1,061 215 $3.00  $1.60  $5.00  1,067 216 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  1,063 215 $3.20  $1.75  $5.50  1,096 222 
Suburban $3.00 $1.35 $5.00 2,272 328 $3.00  $1.35  $5.00  2,320 332 $3.10  $1.40  $5.00  2,326 334 $3.25  $1.50  $6.50  2,133 326 
Town $3.00 $1.60 $4.50 2,323 240 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,337 241 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,349 242 $3.10  $1.25  $4.75  2,306 249 
Rural $2.85 $1.00 $6.35 6,251 438 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  6,251 438 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  6,266 437 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  5,742 436 

Poverty level                     

Low (0-29% F/RP) $3.00 $1.75 $5.00 2,723 294 $3.01  $1.75  $5.00  2,754 296 $3.15  $1.80  $5.00  2,764 296 $3.25  $1.50  $6.50  2,328 261 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$3.00 $1.35 $6.30 5,926 585 $3.00  $1.35  $6.30  5,943 587 $3.00  $1.35  $6.30  5,939 587 $3.05  $1.15  $5.00  5,650 581 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$2.80 $1.00 $6.35 3,259 342 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  3,279 344 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  3,300 345 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  3,300 391 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-55.  Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Elementary Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $2.00 6.8 5.8 4.5 4.1 

$2.01 - $2.10 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.6 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.2 
$2.21 - $2.30 5.1 4.8 3.6 3.0 
$2.31 - $2.40 1.9 1.4 1.2 1.1 
$2.41 - $2.50 12.7 12.3 9.2 6.9 
$2.51 - $2.60 1.9 1.5 2.5 1.5 
$2.61 - $2.70 2.5 2.6 1.9 1.7 
$2.71 - $2.80 10.5 9.2 8.5 6.9 
$2.81 - $2.90 3.4 3.1 3.1 2.0 
$2.91 - $3.00 21.5 23.5 21.3 21.3 
$3.01 - $3.10 2.5 2.8 4.9 4.3 
$3.11 - $3.20 1.8 2.5 2.1 4.1 
$3.21 - $3.30 8.9 8.7 10.8 12.7 
$3.31 - $3.40 0.7 1.0 2.1 2.6 
$3.41 - $3.50 9.0 8.9 9.2 11.7 
$3.51 - $3.60 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.8 
$3.61 - $3.70 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.8 
$3.71 - $3.80 2.4 2.3 3.4 4.3 
$3.81 - $3.90 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.5 
$3.91 - $4.00 3.8 4.3 4.7 5.1 

> $4.00 2.4 2.9 3.8 2.9 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 11,908 11,976 12,004 11,277 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,221 1,227 1,228 1,233 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-56. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10,  SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 8,990 1,047 $3.00  $1.35  $6.35  9,008 1,049 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  9,076 1,053 $3.15  $1.15  $6.50  8,462 1,061 
SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $2.95 $1.35 $5.00 2,985 140 $3.00  $1.35  $5.00  2,985 140 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  3,035 142 $3.00  $1.25  $4.75  2,601 131 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 4,300 436 $3.00  $1.40  $6.35  4,312 437 $3.00  $1.40  $6.35  4,334 439 $3.20  $1.15  $6.50  4,072 439 
Large (5,000-24,999) $3.00 $1.50 $5.00 1,463 327 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  1,469 328 $3.10  $1.50  $5.00  1,464 327 $3.25  $1.75  $5.50  1,526 338 
Very large (25,000+) $3.00 $1.75 $5.00 242 144 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  242 144 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  243 145 $3.24  $2.25  $5.00  264 153 

Urbanicity                     
City $3.00 $1.75 $5.00 789 195 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  792 195 $3.10  $1.50  $5.00  790 195 $3.25  $1.75  $5.50  834 201 
Suburban $3.06 $1.40 $5.00 1,971 304 $3.06  $1.40  $5.00  1,982 306 $3.25  $1.40  $5.00  1,988 308 $3.25  $1.50  $6.50  1,884 309 
Town $3.00 $1.60 $4.50 2,085 224 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,099 225 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,111 226 $3.10  $1.25  $4.75  2,030 228 
Rural $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 4,145 324 $3.00  $1.35  $6.35  4,135 323 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  4,187 324 $3.10  $1.15  $4.75  3,715 323 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $3.06 $1.75 $5.00 2,144 264 $3.10  $1.75  $5.00  2,152 265 $3.25  $1.80  $5.00  2,190 266 $3.34  $1.50  $6.50  1,771 228 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$3.00 $1.35 $4.75 4,597 504 $3.00  $1.35  $5.00  4,600 505 $3.00  $1.35  $5.00  4,596 505 $3.10  $1.15  $5.00  4,235 497 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$3.00 $1.10 $6.35 2,249 279 $3.00  $1.40  $6.35  2,255 279 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  2,290 282 $3.00  $1.25  $5.00  2,455 336 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-57. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Middle Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

≤ $2.00 4.7 3.8 3.2 3.2 
$2.01 - $2.10 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.3 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.7 1.0 0.9 0.0 
$2.21 - $2.30 5.4 5.3 3.7 2.7 
$2.31 - $2.40 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.2 
$2.41 - $2.50 11.1 10.5 6.1 5.3 
$2.51 - $2.60 1.7 1.3 2.4 1.2 
$2.61 - $2.70 2.2 2.4 1.7 1.1 
$2.71 - $2.80 10.5 9.0 8.8 6.7 
$2.81 - $2.90 3.7 3.7 3.7 2.1 
$2.91 - $3.00 23.7 25.3 21.9 20.7 
$3.01 - $3.10 2.4 3.0 5.3 4.3 
$3.11 - $3.20 2.1 2.5 3.0 4.4 
$3.21 - $3.30 9.8 9.3 10.6 14.0 
$3.31 - $3.40 0.6 0.9 2.0 3.0 
$3.41 - $3.50 9.1 9.1 10.4 13.7 
$3.51 - $3.60 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.7 
$3.61 - $3.70 0.4 0.4 0.7 1.2 
$3.71 - $3.80 2.3 2.4 3.1 4.8 
$3.81 - $3.90 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3 
$3.91 - $4.00 4.3 4.8 5.1 4.6 

> $4.00 2.5 3.1 4.6 3.4 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 8,990 9,008 9,076 8,462 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,047 1,049 1,053 1,061 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-58. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and 
SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 10,292 1,123 $3.00  $1.35  $6.35  10,360 1,129 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  10,365 1,129 $3.10  $1.25  $6.00  9,797 1,137 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $2.85 $1.35 $5.00 3,963 185 $3.00  $1.35  $5.00  3,986 186 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  3,985 186 $3.00  $1.25  $6.00  3,706 182 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $3.00 $1.10 $6.35 4,603 458 $3.00  $1.50  $6.35  4,639 461 $3.00  $1.50  $6.35  4,651 462 $3.20  $1.25  $5.00  4,289 458 
Large (5,000-24,999) $3.00 $1.50 $5.00 1,468 327 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  1,477 329 $3.10  $1.50  $5.00  1,469 327 $3.25  $1.75  $5.50  1,524 336 
Very large (25,000+) $3.00 $1.75 $5.00 258 153 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  258 153 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  260 154 $3.25  $2.25  $5.00  278 161 

Urbanicity                     
City $3.00 $1.75 $6.00 801 199 $3.00  $1.75  $6.00  806 200 $3.00  $1.50  $6.00  802 199 $3.20  $1.75  $6.00  782 202 
Suburban $3.15 $1.75 $5.00 2,032 307 $3.15  $1.75  $5.00  2,057 310 $3.25  $1.75  $5.00  2,063 312 $3.25  $1.50  $5.25  1,991 312 
Town $3.00 $1.60 $4.50 2,218 230 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,232 231 $3.00  $1.60  $4.75  2,222 231 $3.10  $1.25  $4.75  2,169 237 
Rural $2.85 $1.10 $6.35 5,241 387 $3.00  $1.35  $6.35  5,264 388 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  5,278 387 $3.00  $1.25  $4.75  4,855 386 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $3.01 $1.75 $5.00 2,485 287 $3.10  $1.75  $5.00  2,494 288 $3.25  $1.80  $5.00  2,504 288 $3.30  $1.50  $5.50  2,109 247 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$3.00 $1.35 $6.00 5,244 541 $3.00  $1.35  $6.00  5,284 544 $3.00  $1.35  $6.00  5,257 543 $3.05  $1.25  $5.00  4,971 538 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$3.00 $1.10 $6.35 2,563 295 $3.00  $1.50  $6.35  2,582 297 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  2,604 298 $3.00  $1.25  $6.00  2,716 352 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-59. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in High Schools, SY 2009–10, 
SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $2.00 4.4 3.9 2.9 3.3 

$2.01 - $2.10 0.7 0.2 0.4 0.5 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.2 
$2.21 - $2.30 5.9 5.7 3.9 2.4 
$2.31 - $2.40 1.8 1.5 1.3 1.5 
$2.41 - $2.50 11.3 10.8 7.4 5.3 
$2.51 - $2.60 2.0 1.5 2.7 1.6 
$2.61 - $2.70 2.7 2.9 2.1 1.6 
$2.71 - $2.80 10.7 9.2 8.6 6.8 
$2.81 - $2.90 3.6 3.0 3.7 2.4 
$2.91 - $3.00 22.6 24.3 21.8 21.5 
$3.01 - $3.10 2.7 2.8 5.0 4.2 
$3.11 - $3.20 2.0 2.9 2.5 4.3 
$3.21 - $3.30 8.8 8.8 10.4 13.1 
$3.31 - $3.40 0.8 1.0 2.5 2.8 
$3.41 - $3.50 9.3 9.0 9.9 12.7 
$3.51 - $3.60 0.6 0.8 1.1 1.4 
$3.61 - $3.70 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.8 
$3.71 - $3.80 2.8 2.9 3.7 3.9 
$3.81 - $3.90 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.3 
$3.91 - $4.00 4.2 4.6 4.9 5.0 

> $4.00 1.8 2.3 3.6 4.2 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 10,292 10,360 10,365 9,797 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,123 1,129 1,129 1,137 
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Table E-60. Median, Minimum, and Maximum NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and 
SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 

All SFAs 
$3.00  $1.10  $7.00  4,017 

 
486 

 
$3.00  $1.50  $7.00  4,049 491 $3.00  $1.00  $7.00  4,025 488 $3.10  $1.25  $6.25  3,881 439 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $2.75  $1.50  $4.00  1,757 78 $2.85  $1.50  $5.00  1,757 78 $3.00  $1.00  $5.00  1,737 77 $3.10  $1.25  $5.00  1,994 96 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $3.00  $1.10  $6.35  1,380 135 $3.00  $1.60  $6.35  1,400 137 $3.06  $1.80  $6.35  1,400 137 $3.25  $1.95  $4.75  1,218 129 
Large (5,000-24,999) $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  699 165 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  711 168 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  707 167 $3.00  $1.75  $5.50  515 124 
Very large (25,000+) $3.00  $1.75  $7.00  182 108 $3.00  $1.75  $7.00  182 108 $3.10  $1.75  $7.00  180 107 $3.25  $2.25  $6.25  154 90 

Urbanicity      
               

City $3.00  $1.75  $7.00  422 108 $3.00  $1.75  $7.00  431 110 $3.00  $1.50  $7.00  429 109 $3.25  $1.75  $5.50  442 100 
Suburban $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  809 139 $3.00  $1.50  $5.00  833 142 $3.20  $1.50  $5.00  818 142 $3.25  $1.85  $6.25  451 96 
Town $3.00  $2.00  $4.25  918 93 $3.00  $2.00  $4.75  918 93 $3.00  $2.00  $4.75  918 93 $3.25  $1.95  $4.75  848 85 
Rural $2.85  $1.10  $6.35  1,868 146 $3.00  $1.50  $6.35  1,868 146 $3.00  $1.00  $6.35  1,860 144 $3.00  $1.25  $4.80  2,140 158 

Poverty level 
     

               
Low (0-29% F/RP) $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  745 93 $3.10  $1.75  $5.00  754 94 $3.10  $1.80  $5.00  752 93 $3.25 $2.35  $5.50 543 62 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$3.00  $1.50  $4.50  2,126 244 $3.00  $1.60  $5.00  2,144 247 $3.00  $1.75  $5.00  2,141 246 $3.10 $1.25  $6.25 2,021 215 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$3.00  $1.10  $7.00  1,146 149 $3.00  $1.50  $7.00  1,152 150 $3.00  $1.00  $7.00  1,132 149 $3.00 $1.75  $5.00 1,317 162 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-61. Distribution of NSLP Meal Prices for Adult Lunches in Other Schools, SY 2009–
10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Lunch price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $2.00 7.3 6.2 3.7 4.6 

$2.01 - $2.10 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.3 
$2.21 - $2.30 5.9 3.6 3.3 2.1 
$2.31 - $2.40 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.9 
$2.41 - $2.50 11.3 11.9 8.1 6.4 
$2.51 - $2.60 2.7 2.8 3.7 2.4 
$2.61 - $2.70 1.4 1.9 1.7 1.2 
$2.71 - $2.80 10.7 10.5 10.5 7.5 
$2.81 - $2.90 2.4 1.9 0.9 1.9 
$2.91 - $3.00 23.0 22.8 22.6 17.5 
$3.01 - $3.10 2.6 3.4 4.7 6.1 
$3.11 - $3.20 2.7 3.7 3.5 4.7 
$3.21 - $3.30 9.6 9.7 11.4 12.2 
$3.31 - $3.40 0.8 0.5 1.6 2.9 
$3.41 - $3.50 7.0 7.0 8.6 11.7 
$3.51 - $3.60 0.4 0.4 0.9 1.4 
$3.61 - $3.70 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 
$3.71 - $3.80 4.9 4.7 5.1 3.3 
$3.81 - $3.90 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.3 
$3.91 - $4.00 4.1 4.7 5.1 6.1 

> $4.00 0.9 2.0 2.2 5.3 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 4,017 4,049 4,025 3,881 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 486 491 488 439 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.4 and 5.5; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.6. 
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Table E-62. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10,  SY 2010–11, SY 
2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.10 $0.25 $3.00 9,596 1,031 $1.15  $0.25  $3.00  9,732 1,041 $1.25  $0.25  $3.00  9,792 1,036 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  9,062 1,014 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.10 $0.40 $2.25 3,969 187 $1.15  $0.40  $2.00  4,076 192 $1.20  $0.40  $2.30  4,147 195 $1.25  $0.27  $2.25  3,770 187 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.15 $0.40 $3.00 4,022 402 $1.25  $0.40  $3.00  4,030 401 $1.25  $0.40  $3.00  4,058 404 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  3,681 390 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.10 $0.25 $2.25 1,377 307 $1.10  $0.25  $2.25  1,393 310 $1.20  $0.25  $2.25  1,358 301 $1.25  $0.25  $2.35  1,368 300 
Very large (25,000+) $1.00 $0.40 $2.00 227 135 $1.10  $0.40  $2.25  232 138 $1.15  $0.40  $2.25  230 136 $1.25  $0.50  $2.00  242 137 

Urbanicity                     
City $1.25 $0.25 $2.25 928 183 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  941 187 $1.25  $0.25  $2.30  9,167 180 $1.35  $0.25  $2.25  825 178 
Suburban $1.20 $0.60 $2.00 1,702 279 $1.25  $0.60  $2.10  1,764 284 $1.25  $0.60  $2.00  17,752 282 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  1,681 273 
Town $1.15 $0.40 $3.00 1,898 200 $1.15  $0.40  $3.00  1,931 201 $1.25  $0.40  $3.00  1,924 202 $1.25  $0.40  $2.00  1,811 196 
Rural $1.00 $0.40 $2.00 5,067 369 $1.10  $0.40  $2.25  5,096 369 $1.20  $0.40  $2.25  5,176 372 $1.25  $0.27  $2.85  4,745 367 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.20 $0.65 $2.25 1,901 234 $1.25  $0.65  $2.25  2,027 243 $1.25  $0.65  $2.25  2,098 249 $1.25  $0.30  $2.50  1,697 211 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$1.10 $0.40 $3.00 5,321 545 $1.15  $0.40  $3.00  5,353 547 $1.25  $0.40  $3.00  5,339 542 $1.25  $0.25  $2.20  5,054 535 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.00 $0.25 $2.25 2,373 252 $1.00  $0.25  $2.25  2,353 251 $1.00  $0.25  $2.30  2,355 245 $1.10  $0.25  $2.85  2,311 268 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-63. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in Elementary Schools,  
SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $0.50 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.1 

$0.51 - $0.60 1.2 1.2 0.7 0.6 
$0.61 - $0.70 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.6 
$0.71 - $0.80 9.0 7.9 7.1 6.0 
$0.81 - $0.90 4.3 4.1 3.2 2.4 
$0.91 - $1.00 26.8 24.6 20.7 18.0 
$1.01 - $1.10 6.2 5.4 6.3 6.4 
$1.11 - $1.20 7.6 7.6 6.3 5.3 
$1.21 - $1.30 21.8 22.9 25.2 24.6 
$1.31 - $1.40 5.2 7.2 8.1 7.9 
$1.41 - $1.50 9.1 9.8 11.6 14.7 
$1.51 - $1.60 1.4 1.2 2.5 2.1 
$1.61 - $1.70 0.8 1.3 1.0 1.6 
$1.71 - $1.80 1.6 2.2 2.8 4.3 
$1.81 - $1.90 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 
$1.91 - $2.00 0.9 1.3 0.8 2.0 

>$2.00 0.4 0.2 0.4 1.1 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 9,596 9,732 9,792 9,062 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,031 1,041 1,036 1,014 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-64. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–
12, and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.25 $0.25 $2.50 7,308 895 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  750 912 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  7,437 899 $1.30  $0.25  $2.85  7,104 898 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.25 $0.50 $2.00 2,313 109 $1.25  $0.50  $2.00  2,417 114 $1.25  $0.50  $2.00  2,384 113 $1.35  $0.27  $2.50  2,241 112 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.25 $0.40 $2.50 3,417 349 $1.25  $0.40  $2.50  3,496 355 $1.25  $0.40  $2.50  3,503 356 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  3,293 355 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.25 $0.25 $2.25 1,353 303 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  1,367 306 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  1,324 295 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  1,329 294 
Very large (25,000+) $1.20 $0.45 $2.25 225 134 $1.25  $0.45  $2.25  230 137 $1.25  $0.45  $2.25  227 135 $1.25  $0.50  $2.50  242 137 

Urbanicity                     
City $1.25 $0.25 $2.25 727 172 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  743 177 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  661 167 $1.50  $0.25  $2.50  746 173 
Suburban $1.25 $0.60 $2.50 1,510 262 $1.25  $0.60  $2.50  1,571 267 $1.25  $0.60  $2.50  1,613 267 $1.30  $0.25  $2.50  1,523 259 
Town $1.25 $0.40 $2.00 1,731 188 $1.25  $0.40  $2.25  1,759 190 $1.25  $0.40  $2.00  1,730 188 $1.25  $0.40  $2.00  1,645 184 
Rural $1.25 $0.50 $2.00 3,341 273 $1.25  $0.50  $2.25  3,435 278 $1.25  $0.50  $2.30  3,433 277 $1.25  $0.27  $2.85  3,191 282 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.25 $0.85 $2.50 1,463 208 $1.25  $0.90  $2.50  1,521 213 $1.30  $1.00  $2.50  1,569 217 $1.40  $0.80  $2.75  1,317 184 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$1.25 $0.50 $2.01 4,207 477 $1.25  $0.50  $2.25  4,291 485 $1.25  $0.50  $2.30  4,200 475 $1.25  $0.25  $2.30  3,865 467 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.15 $0.25 $2.00 1,638 210 $1.15  $0.25  $2.25  1,698 214 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  1,669 207 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  1,922 247 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-65. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in Middle Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $0.50 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.7 

$0.51 - $0.60 1.5 1.5 1.1 0.7 
$0.61 - $0.70 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 
$0.71 - $0.80 5.0 4.5 4.4 3.9 
$0.81 - $0.90 3.1 3.0 1.9 1.6 
$0.91 - $1.00 22.6 21.1 16.9 14.9 
$1.01 - $1.10 5.2 4.3 5.6 4.3 
$1.11 - $1.20 5.7 5.3 4.4 4.3 
$1.21 - $1.30 24.9 25.6 25.8 21.9 
$1.31 - $1.40 6.9 9.2 10.5 10.3 
$1.41 - $1.50 14.7 14.2 16.4 19.4 
$1.51 - $1.60 1.9 1.6 3.6 3.1 
$1.61 - $1.70 0.7 1.4 1.5 2.2 
$1.71 - $1.80 3.2 3.7 3.7 4.9 
$1.81 - $1.90 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 
$1.91 - $2.00 1.6 1.8 1.4 3.4 

>$2.00 0.3 0.5 0.7 2.4 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 7,308 7,509 7,437 7,104 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 895 912 899 898 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-66. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.25 $0.25 $2.85 8,622 982 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  8,834 1,002 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  8,813 994 $1.25  $0.25  $3.00  8,353 982 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.20 $0.45 $2.50 3,098 146 $1.25  $0.45  $2.50  3,193 150 $1.25  $0.45  $2.50  3,215 151 $1.30  $0.27  $2.50  3,110 153 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.25 $0.40 $2.85 3,907 389 $1.25  $0.40  $2.85  3,997 397 $1.25  $0.40  $2.85  3,988 397 $1.25  $0.25  $3.00  3,647 390 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.25 $0.25 $2.25 1,383 308 $1.25  $0.25  $2.60  1,404 313 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  1,374 306 $1.25  $0.25  $3.00  1,348 298 
Very large (25,000+) $1.25 $0.45 $2.25 234 139 $1.25  $0.45  $2.25  239 142 $1.25  $0.45  $2.50  236 140 $1.25  $0.50  $2.50  249 141 

Urbanicity                     
City $1.25 $0.25 $2.25 663 172 $1.25  $0.25  $2.25  710 179 $1.30  $0.25  $2.25  700 175 $1.40  $0.25  $2.50  731 178 
Suburban $1.25 $0.60 $2.85 1,687 279 $1.25  $0.60  $2.85  1,750 286 $1.25  $0.60  $2.85  1,759 284 $1.40  $0.25  $3.00  1,664 271 
Town $1.25 $0.40 $2.00 1,858 196 $1.25  $0.40  $2.00  1,894 199 $1.25  $0.40  $2.00  1,897 199 $1.25  $0.40  $2.25  1,807 197 
Rural $1.20 $0.45 $2.25 4,414 335 $1.25  $0.45  $2.25  4,480 338 $1.25  $0.45  $2.30  4,457 336 $1.25  $0.27  $3.00  4,152 336 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.25 $0.80 $2.85 1,819 235 $1.30  $0.80  $2.85  1,886 241 $1.35  $0.80  $2.85  1,910 243 $1.40  $0.80  $3.00  1,652 209 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.25 $0.50 $2.50 4,788 515 $1.25  $0.50  $2.50  4,854 522 $1.25  $0.50  $2.50  4,814 517 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  4,569 506 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.10 $0.25 $2.00 2,014 232 $1.15  $0.25  $2.60  2,094 239 $1.20  $0.25  $2.25  2,089 234 $1.25  $0.25  $2.85  2,132 267 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-67. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Full Price Breakfasts in High Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $0.50 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.5 

$0.51 - $0.60 1.5 1.5 1.1 0.5 
$0.61 - $0.70 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 
$0.71 - $0.80 6.7 6.0 5.3 4.3 
$0.81 - $0.90 3.4 3.4 2.4 2.2 
$0.91 - $1.00 22.6 21.1 17.4 15.8 
$1.01 - $1.10 4.6 3.9 5.0 3.9 
$1.11 - $1.20 5.1 4.8 4.0 3.9 
$1.21 - $1.30 23.2 22.7 24.1 22.4 
$1.31 - $1.40 7.3 9.2 10.2 10.5 
$1.41 - $1.50 13.4 14.3 15.7 16.5 
$1.51 - $1.60 1.8 1.6 2.4 3.6 
$1.61 - $1.70 0.6 1.2 1.4 2.0 
$1.71 - $1.80 3.7 4.0 4.3 5.1 
$1.81 - $1.90 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 
$1.91 - $2.00 2.4 2.4 2.2 4.3 

>$2.00 1.0 1.5 1.9 2.8 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 8,622 8,834 8,813 8,353 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 982 1,002 994 982 
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Table E-68. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Full-Price Breakfasts in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.10  $0.25  $2.15  3,033 

 
395 

 
$1.25  $0.25  $3.25  3,102 403 $1.25  $0.25  $3.25  3,061 399 $1.25  $0.25  $3.25  2,950 347 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.00  $0.35  $2.00  1,163 53 $1.00  $0.50  $3.25  1,208 55 $1.18  $0.50  $3.25  1,161 53 $1.25  $0.50  $3.25  1,410 68 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.25  $0.50  $2.15  1,137 111 $1.25  $0.50  $2.15  1,138 111 $1.25  $0.50  $2.15  1,155 113 $1.25  $0.40  $2.25  998 105 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.10  $0.25  $2.00  571 135 $1.15  $0.25  $2.25  592 140 $1.20  $0.25  $2.25  583 138 $1.25  $0.25  $2.50  409 98 
Very large (25,000+) $1.25  $0.45  $2.00  162 96 $1.25  $0.45  $2.00  164 97 $1.25  $0.45  $2.00  161 95 $1.25  $0.75  $2.04  132 76 

Urbanicity 
     

               
City $1.25  $0.25  $2.00  323 82 $1.25  $0.25  $3.25  343 88 $1.25  $0.25  $3.25  308 84 $1.35  $0.25  $3.25  282 76 
Suburban $1.25  $0.60  $2.00  528 115 $1.25  $0.60  $2.10  528 115 $1.25  $0.60  $2.00  502 112 $1.25  $0.60  $2.04  335 78 
Town $1.15  $0.50  $2.00  736 76 $1.20  $0.50  $2.00  748 77 $1.25  $0.50  $2.00  763 80 $1.25  $0.40  $2.25  702 66 
Rural $1.00  $0.50  $2.15  1,446 122 $1.05  $0.50  $2.15  1,483 123 $1.20  $0.50  $2.15  1,487 123 $1.25  $0.50  $2.25  1,631 127 

Poverty level 
     

               
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.25  $0.35  $2.00  461 68 $1.40  $0.80  $3.25  465 69 $1.40  $1.00  $3.25  501 72 $1.45  $0.90  $3.25  382 52 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.08  $0.50  $2.15  1,814 219 $1.15  $0.50  $2.15  1,848 223 $1.25  $0.50  $2.15  1,798 221 $1.25  $0.70  $2.25  1,708 189 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.00  $0.25  $2.00  759 108 $1.00  $0.25  $2.10  790 111 $1.05  $0.25  $2.00  762 106 $1.15  $0.25  $2.00  859 106 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-69. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Full Price Breakfasts in Other Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $0.50 3.7 2.7 1.8 2.7 

$0.51 - $0.60 2.5 2.5 2.4 1.1 
$0.61 - $0.70 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.2 
$0.71 - $0.80 11.8 10.9 7.9 6.1 
$0.81 - $0.90 3.5 3.3 2.8 3.5 
$0.91 - $1.00 23.9 21.1 18.4 16.3 
$1.01 - $1.10 4.0 4.2 6.4 5.5 
$1.11 - $1.20 3.5 3.6 3.7 4.9 
$1.21 - $1.30 23.0 23.7 24.5 24.1 
$1.31 - $1.40 4.7 4.0 6.2 8.2 
$1.41 - $1.50 10.2 13.2 13.8 12.0 
$1.51 - $1.60 2.8 1.6 1.9 3.4 
$1.61 - $1.70 0.6 1.9 2.2 2.0 
$1.71 - $1.80 1.6 2.0 2.5 5.1 
$1.81 - $1.90 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 
$1.91 - $2.00 2.9 2.9 3.7 1.3 

>$2.00 0.3 1.5 1.3 3.2 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 3,033 3,102 3,061 2,950 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 395 403 399 347 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-70. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Breakfasts in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, 
SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 8,156 884 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  8,256 886 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  8,257 873 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  7,690 848 
SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 3,282 158 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,396 163 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,395 163 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,106 155 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 3,520 353 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,511 351 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,581 358 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,268 347 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,167 262 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,163 261 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,101 246 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,143 247 
Very large (25,000+) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 186 111 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  186 111 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  181 106 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  174 99 

Urbanicity                     
City $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 722 147 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  770 150 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  730 144 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  646 134 
Suburban $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,470 240 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,509 241 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,516 236 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,439 224 
Town $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,549 167 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,609 171 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,622 173 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,541 172 
Rural $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 4,414 330 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,369 324 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,389 320 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  4,063 318 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,640 201 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,713 204 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,753 204 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,400 174 
Medium (30-59% 
F/RP) 

$0.30 $0.15 $0.30 4,561 470 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,565 469 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,503 457 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  4,349 451 

High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,954 213 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,979 213 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,001 212 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,941 223 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-71. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Breakfasts in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 6,183 761 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  6,340 769 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  6,329 754 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  5,982 746 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,890 91 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,996 96 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,008 97 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,783 90 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 2,979 305 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,034 309 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,085 315 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  2,919 315 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,132 256 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,128 255 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,059 238 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,103 240 
Very large (25,000+) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 182 109 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  182 109 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  177 104 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  177 101 

Urbanicity                     
City $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 573 140 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  595 142 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  551 135 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  598 130 
Suburban $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,245 219 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,295 221 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,319 217 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,291 211 
Town $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,410 158 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,442 161 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,459 163 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,408 163 
Rural $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 2,954 244 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,009 245 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,999 239 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  2,684 242 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,263 175 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,309 178 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,309 175 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,091 151 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 3,562 408 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,606 410 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,555 399 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,337 394 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,357 178 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,425 181 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,465 180 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,553 201 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-72. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Breakfasts in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 7,348 839 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  7,512 850 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  7,471 833 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  7,146 822 
SFA size                     

Small (1-999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 2,610 125 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,706 129 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,723 130 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  2,622 129 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 3,376 338 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,443 344 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  3,450 345 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,231 346 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,170 262 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,171 263 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,111 249 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,107 242 
Very large (25,000+) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 192 114 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  192 114 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  186 109 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  186 105 

Urbanicity                     
City $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 584 143 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  620 147 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  604 142 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  543 130 
Suburban $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,378 232 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,432 236 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,428 230 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,416 222 
Town $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,505 165 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,537 168 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,582 171 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,587 177 
Rural $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 3,881 299 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,923 299 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  3,858 290 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,601 293 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.30 $0.20 $0.30 1,546 197 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,609 201 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,574 194 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,375 172 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $0.30 $0.15 $0.30 4,057 441 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,099 444 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  4,032 433 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  3,974 429 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.30 $0.15 $0.30 1,745 201 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,804 205 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  1,866 206 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,797 221 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-73. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Reduced-Price Breakfasts in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,629 

 
334 

 
$0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,733 343 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  2,712 339 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  2,457 284 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,071 49 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,135 52 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,088 50 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,133 54 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  954 94 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  982 97 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,024 101 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  881 94 
Large (5,000-24,999) $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  471 112 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  483 115 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  470 111 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  345 81 
Very large (25,000+) $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  132 79 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  133 79 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  131 77 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  98 55 

Urbanicity 
     

               
City $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  263 68 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  278 72 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  270 69 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  233 57 
Suburban $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  442 91 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  449 92 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  431 90 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  277 61 
Town $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  574 61 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  602 64 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  600 67 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  559 55 
Rural $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,351 114 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,404 115 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,411 113 $0.30  $0.25  $0.30  1,387 111 

Poverty level 
     

               
Low (0-29% F/RP) $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  390 54 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  401 55 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  436 57 $0.30 $0.25  $0.30  340 43 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,541 187 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,592 193 $0.30  $0.20  $0.30  1,565 189 $0.30 $0.25  $0.30  1,384 154 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$0.30  $0.15  $0.30  699 93 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  740 95 $0.30  $0.15  $0.30  711 93 $0.30 $0.25  $0.30  733 87 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-74. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Elementary Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11,  
 SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.50 $0.35 $4.00 10,108 1,077 $1.60  $0.35  $4.00  10,332 1,100 $1.70  $0.35  $4.00  10,418 1,105 $1.75  $0.35  $5.00  9,611 1,080 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.50 $0.35 $3.00 4,282 202 $1.50  $0.35  $3.00  4,381 207 $1.55  $0.35  $3.00  4,425 209 $1.65  $0.35  $3.25  4,032 202 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.60 $0.50 $4.00 4,183 418 $1.65  $0.50  $4.00  4,283 427 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  4,333 433 $1.75  $0.75  $5.00  3,937 420 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.75 $0.75 $3.53 1,407 317 $1.75  $0.75  $3.53  1,427 322 $1.75  $0.75  $3.53  1,420 320 $1.75  $0.75  $3.75  1,395 315 
Very large (25,000+) $1.75 $0.75 $3.00 235 140 $1.75  $0.75  $3.00  242 144 $1.85  $0.75  $3.50  241 143 $1.85  $0.90  $3.00  247 143 

Urbanicity                      
City $1.75 $0.75 $3.25 906 200 $1.75  $0.75  $3.25  918 204 $1.75  $0.75  $3.50  883 200 $1.85  $0.75  $3.75  921 201 
Suburban $1.75 $0.85 $3.10 1,691 272 $1.75  $0.85  $3.25  1,738 278 $1.75  $0.85  $3.10  1,763 280 $1.75  $0.75  $5.00  1,555 263 
Town $1.55 $0.85 $4.00 2,098 220 $1.60  $0.85  $4.00  2,159 225 $1.70  $0.85  $4.00  2,175 227 $1.75  $1.00  $3.50  2,135 230 
Rural $1.50 $0.35 $3.53 5,413 385 $1.50  $0.35  $3.53  5,517 393 $1.60  $0.35  $3.53  5,598 398 $1.75  $0.35  $3.25  5,000 386 

Poverty level                      
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.75 $1.00 $3.53 1,728 207 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,834 214 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,904 219 $1.80  $1.00  $5.00  1,431 175 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.50 $0.50 $4.00 5,393 547 $1.60  $0.50  $4.00  5,472 558 $1.70  $0.50  $4.00  5,459 556 $1.75  $0.75  $3.50  5,169 539 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.50 $0.35 $3.25 2,987 323 $1.50  $0.35  $3.25  3,026 328 $1.55  $0.35  $3.50  3,055 330 $1.75  $0.35  $3.00  3,011 366 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-75. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Elementary Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤$1.00 9.1 8.8 7.5 5.0 

$1.01 - $1.10 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 
$1.11 - $1.20 1.5 1.4 1.2 0.9 
$1.21 - $1.30 12.8 12.2 8.9 8.0 
$1.31 - $1.40 3.6 3.1 3.8 3.3 
$1.41 - $1.50 22.6 20.8 19.7 18.3 
$1.51 - $1.60 3.4 3.4 5.3 6.0 
$1.61 - $1.70 3.0 3.6 2.9 2.7 
$1.71 - $1.80 14.1 14.5 14.2 14.5 
$1.81 - $1.90 3.2 3.6 4.4 4.7 
$1.91 - $2.00 14.7 16.0 16.8 19.7 
$2.01 - $2.10 1.1 1.3 2.1 1.8 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.5 0.7 1.2 0.7 
$2.21 - $2.30 2.5 2.8 4.1 4.8 
$2.31 - $2.40 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 
$2.41 - $2.50 3.3 2.9 2.7 4.5 
$2.51 - $2.60 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 
$2.71 - $2.80 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.7 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.1   0.1 
$2.91 - $3.00 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.9 

> $3.00 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.6 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 10,108 10,332 10,418 9,611 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 1,077 1,100 1,105 1,080 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-76. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Middle Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.60 $0.50 $3.53 7,500 909 $1.70  $0.50  $4.00  7,691 931 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  7,736 934 $1.75  $0.75  $5.00  7,280 935 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.50 $0.60 $3.00 2,428 114 $1.50  $0.60  $3.00  2,505 118 $1.55  $0.75  $3.00  2,499 118 $1.75  $0.75  $3.25  2,243 114 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.65 $0.50 $3.50 3,505 358 $1.70  $0.50  $3.50  3,589 366 $1.75  $0.50  $3.50  3,648 372 $1.75  $0.75  $5.00  3,447 374 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.75 $0.75 $3.53 1,342 303 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  1,366 309 $1.80  $0.75  $4.00  1,358 307 $1.80  $0.75  $3.75  1,346 306 
Very large (25,000+) $1.75 $0.75 $3.00 224 134 $1.80  $0.75  $4.00  231 138 $1.95  $0.75  $4.00  230 137 $1.85  $0.90  $3.50  243 141 

Urbanicity                     
City $1.75 $0.75 $3.25 736 184 $1.75  $0.75  $3.25  753 189 $1.80  $0.75  $3.45  717 185 $2.00  $0.75  $3.75  767 188 
Suburban $1.75 $0.85 $3.10 1,400 245 $1.75  $0.85  $4.00  1,448 252 $1.75  $0.85  $4.00  1,494 255 $1.80  $0.75  $5.00  1,409 249 
Town $1.60 $0.85 $3.25 1,865 203 $1.65  $0.85  $3.25  1,886 205 $1.75  $0.85  $3.25  1,903 207 $1.75  $1.00  $3.50  1,843 209 
Rural $1.50 $0.50 $3.53 3,499 277 $1.50  $0.50  $3.53  3,604 285 $1.60  $0.50  $3.53  3,623 287 $1.75  $0.75  $3.25  3,260 289 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.75 $1.00 $3.53 1,282 180 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,335 185 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,382 188 $1.80  $1.00  $5.00  1,112 154 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.55 $0.50 $3.50 4,161 466 $1.65  $0.50  $4.00  4,230 476 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  4,200 474 $1.75  $0.75  $3.50  3,901 462 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.50 $0.60 $3.25 2,057 263 $1.50  $0.60  $4.00  2,126 270 $1.70  $0.75  $4.00  2,154 272 $1.75  $0.75  $3.50  2,267 319 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-77. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Middle Schools,  
 SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $1.00 7.6 7.6 6.4 4.3 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.7 0.8 0.7 1.0 
$1.21 - $1.30 12.7 11.5 8.2 7.5 
$1.31 - $1.40 4.3 3.9 3.6 2.3 
$1.41 - $1.50 22.7 21.2 20.7 17.5 
$1.51 - $1.60 2.8 3.1 4.6 5.0 
$1.61 - $1.70 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.6 
$1.71 - $1.80 14.8 15.2 14.6 14.9 
$1.81 - $1.90 3.5 4.1 4.6 4.9 
$1.91 - $2.00 14.8 15.6 16.6 20.2 
$2.01 - $2.10 1.6 1.4 2.2 2.1 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.6 0.8 1.5 0.8 
$2.21 - $2.30 3.2 3.6 4.6 5.6 
$2.31 - $2.40 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 
$2.41 - $2.50 3.2 3.1 3.5 5.1 
$2.51 - $2.60 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 
$2.71 - $2.80 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.1 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 
$2.91 - $3.00 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.9 

> $3.00 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.0 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 7,500 7,691 7,736 7,280 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 909 931 934 935 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-78. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in High Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and 
SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.55 $0.50 $4.00 8,822 996 $1.65  $0.50  $4.00  9,041 1,019 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  9,075 1,020 $1.75  $0.75  $6.00  8,552 1,012 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.50 $0.60 $3.15 3,313 156 $1.50  $0.60  $3.15  3,409 160 $1.55  $0.75  $3.15  3,425 161 $1.75  $0.75  $6.00  3,212 159 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.70 $0.50 $4.00 3,898 389 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  3,990 398 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  4,015 401 $1.75  $0.75  $5.00  3,736 400 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.75 $0.75 $3.53 1,371 308 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  1,395 314 $1.80  $0.75  $4.00  1,388 312 $1.80  $0.75  $3.75  1,346 305 
Very large (25,000+) $1.75 $0.75 $3.00 241 143 $1.85  $0.75  $4.00  247 147 $2.00  $0.75  $4.00  247 146 $1.95  $0.90  $3.50  257 148 

Urbanicity                     
City $1.75 $0.75 $4.00 699 187 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  743 193 $1.80  $0.75  $4.00  707 189 $2.00  $0.75  $6.00  739 190 
Suburban $1.75 $0.85 $3.15 1,560 261 $1.75  $0.85  $4.00  1,626 269 $1.75  $0.85  $4.00  1,638 269 $1.85  $0.75  $5.00  1,597 262 
Town $1.60 $0.85 $3.25 1,992 210 $1.65  $0.85  $3.25  2,013 212 $1.75  $0.85  $3.25  2,052 215 $1.75  $1.00  $3.50  1,975 216 
Rural $1.50 $0.50 $3.53 4,571 338 $1.50  $0.50  $3.53  4,659 345 $1.60  $0.50  $3.53  4,678 347 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  4,242 344 

Poverty level                     
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.75 $1.00 $3.53 1,611 206 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,678 212 $1.75  $1.00  $3.53  1,723 214 $1.75  $1.00  $5.00  1,441 178 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.50 $0.50 $4.00 4,803 506 $1.60  $0.50  $4.00  4,881 516 $1.70  $0.50  $4.00  4,841 513 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  4,601 500 
High (60% or higher 
F/RP) 

$1.50 $0.60 $3.25 2,408 284 $1.50  $0.60  $4.00  2,482 291 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  2,511 293 $1.75  $0.75  $6.00  2,510 334 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-79. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in High Schools, SY 2009–
10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $1.00 8.5 8.3 6.7 4.5 

$1.01 - $1.10 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 
$1.11 - $1.20 1.2 1.3 1.3 0.8 
$1.21 - $1.30 11.9 10.9 7.6 7.4 
$1.31 - $1.40 4.0 3.7 3.4 3.2 
$1.41 - $1.50 23.4 21.9 21.1 17.7 
$1.51 - $1.60 2.7 2.9 4.9 6.0 
$1.61 - $1.70 2.8 3.1 2.5 3.0 
$1.71 - $1.80 14.5 15.3 15.1 14.2 
$1.81 - $1.90 3.5 3.6 4.2 5.0 
$1.91 - $2.00 14.8 14.9 16.1 20.0 
$2.01 - $2.10 1.3 1.3 2.0 1.8 
$2.11 - $2.20 0.5 0.7 1.3 0.7 
$2.21 - $2.30 3.1 3.4 4.0 5.1 
$2.31 - $2.40 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.3 
$2.41 - $2.50 3.3 3.6 4.1 4.9 
$2.51 - $2.60 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 
$2.71 - $2.80 0.6 0.6 0.8 1.0 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.2 1.6 0.1 0.1 
$2.91 - $3.00 1.3 0.0 1.7 1.7 

> $3.00 1.4 1.7 1.8 1.5 

Total SFAs (Weighted) 8,822 9041 9075 8552 
Total SFAs (Unweighted) 996 1019 1020 1012 
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Table E-80. Median, Minimum, and Maximum SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Other Schools, SY 2009–10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, 
and SY 2012–13 

 
 SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 

SFA characteristics Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Median Min Max 
Total SFAs 

Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
All SFAs $1.60  $0.35  $3.50  3,284 

 
415 

 
$1.70  $0.35  $4.00  3,417 432 $1.75  $0.35  $4.00  3,421 434 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  3,355 397 

SFA size                     
Small (1-999) $1.50  $0.35  $3.00  1,325 60 $1.50  $0.35  $3.75  1,389 63 $1.60  $0.35  $3.75  1,364 62 $1.60  $0.50  $4.00  1,623 78 
Medium (1,000-4,999) $1.75  $0.50  $3.50  1,201 117 $1.75  $0.50  $3.50  1,239 121 $1.75  $0.50  $3.50  1,266 124 $1.85  $0.75  $3.05  1,099 116 
Large (5,000-24,999) $1.70  $1.00  $3.00  595 141 $1.75  $1.00  $3.25  619 147 $1.75  $1.00  $3.00  620 147 $1.75  $0.75  $3.75  487 117 
Very large (25,000+) $1.75  $0.75  $3.00  163 97 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  170 101 $1.90  $0.75  $4.00  170 101 $2.00  $0.90  $3.50  146 86 

Urbanicity 
     

               
City $1.75  $0.75  $3.00  385 94 $1.75  $0.75  $3.75  407 101 $1.80  $0.75  $3.75  375 99 $2.00  $0.75  $4.00  444 97 
Suburban $1.65  $0.85  $3.00  589 115 $1.70  $0.85  $4.00  602 118 $1.75  $0.85  $4.00  598 119 $1.75  $0.85  $2.85  358 85 
Town $1.75  $0.90  $3.00  768 81 $1.75  $0.90  $3.00  787 83 $1.80  $1.00  $3.00  797 84 $1.75  $1.20  $3.00  698 75 
Rural $1.50  $0.35  $3.50  1,542 125 $1.60  $0.35  $3.50  1,621 130 $1.60  $0.35  $3.50  1,650 132 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  1,854 140 

Poverty level 
     

               
Low (0-29% F/RP) $1.90  $0.80  $3.00  429 60 $1.90  $0.80  $3.75  442 62 $1.90  $1.00  $3.75  476 64 $2.00  $1.25  $4.00  347 45 
Medium (30-59% F/RP) $1.50  $0.50  $3.50  1,804 216 $1.65  $0.50  $4.00  1,862 225 $1.75  $0.50  $4.00  1,846 225 $1.75  $0.75  $4.00  1,731 195 
High (60% or higher F/RP) $1.50  $0.35  $3.20  1,051 139 $1.60  $0.35  $3.25  1,113 145 $1.75  $0.35  $3.20  1,099 145 $1.75  $0.50  $3.50  1,277 157 

Medians and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-81. Distribution of SBP Meal Prices for Adult Breakfasts in Other Schools, SY 2009–
10, SY 2010–11, SY 2011–12, and SY 2012–13 

 

Breakfast price 
Percent of SFAs 

SY 2009–10 SY 2010–11 SY 2011–12 SY 2012–13 
≤ $1.00 11.6 11.2 8.8 5.7 

$1.01 - $1.10 1.4 0.9 0.2 0.6 
$1.11 - $1.20 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 
$1.21 - $1.30 11.4 10.6 9.2 8.5 
$1.31 - $1.40 2.7 1.4 1.4 2.6 
$1.41 - $1.50 21.1 20.3 21.3 19.4 
$1.51 - $1.60 2.7 3.2 3.1 6.4 
$1.61 - $1.70 3.8 4.5 3.1 1.4 
$1.71 - $1.80 11.9 12.3 12.8 13.4 
$1.81 - $1.90 2.3 2.2 3.2 4.8 
$1.91 - $2.00 12.7 15.1 16.3 18.6 
$2.01 - $2.10 1.5 0.8 1.5 1.6 
$2.11 - $2.20 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 
$2.21 - $2.30 4.2 4.9 4.8 4.5 
$2.31 - $2.40 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.5 
$2.41 - $2.50 6.3 5.9 5.8 4.9 
$2.51 - $2.60 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 
$2.61 - $2.70 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.2 
$2.71 - $2.80 0.0 0.1 1.1 0.7 
$2.81 - $2.90 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
$2.91 - $3.00 2.6 1.8 3.3 2.2 

> $3.00 0.5 1.8 1.6 1.9 
Total SFAs (Weighted) 3,284 3,417 3,421 3,355 

Total SFAs (Unweighted) 415 432 434 397 
Percentages and total SFAs are based on SFAs that charged for a meal. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011–12, questions 5.1 and 5.2; SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 6.1. 
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Table E-82. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Breakfasts by SFA Size, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

Small (1-999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 16.4% 16.6% 14.8% 18.7% 28.1% 29.0% 26.9% 38.1% 39.3% 44.3% 37.1% 25.0% 

Mean increase2 $.15 $.13 $.14 $.48 $.14 $.11 $.11 $.15 $.13 $.12 $.12 $.22 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .05 .15 .10 .05 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .17 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .10 .05 .05 .05 .15 

Medium (1,000-4,999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 10.3% 12.1% 13.2% 10.7% 26.4% 26.4% 25.7% 27.5% 24.0% 25.9% 27.4% 37.0% 

Mean increase2 $.15 $.15 $.17 $.20 $.16 $.16 $.18 $.20 $.19 $.20 $.19 $.22 
Median increase2 .15 .15 .15 .25 .10 .10 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .20 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .05 .10 .25 .05 .05 .25 .25 

Large (5,000-24,999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 7.9% 8.5% 8.2% 9.4% 20.5% 18.9% 18.1% 15.9% 20.0% 20.9% 20.7% 28.0% 

Mean increase2 $.23 $.20 $.24 $.28 $.14 $.13 $.14 $.15 $.14 $.17 $.18 $.24 
Median increase2 .10 .15 .15 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .25 .05 .10 .10 .25 

Very Large (25,000+) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 11.6% 12.5% 12.7% 10.3% 22.4% 23.9% 22.1% 26.8% 19.1% 18.2% 17.8% 28.0% 

Mean increase2 $.22 $.28 $.22 $.22 $.15 $.15 $.16 $.15 $.16 $.17 $.18 $.28 
Median increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
  



 

 

E
-92 

Table E-83. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Lunches by SFA Size, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

Small (1-999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 18.1% 21.8% 18.8% 21.6% 53.3% 53.0% 55.8% 54.4% 65.4% 66.2% 65.8% 43.8% 

Mean increase2 $.19 $.17 $.17 $.43 $.15 $.12 $.12 $.16 $.14 $.17 $.15 $.28 
Median increase2 .10 .15 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .05 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Medium (1,000-4,999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 13.6% 14.3% 14.3% 10.9% 57.6% 58.1% 57.8% 57.5% 61.4% 58.2% 58.6% 64.6% 

Mean increase2 .19 .16 .18 .14 .14 .15 .15 .18 .14 .14 .15 .24 
Median increase2 .15 .15 .15 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 .10 .10 .10 .20 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .05 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Large (5,000-24,999) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 12.9% 14.0% 15.3% 13.7% 55.3% 54.1% 52.6% 53.8% 64.2% 59.9% 58.6% 65.3% 

Mean increase2 $.20 $.19 $.22 $.23 $.14 $.14 $.14 $.16 $.13 $.13 $.13 $.23 
Median increase2 .15 .15 .15 .25 .10 .10 .10. .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Very Large (25,000+) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 14.2% 11.9% 11.9% 10.7% 47.6% 46.7% 45.4% 48.2% 58.6% 56.2% 54.1% 58.8% 

Mean increase2 $.22 $.23 $.24 $.24 $.13 $.14 $.14 $.15 $.15 $.15 $.17 $.29 
Median increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .20 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
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Table E-84. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Breakfasts by Urbanicity, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

City 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 15.2% 8.4% 9.2% 16.3% 24.7% 24.3% 20.0% 21.5% 26.4% 15.3% 18.6% 36.2% 

Mean increase2 $.16 $.18 $.19 $1.59 $.30 $.15 $.16 $.16 $.22 $.21 $.27 $.33 
Median increase2 .10 .25 .25 2.90 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 .25 
Modal increase2 .10 .25 .25 2.90 .25 .25 .10 .25 .10 .10 .50 .25 

Suburban 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 11.1% 12.3% 13.1% 15.3% 18.1% 17.4% 18.6% 24.8% 21.3% 24.8% 22.0% 29.2% 

Mean increase2 $.22 $.19 $.23 $.28 $.15 $.14 $.16 $.20 $.15 $.16 $.17 $.22 
Median increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .15 .25 .10 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 

Town 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 10.3% 10.3% 11.4% 12.0% 26.5% 28.1% 26.7% 36.0% 26.0% 26.0% 28.1% 23.4% 

Mean increase2 $.12 $.15 $.11 $.11 $.15 $.15 $.15 $.18 $.14 $.14 $.15 $.34 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .05 .10 .10 .10 .15 .10 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .10 .25 .05 .05 .05 .75 

Rural 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 13.3% 15.4% 14.1% 13.0% 29.0% 28.7% 27.2% 28.9% 33.4% 36.2% 34.2% 31.2% 

Mean increase2 $.16 $.13 $.16 $.17 $.12 $.14 $.14 $.16 $.14 $.17 $.15 $.15 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .05 .05 .05 .05 .10 .05 .05 .05 .25 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
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Table E-85. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Lunches by Urbanicity, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

City 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 17.0% 14.1% 17.5% 25.8% 38.2% 44.7% 39.7% 39.0% 52.1% 46.7% 47.5% 46.9% 

Mean increase2 $.29 $.26 $.24 $1.08 $.18 $.15 $.16 $.20 $.14 $.12 $.14 $.21 
Median increase2 .25 .25 .25 .50 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .50 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Suburban 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 18.2% 18.2% 17.7% 19.8% 51.7% 50.8% 52.8% 52.6% 56.5% 51.3% 48.8% 56.2% 

Mean increase2 $.22 $.17 $.22 $.27 $.15 $.16 $.17 $.17 $.14 $.15 $.15 $.27 
Median increase2 .25 .15 .15 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .20 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .50 

Town 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 9.7% 10.2% 12.5% 14.0% 58.3% 57.3% 55.5% 64.7% 66.2% 64.9% 62.8% 65.6% 

Mean increase2 $.15 $.13 $.14 $.14 $.14 $.14 $.13 $.15 $.15 $.14 $.14 $.26 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 
Modal increase2 .25 .05 .25 .25 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Rural 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 16.3% 19.6% 16.8% 13.1% 58.6% 59.0% 59.9% 54.6% 67.0% 66.1% 67.0% 50.0% 

Mean increase2 $.17 $.17 $.17 $.15 $.14 $.13 $.13 $.17 $.13 $.15 $.15 $.26 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .17 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
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Table E-86. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Breakfasts by Poverty Level, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

Low (0-29% F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 20.2% 18.6% 22.8% 24.9% 22.8% 22.2% 22.4% 16.0% 30.3% 38.9% 32.7% 17.0% 

Mean increase2 $.18 $.16 $.17 $.84 $.15 $.14 $.18 $.20 $.16 $.21 $.18 $.43 
Median increase2 .15 .10 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .20 .10 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .20 .10 .25 .25 .75 

Medium (30-59% F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 11.3% 12.6% 11.6% 13.0% 30.3% 28.8% 28.2% 34.7% 31.0% 29.2% 29.8% 30.6% 

Mean increase2 $.14 $.14 $.14 $.15 $.14 $.14 $.14 $.17 $.11 $.12 $.12 $.23 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .20 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .05 .05 .05 .05 .10 .05 .05 .05 .25 

High (60% or more F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 9.0% 8.5% 7.1% 7.8% 19.6% 21.4% 19.1% 24.6% 24.0% 22.1% 24.8% 32.8% 

Mean increase2 $.19 $.16 $.25 $.27 $.18 $.14 $.14 $.17 $.26 $.25 $.24 $.18 
Median increase2 .10 .15 .25 .15 .10 .10 .10 .15 .25 .25 .20 .15 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .15 .05 .25 .05 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
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Table E-87. Summary of Price Increase Data for Paid Student Lunches by Poverty Level, SY 2009-10 to SY 2012-13 
 

 2009-10 to 2010-11 2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 
Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other Elementary Middle High Other 

Low (0-29% F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 22.1% 24.9% 23.1% 22.9% 51.7% 55.8% 53.5% 53.1% 60.0% 61.2% 56.7% 40.6% 

Mean increase2 $.17 $.17 $.18 $.64 $.14 $.13 $.13 $.18 $.13 $.14 $.14 $.19 
Median increase2 .15 .15 .15 .25 .10 .10 .10 .15 .10 .10 .10 .10 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .25 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Medium (30-59% F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 15.0% 16.4% 15.7% 16.5% 62.3% 59.7% 61.3% 60.3% 63.7% 61.1% 61.2% 58.1% 

Mean increase2 $.19 $.17 $.18 $.20 $.14 $.13 $.13 $.16 $.13 $.13 $.13 $.25 
Median increase2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .15 
Modal increase2 .25 .10 .05 .05 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

High (60% or more F/RP) 

Percentage of SFAs 
that increased prices1 10.4% 8.3% 9.8% 9.4% 44.1% 44.9% 46.7% 45.3% 65.2% 58.4% 63.7% 55.4% 

Mean increase2 $.24 $.16 $.21 $.23 $.17 $.17 $.16 $.19 $.17 $.19 $.18 $.30 
Median increase2 .25 .15 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .15 .10 .10 .10 .25 
Modal increase2 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .10 .10 .50 

1 Based on SFAs that provided price data in a given pair of years. 
2 Based on SFAs that reported a price increase. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2011-12, questions 5.1, 5,2a, 5.2b, 5.4, 5.5a, and 5.5b; SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 6.1 and 6.6. 
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Figure F-1. Percentage of SFAs Reporting Various Challenges when Initially Implementing 
the New Meal Patterns, SY 2012–13 

 

 
n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. For availability of products that meet standards, percentages based on a weighted response of 
14,203 (unweighted 1,438). For staff training, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,280 (unweighted 1,441). For new storage and 
equipment needs, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,188 (unweighted 1,435). For increased food costs, percentages based on a 
weighted response of 14,213 (unweighted 1,436). For student acceptance, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,416 (unweighted 
1,448). For parent/community acceptance, percentages based on a weighted response of 13,674 (unweighted 1,392). 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 5.1. 
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Figure F-2. Percentage of SFAs Reporting Various Challenges While Continuing to 
Implement the New Meal Patterns, SY 2012–13 

 

 
n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. For availability of products that meet standards, percentages based on a weighted response of 
14,306 (unweighted 1,446). For maintaining student participation, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,429 (unweighted 1,453). 
For separating portions for age-grade groups, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,104 (unweighted 1,424). For increased food 
costs, percentages based on a weighted response of 14,368 (unweighted 1,449). For student acceptance, percentages based on a weighted 
response of 14,512 (unweighted 1,457). For parent/community acceptance, percentages based on a weighted response of 13,517 (unweighted 
1,385). 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 5.2. 
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Figure F-3. Percentage of SFAs That Reported Changes in Plate Waste, , SY 2012-13 
 

 
n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 4.15 and 5.3. 
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Figure F-4. Among SFAs That Provided Free Drinking Water With Meals and Reported the 
Frequency They Tested the Tap Water, the Percentage of SFAs That Tested the 
Water by Tap Water Source, SY 2012-13 

 

 

n equals the number of SFAs that provide free drinking water where meals were served and reported the frequency with which they 
tested the tap water for contaminants. For public or municipal source, percentages based on a weighted response of 5,291 
(unweighted 495). For well or spring water, percentages based on a weighted response of 1,693 (unweighted 134). 

Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012-13, questions 3.9a, 3.9b, and 3.10. 
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Figure F-5. Among SFAs That Have Had Farm to School Activities Evaluated, the 
Percentage of SFAs that Evaluated Various Aspects of Farm to School Activities, 
SY 2012–13 

 

 
n equals the 94 SFAs that have had farm to school activities evaluated in their district. Percentages based on a weighted response of 592 
(unweighted = 94). 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 10.7. 
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Figure F-6. Among SFAs with Districts or Schools that Received External Grant Funding for 
Farm to School Activities, the Percentage of SFAs that Used External Grant 
Funding for Various Farm to School Activities 

 

 
n equals the 91 SFAs with schools or districts that received external grant funding for farm to school activities. Percentages based on a weighted 
response of 726 (unweighted = 91). 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 10.9. 
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Figure F-7. Among SFAs with Districts or Schools that Received External Grant Funding for 
Farm to School Activities, the Percentage of SFAs that Used Varying Amounts 
of External Grant Funding 

 

 
n is less than the 91 SFAs with schools that received external grant funding for farm to school activities. Percentages based on a weighted 
response of 490 (unweighted = 66). 
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 10.10. 
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Figure F-8. Percentage of SFAs Reporting Various Factors Influencing NSLP Prices,  
SY 2012–13 

 

 
n is less than 1,491 due to item nonresponse. Percentages based on a weighted response of 14,409 (unweighted 1,440).  
Data Source: SFA Director Survey SY 2012–13, question 3.18 and 6.10. 
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