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Sustainability of School Wellness Policy Initiative

SUSTAINABILITY OF SCHOOL WELLNESSPOLICY INITIATIVES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2004, federal legislation reauthorizing the Na#l School Lunch Program required
that participating school districts establish aalogellness policy (LWP) by the beginning of the
2006-2007 academic year (Public Law 108-265). Tikeict-level policies are required to
include goals for nutrition education, physicaliaty; nutrition guidelines for all foods available
on school campus during the school day; a plamiasuring implementation of the LWP; and
community involvement in the development of theasitwellness policy, including parents,
students and representatives of the school foduatyt, the school board, school
administrators, and the public (Peterson, 2007).

To sustain wellness practices, a supportive infuasiire is necessary, and should include
employing qualified teachers, providing ongoingfpssional development, and using a
standards-based curriculum (CDC - Healthy Youtl®@@0Effective LWP programs need to
involve the parents and families and communitiesgsustainable (CDC - Healthy Youth,
2009). Due to the many challenges facing schoolswimplementing a LWP, it is important to
investigate how some school districts can succkgsiustain a LWP. The purpose of this study
is to explore successful strategies to sustainthga wellness, as well as the monitoring
activities and evaluation practices used for meagyrogress, with the following research
objectives in mind:

» Identify strategies and practices used to susté® linitiatives;

» Describe monitoring activities and evaluation pices for measuring progress of

LWP initiatives; and
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» |dentify measures that are used to determine suaigity of LWP initiatives.

A two-phase research design was utilized. In Phaséhe study, state agency child
nutrition directors were asked to recommend stgémey representatives and school nutrition
(SN) directors to serve on an expert panel. Frasngbol, SN professionals were invited to
discuss what strategies were utilized by SN dimscamd other administrators to implement and
sustain school wellness initiatives. Expert paneinbers established that most school districts
have implemented a mandated LWP, but there waskaofefunding for implementation, and a
lack of tools for proper monitoring and evaluatadrthe initiatives. Once the expert panel
session ended, responses were grouped into eméhgimgs and integrated into the quantitative
survey instrument.

In Phase Il the qualitative data gained from tkygeet panel discussions were then used
to develop a quantitative survey instrument thatil@xplore successful strategies that lead to
the sustainability of school wellness policy initi@s. This surveySustainability of Local
Wellness Policy Initiativesyould also investigate monitoring activities anélenation practices
that were utilized for measuring progress of thagatives. The sample for the survey consisted
of SN directors in public school districts. Thedam sample of 700 school districts was
stratified by USDA region, and used 100 schoolrtitst from each USDA region. A total of 225
surveys were returned for a return rate of 32%.

The majority of the SN directors reported thatthad sole leadership in school meal
assurances (91.9%), followed by guidelines for cetitige foods that are sold (57.2%), and
guidelines for competitive foods that are offer88.0%). When asked what other district, school
staff, or community members play leadership rateisnplementing the LWP components, the

most common response was the district school r{64sé%), followed by school administrative
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staff (46.8%), and district-level wellness comn&t{d5.5%). School nutrition directors reported
that they play a role in monitoring and/or analgzdata for meeting school meal regulations
(84.5%). The LWP components where SN directorscateéd that they do not often have a role
in monitoring were physical activity/physical edtioa (4.5%), other school-based wellness
activities (13.2%), and nutrition education (18.6®¢spondents were asked to indicate which
student outcomes were measured to assess LWP iepiation. The most frequently cited
outcome was healthier selections by students wisittom reimbursable school meals (37.8%).
Survey participants were asked additional questiegarding the monitoring, analysis and the
use of the results from evaluating LWP compon€éFite. most common components of the LWP
that are monitored at the district level includedal meal assurances (75.1%); followed by
guidelines for competitive foods that are sold 282); and guidelines for competitive foods that
are offered (50.2%). When asked how LWP actividiessmonitored at the school level,
respondents indicated most often that they dicknotv (39.6%) or that monitoring is not in
place (32.9%). Participants were asked how th&ioalcdistrict plans to sustain the
implementation of the LWP. School nutrition dirastgtated the “the wellness committee has
been maintained by the school district” (69.0%)that “a wellness coordinator is in place or

will be assigned” (39.0%).

10
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Results of this study suggest the following finding

» Communication is vital for sustaining LWP gqadstivities and accomplishments
and should be provided to all school district skefders.

» Leadership roles of the majority of SN directorgalve implementing, monitoring,
and evaluating LWP components related to school regalations and competitive
foods (offered and sold) guidelines. Other sch@pspnnel including school nurses,
school administrative staff, district-level wellsesommittees, and district
administrative staff have leadership roles in impmating LWP components.

» Limited student outcomes are being measured teat34P implementation. The
outcome measure used to assess the implementétiom IOVP initiative most often
was healthier selections of items from reimbursableol meals. Almost as many
reported that “no measures were used” or that ‘ttelynot know” what measures
were used.

* Survey results suggest that either monitoring istaking place or SN directors are
not directly involved in the monitoring and evaloataspects of the LWP initiatives.

» Initial efforts have been made by school distriotsustain LWP initiatives but more
systems could be put in place to support sustdityalfis school districts seek to
sustain LWP initiatives, consideration should beegito develop systems, policies,
and procedures related to leadership, communigationitoring, and funding.

» School nutrition directors need training and resesrto assist with LWP
implementation, monitoring LWP activities, and coomitating results

to stakeholders.

11
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INTRODUCTION

Obesity rates among the nati®hildren and adolescents continue to remain high.
According to the most recent data from the Natidtehlth and Examination Survey
(2003-2006), the prevalence of obesity, defined bBsdy mass index (BMI) 95" percentile of
the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) Body Masexn@MI) for age-growth charts was
17.0% for children 6 to 11-years old, and 17.6%sdolescents 12 to19-years old. The
prevalence of overweight, defined as a BMB2 Percentile of the CDC BMI-for-age growth
charts was 33.3% for children 6- to 11-years ot 34.1% for adolescents 12- to 19-years old
(Ogden, 2008). It has been acknowledged that thedsetting is an obvious site to implement
programs to prevent and control childhood obe#tZ, 2005; Story, 2006). Because schools
are a good environment to promote healthy lifestgled obesity prevention, federal legislation
reauthorized the National School Lunch Program0O@42to require that participating school
districts establish a local school wellness po{icP) by the beginning of the 2006-2007
academic year (Public Law 108-265). The distrigelgolicies are required to include goals for
nutrition education, physical activity; nutritiomidelines for all foods available on school
campus during the school day; a plan for measunpdementation of the LWP; and community
involvement in the development of the school wedtpolicy, including parents, students and
representatives of the school food authority, tttesl board, school administrators and the
public (Peterson, 2007).

The requirements for LWPs are complex and can fiieudt to implement. The LWPs
that have been put into practice drest generatiohinterventions (Story, 2004). Confusion
about nutrition standards, concerns about losewue, and existing vendor contracts can be

barriers to interpreting LWP guidelines (Universifi\Washington, 2009). The policies
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effectiveness is challenged by limited fundingfoogram implementation (Moag-Stahlberg,
2008). A review of wellness policies conducted iy Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
discovered that school districts were setting gargwals and wording the policies in such a way
that the schools were not required to take anpad¢Belansky, Chriqui, & Schwartz, 2009).

Research has shown that to sustain wellness peactirere needs to be a supportive
infrastructure that involves employing qualifiec¢ters, providing ongoing professional
development, and using a standards-based curricllffective LWP programs need to involve
the parents and families and communities to beagadile (CDC - Healthy Youth, 2009).
Schwartz et al. (2012) reviewed school wellnesgd from 151 Connecticut school districts.
Using a coding tool to determine each dissigilicy strength and comprehensiveness, the
researchers found that specific written policiesenore likely to be implemented at the
school level.

A study conducted for the California School Boatdsociation indicated strong support
for LWP by state and local school board memberdinegs advocates, and public health
nutrition directors. Lack of adequate funding wekremwledged as the major barrier to
maintaining an effective LWP. However, there wamiicant disagreement among the groups
for adequate communication and awareness-buildiolg (Agron, Behrends, Ellis, & Gonzales,
2010). A national survey of high school adminigirathad similar results to Agron et al. (2010).
Evaluation and communication/promotion of wellnpelicy were less likely to be implemented,
most likely due broad interpretation of guidelirmesl cost to implement (Budd, Schwarz, Yount,

& Haire-Joshu, 2012).

13
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The USDA Team Nutrition Local Wellness Policy Demtration Project (LWPDP)
documented the development and early implementatiases of LWP in three states (Wood,
Cody & Nettles, 2010). The findings of that projeatiuded the following:

» School administrators, staff and their attributes (their leadership, personal
commitment, and personal perspective) were criisaéts in developing,
implementing and sustaining the LWP.

« Communication is vital to successful implementatoil sustainability of a LWP.

» Districts and schools reported efforts to ensustasnability, including ongoing
communication, maintaining active wellness comregteand having processes for
policy revision.Frequently cited impediments to sustainability idg changes in
leadership and lack of funding.

» Technical assistance is essential to help distaietsschools monitor progress and
report change.

The National Food Service Management Institutepl®o Research Division (NFSMI,

ARD) followed up the LWPDP with a descriptive casedy of school nutrition directors at four
districts to explore LWP sustainability stratedi@smiddle schools (Osowski & Nettles, 2013)
The following findings can be drawn from examinithgse four school districts:

» Successful strategies for sustaining wellnessaitives included firm commitment
and support from the districts’ senior administrati

» Strong leadership on an active wellness committeecammunication of the LWP to

staff and stakeholders is also essential.

14
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» Barriers to the implementation and sustainabilftthe LWP included resistance
from teachers and parents to follow guidelines, laok of accountability for
implementation and proper evaluation of the LWRypam.

» Student input in menu planning promoted studen¢ptance of the LWP guidelines,
which helps lead to sustainability.

Research has indicated that people begin to acgndestablish patterns of health-
related behaviors during childhood and adolescégelkeler, 1994). Therefore, it is important
that the implemented LWP is effective. Behaviorsdd through the LWP should continue
through adulthood to be considered effective. uthe many challenges facing schools when
implementing a LWP, it is important to investigatawv some school districts can be successful
in LWP sustainability. The purpose of this studyoi$uild on the Wood, Cody, and Nettles
(2010) and the Osowski and Nettles (2013) studiexplore successful strategies to sustaining
school wellness as well as the monitoring actigiaed evaluation practices used for
measuring progress.

Resear ch Goals and Objectives

The research objectives for this study were:

» Identify strategies and practices used to susté® linitiatives;

» Describe monitoring activities and evaluation pices for measuring progress of
LWP initiatives; and

» |dentify measures that are used to determine suadigity of LWP initiatives.

15
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METHOD
Research Plan

The purpose of this research was to identify ss&foé strategies and practices to sustain
local wellness policy initiatives, and to describenitoring activities and evaluation practices
used to measure progress of local wellness pdli¢yR) initiatives. The study also sought to
identify measures that are used to determine suaigity of LWP initiatives.

In order to explore successful strategies and jpexcto sustain LWP initiatives and
describe monitoring and evaluation practices of L\&WBvo-phase research design was
employed. In the first phase of the study, an expemnel discussion consisting of school
nutrition (SN) personnel was conducted, transcribed analyzed for themekhe qualitative
data gained from the expert panel discussions thereused to develop a quantitative survey
instrument that would explore successful stratethiaslead to the sustainability of school
wellness policy initiatives. This survey would alswestigate monitoring activities and
evaluation practices that were utilized for measyiprogress of these initiatives. The survey was
reviewed by a panel of SN professionals and revisesgd on their comments. The final survey
was mailed to a national sample of 700 SN diredtors school districts representing the seven
USDA regions.

Phase|
Expert Panel Discussion

In Phase | of the study, an expert panel discussasconducted with SN professionals
to explore successful strategies and practicesstas LWP initiatives and describe monitoring
and evaluation practices of an LWP. State agenig ohtrition directors representing the seven

USDA regions were asked to provide names and comf@cmation for state agency
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representatives and SN directors to serve on aaregpnel. From this pool, eight SN
professionals were invited to attend a day-andfareeting to discuss what strategies were
utilized by SN directors and other administratargmplement and sustain school wellness
initiatives. The invitation explained the projecidethe purpose of the expert panel meeting, in
addition to providing the researchiecentact information for questions and concerngrined
consent further outlining the details of study ggpation was also included with the e-mail
invitation. For expert panel members who agreequhtticipate, confirmation letters were mailed
with additional information regarding the upcomipanel meeting and travel arrangements.

The expert panel meeting was facilitated by a mebea with an assistant moderator
capturing participant€omments on a laptop computer. The agenda faztpert panel meeting
was planned to address issues related to the chselajectives so that the discussion supported
the development of a survey for Phase Il of thigagch project. Discussion topics included the
practices that support the implementation of theF, \8Ustainability of the LWP, leadership in
implementing the LWP components, communicatiorhnefltWP standards, funding the LWP
initiatives, and monitoring and evaluation of th&/P initiatives. Additionally, researchers asked
panel members to indicate what training and ressuwould assist LWP sustainability, how
they felt their LWP was sustainable and what infation they had to offer to other SN directors
for successful LWP sustainability.

Throughout the session, the researcher used dawstgdapproach to keep the discussion
focused on specific topics. After the session agsstant moderator summarized responses, and
the researchers thematically coded the respongsemeaningful categories. The responses and
themes were used to develop statements that wieiggated into the quantitative

survey instrument.
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Phasell
Survey Devel opment

The survey instrument for Phase Il of the reseprofect was created from qualitative
data obtained from the expert panel discussion.slineey,Sustainability of Local Wellness
Policy Initiatives,consisted of seven sections. Section one listebh@sd policy characteristics
that described LWP initiatives. Sections two anéé¢hconsisted of questions associated with
communication of LWP initiatives and questions caming leadership roles in the
implementation of individual components of an LWRhe school and district level. Questions
in sections four and five dealt with monitoring andluation of LWP activities and how
districts planned to sustain the implementatiothefLWP. Issues related to the types of training
and/or resources needed to effectively sustain iWitives were addressed in section six. The

final section of the survey collected informati@bated to personal and program characteristics.

Review Panel

Twenty-two SN directors were invited via e-mailp@rticipate as members of a review
panel to evaluate the draft survey instrument. Qheg agreed to participate in the pilot study,
the participants were e-mailed a cover letter ditaét survey and an evaluation form.
Participants were asked to complete an evaluation Eontaining questions to assess the survey
instrument. The evaluation form was designed tesssthe clarity of the survey directions and
survey content. Additional space on the evaludiom was provided for recommended
modifications to the survey instrument. Particiganere instructed to return their completed

evaluation forms electronically. Eleven of 22 eaion forms were returned. Based on the
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recommendations provided by review panel partidggaminor changes in wording were made
in parts of the survey.
Sample and Survey Distribution

The sample for the survey phase of the researdy stinsisted of SN directors in public
school districts. A listing of states within eadhtte seven USDA regions was provided to
Market Data Retrieval, a national school marketiompany. The resulting random sample of
700 school districts was stratified by USDA regiming 100 school districts from each USDA
region. This resulting list included the mailingdaglss for the district SN directors.

A pre-notice letter was mailed to the 700 SN diwexbne week before the surveys were
mailed. The pre-notice letter informed SN directiwat they would be receiving a survey packet
within the next week, and asked for their partitignain the research study. One week later,
survey packets, which contained an instructionaécéetter, the survey instrument and a
self-addressed, postage-paid envelope for retuthmgompleted survey were then mailed to the
700 SN directors. The cover letter informed reaiseof the purpose of the study, requested
their participation, assured them of confidentyatif their responses, and provided researthers
contact information for questions or concerns. tentifying codes were placed on the survey
instruments, thus preserving the anonymity of@dpondents. Participants were asked to return
the completed surveys within a three-week timeqaerA follow-up postcard was sent to all SN
directors two weeks after the surveys were mailed.

Informed Consent
The protocol for Phase | and Phase Il of the study reviewed and approved by the

Institutional Review Board at The University of Sloern Mississippi.
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Data Analysis
Survey data were analyzed using the statistiocsta@ge SPSS Version 17.0 for Windows.
The data were analyzed with descriptive statisticeh included multiple responses including
percent of cases for all sections that includéskect all that apptyoption. For all sections that
did not have that option, frequencies of total ceses including percent of responses

were computed.
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RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Phasel: Expert Pane

An expert panel session was conducted to explbed strategies were utilized by school
nutrition (SN) directors and other administratarsniplement and sustain local wellness policy
(LWP) initiatives in schools. Seven SN professisrarticipated in the expert panel session.
The expert panel members represented the foueddten regions as classified by the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA). All panakmbers participated in the discussion
(100%). The expert panel session was conducted asaystemic approach by asking
semi-structured, open-ended questions to ensumigbession focused on the research
objectives. The key discussion points were recoateisummarized by researchers. Expert
panel members established that most SN professiba&k implemented mandated LWPs, but
there was a lack of funding for implementation anéck of tools for proper monitoring and
evaluation of the initiatives. Once the expert paession ended, responses were grouped into

emerging themes and integrated into the quant#atinvey instrument.

Phasell: Survey

A total of 700 surveys were mailed to school rigtni (SN) directors in all United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) regions. Each dio¥ was asked to complete a survey and
return it in a stamped self-addressed envelopetad of 225 surveys were returned for a return
rate of 32%.

Personal and Program Characteristics

Program and personal characteristics of SN direetod their school districts are

provided in Table 1. The majority (71.6%) of SNetitors responded that their state has laws

and regulations governing the competitive foods ¢ha be offered in schools. Over half of the
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respondents (54.7%) indicated that there were nalpes or consequences for not following the
Local Wellness Policy (LWP). The largest percentaigearticipants reported working in their
current position one to five years (29.8%) followsdmore than 20 years (19.6%) and in school
districts with an enroliment of 2,799 or less (48)4In terms of certification status, the largest
percentage of SN directors reported that they Beteol Nutrition Association (SNA) certified
(38.8%), followed by those reporting no certificatti(31.8%). When asked the sources of funds
used to implement wellness initiatives in theirtrcs, almost half (48.9%) of directors indicated
that no extra funds were used. The SN directorsrteg that the district wellness committee or
school health council was meeting at least onceaater (24.9%) or at least once a year (24.4%).
Table 1

Program and Personal Characteristics of School Migin Directors (N=225)

[tem Freguency %

State laws or regulations governing the competiioels offered

Yes 161 71.6

No 31 13.8

| don’t know 29 12.9
State curriculum requirements for nutrition edumati

Yes 87 38.7

No 34 151

| don’t know 99 44.0
State curriculum requirements for physical educatio

Yes 140 62.2

No 9 4.0

| don’t know 72 32.0

®Percentages for these items total more than 108%aricipants could select multiple responses.
(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continued)

Program and Personal Characteristics of School Migin Directors (N=225)

[tem Frequency %

School district penalties for not following the LWP

Yes 23 10.2

No 123 54.7

| don’t know 73 324

School nutrition director certification/credentidlstatus

SNA certified 83 38.8
Not certified 68 31.8
State agency certified 47 22.0
SNS (formerly SFNS) credentialed 30 14.0
Registered Dietitian 30 14.0
Licensed Dietitian/Nutritionist 15 0.7
Dietetic Technician Registered 2 0.9
American Culinary Federation certification 2 0.9

Years worked in current position

Less than one year 12 5.3
1-5years 67 29.8
6 — 10 years 43 19.1
11 - 15 years 32 14.2
16 — 20 years 23 10.2
Greater than 20 years 44 19.6
USDA Region
Mountain Plains 47 20.9
Southeast 38 16.9
Southwest 30 13.3
Midwest 30 13.3
Northeast 28 12.4
Mid-Atlantic 26 11.6
Western 21 9.3

®Percentages for these items total more than 108%aricipants could select multiple responses.
(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continued)

Program and Personal Characteristics of School Migin Directors (N=225)

[tem Frequency %

School district enrollment

2,799 or less 109 48.4
2,800 — 9,999 78 34.7
10,000 - 19,000 21 9.3
20,000 — 44,999 7 3.1
45,000 — 64,999 2 0.9
65,000 or greater 3 1.3
Percentage of students receiving free and reduceedp
lunches
20% or less 27 12.0
21% to 40% 50 22.2
41% to 60% 79 35.1
61% to 80% 54 24.0
81% or greater 9 4.0
Average grades K-8 daily lunch participation rates
20% or less 1 0.4
21% to 40% 6 2.7
41% to 60% 35 15.6
61% to 80% 98 43.6
81% or greater 68 30.2
Average grades 92 daily lunch participation rates in your sct
20% or less 5 2.2
21% to 40% 29 12.9
41% to 60% 69 30.7
61% to 80% 72 32.0
81% or greater 31 13.8
Sources of funds for LWP implementation
No extra funds were used to implement wellnegigitives 108 48.9
| don’t know 45 20.4
District/school supported 37 16.7
Grants 31 14.0
School Nutrition budget 29 13.1
Industry 1 0.5

®Percentages for these items total more than 108%aricipants could select multiple responses.
(Table 1 continues)
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Table 1 continued

Program and Personal Characteristics of School Migin Directors (N=225)

[tem Frequency %

Frequency of meetings this school year for disiNetiiness
Committee or School Health Council

Once monthly 14 6.2
At least once a quarter 56 24.9
At least once a year 55 24.4
They did not meet this year 63 28.0
| don’t know 33 14.7

®Percentages for these items total more than 108%aricipants could select multiple responses.

Characteristics Describing the District Local Wellness Policy
SN directors were provided a list of charactesssthat describe LWP initiatives, and
they were asked to choose the characteristicghbgtfelt described their LWP initiatives. Table
2 represents the SN directors’ opinion of chargsties of the district LWP initiatives listed in
descending order according to the frequency the veass chosen and the percentage of

respondents endorsing the item.
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Table 2

School Nutrition Directors’ Opinions on Charactercs of the District Local Wellness Policy
(LWP) (N=225§

Item Frequency %

Healthy 106 48.4
Worthwhile 101 46.1
Student-oriented 79 36.1
Unfunded 76 34.7
Unsuccessful 57 26.0
Sustainable 52 23.7
Time-consuming 43 19.6
Successful 38 17.4
Enriching 31 14.2
Culture-changing 28 12.8
Community building 27 12.3
Waste of time 27 12.3
Temporary 17 7.8
Engaging 16 7.3
Family oriented 15 6.8
Institutionalized 12 55
Unnecessary 9 4.1
Inventive 7 3.2
Funded 3 1.4
Unhealthy 2 0.9

®Percentages for this item total more than 100%aaticipants could select multiple responses.
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The characteristic chosen most frequently waslthga(48.4%) followed by the term
“worthwhile” (46.1%). Those terms were followed tsgudent oriented” (36.1%), “unfunded”
(34.7%), “unsuccessful” (26.0%) and “sustainabR3.7%). On the other end of the spectrum,
the terms chosen least frequently were “unnecesgatypo), “inventive” (3.2%), “funded”
(1.4%) and “unhealthy” (0.9%).

Communication

SN directors were asked to indicate which audigtice school district or individual
schools communicate LWP goals, programs and aesyiaccomplishments and obstacles
(Table 3). The SN directors stated the LWP goaleweost often communicated internally to
teachers and support staff (64.9%), school admatish staff (63.6%) and the school board
(56.9%). Approximately half of the respondents {80) communicated the LWP goals to the
students. Similar results were shown for LWP progrand activities with most respondents
communicating first to school staff (56.5%) andealadministrative staff (52.9%). With
regards to LWP accomplishments, communication wast wften to the school board (50.9%)
followed by school administrative staff (48.7%).eTbWP obstacles are most often reported to
the school administration staff (51.8%), followedthe school staff (37.1%) and the

school board (27.7%).
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Table 3

Communication of Local Wellness Policy Goals, Pamgs and Activities, Accomplishments and
Obstacles (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Audiences school district or individual schools coumicate LWP goals®?

School staff, such as teachers and suppdft sta 146 64.9
School administrative staff such as principals 143 63.6
School Board 128 56.9
Students 114 50.7
Parents 97 43.1
Community 70 31.1
None of the above 20 8.9
| don’t know 17 7.6

Audiences school district or individual schools coumicate LWP programs and
activities?

School staff, such as teachers and suppdft sta 126 56.5
School administrative staff such as principals 118 52.9
Students 115 51.6
Parents 95 42.6
School Board 92 41.3
Community 56 25.1
None of the above 29 13.0
| don’t know 27 12.1

Audiences school district or individual schools coumicate LWP
accomplishments®?

School Board 114 50.9
School administrative staff such as principals 109 48.7
School staff, such as teachers and suppdft sta 92 41.1
Parents 70 31.3
Students 67 29.9
Community 55 24.6
None of the above 41 18.3
| don’'t know 35 15.6

Audiences school district or individual schools ecoumicate obstacles
encountered to reaching LWP godts?

School administrative staff such as principals 116 51.8
School staff, such as teachers and suppoft staf 83 37.1
School Board 62 27.7
| don’t know 42 18.8
None of the above 41 18.3
Parents 34 15.2
Students 27 12.1
Community 17 7.6

*Percentages for this item total more than 1009%aatscipants could select multiple responses.
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Table 4 reflects the frequency that the districhomunicates information about the LWP
goals and/or accomplishments to the school boaddrenschools. The SN directors reported
that the goals and accomplishments were commuudicate to two times per year to the school
board (48.9%) and the school (36.4%). Approximatelg quarter of respondents did not know
whether goals and accomplishments were communitatid® school board (24.4%) or to
the schools (24.9%).

Table 4

Communication Frequency and the Importance of Comcation (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Frequency the school district communicates infoiomaébout the
LWP goals and/or accomplishments to the schooldsbar

1-2 times a year 110 48.9
3-4 times a year 14 6.2
More than 4 times a year 5 2.2
Never 38 16.9
| don’t know 55 24.4
No response 3 1.3

Frequency the school district communicates inforomabn LWP
goals and/or accomplishments to schools?

1-2 times a year 82 36.4
3-4 times a year 32 14.2
More than 4 times a year 14 6.2
Never 36 16.0
| don’t know 56 24.9
No response 5 2.2

Importance of communication in sustaining your L\@#ls and/or
accomplishments?

Very important 96 42.7
Important 96 42.7
Not important 14 6.2
No response 19 8.4

29



Sustainability of School Wellness Policy Initiative

L eadership

Information regarding which LWP components thediéctors have sole or shared
leadership implementing is described in Table % ftajority of the SN directors reported that
they had sole leadership in school meal assurg@8&e3%), followed by guidelines for
competitive foods that are sold (57.2%), and guigsl for competitive foods that are offered
(55.0%). Very few reported they had sole respohsilin implementing nutrition education
(12.6%) and other school-based wellness actiVii€®%6). The SN directors reported that they
have shared leadership in implementing nutritiomcation (43.8%), school meal assurances
(37.9%), implementing guidelines for competitiveds offered (37.0%), guidelines for
competitive foods that are sold (33.8%) and otkhosl-based wellness activities (31.1%).
When asked what other district, school staff or samity members play leadership roles in
implementing the LWP components, the most commsparese was the district school nurse
(51.4%), followed by school administrative staf6(8%), and district-level
wellness committee (45.5%).

Table 5

Local Wellness Policy Implementation Leadership ZR5)

Item Freguency %

LWP components the SN director has the sole lehitens
implementatiorf

School meal assurances 204 91.9
Guidelines for competitive foods that are sold 127 57.2
Guidelines for competitive foods that are oétk 122 55.0
Nutrition education 28 12.6
None of the above 15 6.8
Other school based wellness activities 14 6.3
Physical activity/physical education 3 1.4
| dorit know 1 0.5

®Percentages for this item total more than 100%aascipants could select multiple responses.
(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continued)

Local Wellness Policy Implementation Leadership ZR5)

Item Frequency %

LWP components the SN director has shared leageirshi
implementatiorf

Nutrition education 96 43.8
School meal assurances 83 37.9
Guidelines for competitive foods that are céte 81 37.0
Guidelines for competitive foods that are sold 74 33.8
Other school-based wellness activities 68 31.1
None of the above 45 20.5
Physical activity/physical education 20 9.1
| dorit know 4 1.8

Other district, school staff or community membéesypeadership
roles in implementing the LWP components?

District/school nurses 114 51.4
School administrative staff, such as prin@gpal 104 46.8
District-level wellness committee 101 455
District administration staff, such as suptnent or curriculum 95 42.8
directors

School staff, such as teachers and suppdit sta 84 37.8
School-level wellness committees 78 35.1
Parents 65 29.3
School Board 55 24.8
Community 35 15.8
| dorit know 24 10.8
None of the above 12 5.4

®Percentages for this item total more than 100%aaticipants could select multiple responses.

Monitoring and Evaluation
When asked which LWP components did they, as $&¢tirs, believe play a role in
monitoring and/or analyzing data, the majority 84) responded “meeting school meal
regulations” (Table 6). The LWP components whered8Bictors indicated that they do not
often have a role in monitoring were “physical @ityiphysical education” (4.5%), “other

school-based wellness activities” (13.2%), and fitioh education” (18.6%). Respondents also
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were asked to indicate which student outcomes me@sured to assess LWP implementation.
The most frequent selection was “healthier selastioy students of items from reimbursable
school meals” (37.8%). The outcomes identified@adpmeasured the least were “test scores”
(3.2%), “other measures” (3.6%), and “fitness valu@1.7%).

Table 6

Monitoring and Evaluation of Local Wellness Poli€gmponents (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Local wellness policy components the SN directaygpla role in
monitoring and analyzing data on the implementapimgres’

Meeting school meal regulations 186 84.5
Guidelines for competitive foods that are sold 117 53.2
Guidelines for competitive foods that are oétk 114 51.8
Nutrition education 41 18.6
Other school-based wellness activities 29 13.2
None of the above 16 7.3
Physical activity/physical education 10 4.5
| dorit know 8 3.6

Which student outcomes are measured to assess LWP
implementation?

Healthier selections by students of items frermbursable 84 37.8
school meals

No measures 68 30.6
Healthier selections by students of items faompetitive 61 27.5

foods

| dorit know 50 225
Weight or BMP measures 31 14.0
Fitness values 26 11.7
Other measures 8 3.6
Test scores 7 3.2

#Percentages for this item total more than 100%aaticipants could select multiple responses.
Body Mass Index: a relationship between weightlaidht that is associated with body fat and heisth

Participants were provided three lists of possitP activities that could be performed
at all schools, elementary schools, and middle/B@iools. Respondents were asked to indicate

the approximate percentage of schools in theiridighat participated in the general LWP
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activities that could be performed at all schodlahje 7). Respondents reported that 51% or
greater of the schools in their districts partitgabin the following activities:
» “Offers the use of the gymnasium or playgroundkriacilities outside of
school hours” (57.8%);
» “Offers students daily physical education for tiéire year” (43.1%);
* “Have enlisted student input on school menu ite(88:7);
* “Holds in-service training for orientation of scHawtrition staff on the importance
of the wellness policies (38.7%)”; and
» “Doesnotallow thewithholdingof physicalactivity asaform of punishmen{38.6%).
The “l don’t know” responses ranged from 2.2% foave enlisted student input on school menu
items”to 37.3%for “doesnotallow thewithholdingof physicalactivity asaform of punishment.”

Table 7

Percentage Participation in General Local Welln@sdicy Activities Among Schools
in the District (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Hold in-service training for orientation of teack@nd school
staff on the importance of the wellness policies?

0-25% 106 47.1
26-50% 12 5.3
51-75% 5 2.2
76-100% 19 8.4
| dort know 57 25.3
No response 26 11.6
Have enlisted student input on school menu items
0-25% 69 30.7
26-50% 44 19.6
51-75% 38 16.9
76-100% 49 21.8
| dort know 5 2.2
No response 20 8.9

(Table 7 continues)
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(Table 7 continued)

Percentage Participation in General Local Welln@sdicy Activities Among Schools

in the District (N=225)

Item

Frequency %

Have adopted marketing techniques to promote Heatthoices

0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%

| dort know
No response

Engage students and parents in identifying newttiehiand
appealing food choices

0-25%

26-50%

51-75%

76-100%

| dort know

No response

Offer students daily physical education (PE) fa émtire year
0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%
| dort know
No response

Hold assemblies for students to promote healtlfotifchoices
0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%
| dort know
No response

Hold assemblies for students to promote physidaliac
0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%
| dort know
No response

71 31.6
37 16.4
39 17.3
44 19.6
14 6.2
20 8.9
85 37.8
37 16.4
40 17.8
26 11.6
18 8.0
19 8.4
54 24.0
16 7.1
22 9.8
75 33.3
48 21.3
10 4.4
132 58.7
17 7.6
6 2.7
2 0.9
52 23.1
16 7.1
87 38.7
30 13.3
15 6.2
10 4.4
68 30.2
16 7.1
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Item Frequency %

Have school health councils
0-25% 99 44.0
26-50% 16 7.1
51-75% 11 4.9
76-100% 19 8.4
| dort know 65 28.9
No response 15 6.7

Measure studeritBeights and weights to calculate Body Mass Index

(BMI) as a health indicator
0-25% 54 24.0
26-50% 18 8.0
51-75% 16 7.1
76-100% 50 22.2
| dort know 73 324
No response 14 6.2

Restricts use of food rewards in the classrooms
0-25% 68 30.2
26-50% 19 8.4
51-75% 21 9.3
76-100% 57 25.3
| dort know 51 22.7
No response 9 4.0

Restricts food fundraisers
0-25% 98 43.6
26-50% 16 7.1
51-75% 16 7.1
76-100% 45 20.0
| dort know 39 17.3
No response 11 4.9
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(Table 7 continued)

Percentage Participation in General Local Welln@sdicy Activities Among Schools
in the District (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Does not allow the withholding of physical activéag a form of

punishment
0-25% 38 16.9
26-50% 6 2.7
51-75% 10 4.4
76-100% 77 34.2
| dort know 84 37.3
No response 10 4.4

Has policies on lunches/snacks brought from home
0-25% 130 57.8
26-50% 6 2.7
51-75% 11 4.9
76-100% 31 13.8
| dort know 36 16.0
No response 11 4.9

Offers the use of the gymnasium or playground/tfackities
outside of school hours

0-25% 29 12.9
26-50% 12 5.3
51-75% 33 14.7
76-100% 97 43.1
| dort know 45 20.0
No response 9 4.0

Holds in-service training for orientation of schowitrition staff on
the importance of the wellness policies

0-25% 85 37.8
26-50% 16 7.1
51-75% 8 3.6
76-100% 79 35.1
| doft know 27 12.0
No response 10 4.4
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Table 8 contains information regarding the appr@te percentage of schools in
respondents’ districts that participated in LWP\aites in elementary schools. Respondents
reported that 51% or greater of the elementaryalshio their districts participated in the
following activities:

» “Offer recess daily” (82.2%),

* “Requires daily PE for the entire school year feery student” (39.5%), and

» “Restricts the types of foods that can be usedasscoom celebrations” (34.2%).
The “I don’t know” responses for this series of giens ranged from 5.8% for “offer recess

daily” to 45.3% for “provides short physical activbreaks between lessons or classes”.

Table 8

Percentage Participation in Local Wellness Poligtiities among Elementary Schools
in the District(N=225)

Item Frequency %

What approximate percentage of elementary schooteur district
Offer recess daily

0-25% 8 3.6
26-50% 8 3.6
51-75% 16 7.1
76-100% 169 75.1
| dort know 13 5.8
No response 11 4.9
Offers an afterschool program that providegspdal activity
0-25% 65 28.9
26-50% 21 9.3
51-75% 24 10.7
76-100% 44 19.6
| doft know 64 28.4
No response 7 3.1

(Table 8 continues)
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(Table 8 continued)

Percentage Participation in Local Wellness Poligtiities among Elementary Schools
in the District(N=225)

Item Frequency %

Requires daily PE for the entire school yearvery student

0-25% 68 30.2
26-50% 11 4.9
51-75% 23 10.2
76-100% 66 29.3
| dort know 45 20.0
No response 12 5.3
Provides short physical activity breaks betwkessons or classes
0-25% 60 26.7
26-50% 20 8.9
51-75% 8 3.6
76-100% 22 9.8
| dort know 102 45.3
No response 13 5.8

Restricts the types of foods that can be usedasscbom
celebrations

0-25% 73 32.4
26-50% 15 6.7
51-75% 23 10.2
76-100% 54 24.0
| dort know 53 23.6
No response 7 3.1

Limits birthday parties or other individual celetioas that

involve food
0-25% 70 31.1
26-50% 12 5.3
51-75% 20 8.9
76-100% 45 20.0
| dort know 63 28.0
No response 15 6.7

Table 9 contains information regarding the appr@te percentage of schools in

respondents’ districts that participated in LWF\aiies in middle/high schools. Respondents
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reported that 51% or greater of the middle/highosthin their districts participated in the
following activities:

* “Has closed campuses” (72.0%) and

» “Has restricted vending machines beyond lunch hestrictions” (55.5%).
The “I don’t know” responses for this series of siens ranged from 3.6% for “has closed
campuses” to 34.7% for “have informal physicalhdttioptions before, during, or after school”.

Table 9

Percentage Participation in Local Wellness Poliatiities among Middle/High Schools
in the District (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Has restricted vending machines beyond lunch hestrictions

0-25% 54 24.0
26-50% 10 4.4
51-75% 10 4.4
76-100% 115 51.1
| dort know 22 9.8
No response 14 6.2

Has informal physical activity options before, dhgy;i or after school

hours
0-25% 49 21.8
26-50% 20 8.9
51-75% 13 5.8
76-100% 51 22.7
| dort know 78 34.7
No response 14 6.2

Requires daily PE for the entire school year faerg\student
0-25% 76 33.8
26-50% 20 8.9
51-75% 13 5.8
76-100% 42 18.7
| dort know 60 26.7
No response 14 6.2

(Table 9 continues)

39



Sustainability of School Wellness Policy Initiative

(Table 9 continued)

Percentage Participation in Local Wellness Poligtitities among Middle/High Schools
in the District (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Has closed campuses (i.e., students are NOT alltoviedve
campus during lunch)

0-25% 34 15.1
26-50% 15 6.7
51-75% 19 8.4
76-100% 143 63.6
| dort know 8 3.6
No response 6 2.7

Survey participants were asked additional questiegarding the monitoring, analysis and the
use of the results from evaluating LWP componehable 10). The most common components
of the LWP that are monitored at the district lewmeluded school meal assurances (75.1%)
followed by guidelines for competitive foods that sold (52.2%) and guidelines for
competitive foods that are offered (50.2%). Wheredshow LWP activities are monitored at the
school level, respondents indicated most oftenttieat did not know (39.6%) or that monitoring
is not in place (32.9%). Small percentages of pigdnts stated that “individual teachers report
on classroom wellness activities” (12.6%), “studesalth data are tracked,” (10.4%), and
“measures for fitness are included in student assests” (10.4%). In regard to who monitors
LWP implementation, the respondents indicated roftsh that monitoring was not in place
(34.1%) or they did not know (30.0%). A smallerqeartage indicated that a district monitor
(17.7%) or each school (13.6%) has a monitor tbedmplishes this task along with their
regular duties. Almost half (49.8%) of respondestéded that they were not aware how often the
LWP monitoring data was collected from schools tresh reviewed at the district level. Many

directors were also unaware of who reviews thelt@fnom monitoring the LWP activities at the
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district level (42.4%). However; the next most coommesponse was the district-level wellness
committee (23.0%). When asked who at the disteietll analyzes the results from monitoring
LWP activities, the most frequent response waf'dknow” (46.1%). In addition, over half of
the respondents (56.1%) reported that they diknotv how the results from the evaluation of
the LWP were used.

Table 10

Monitoring and Evaluation of Local Wellness Polatythe District and School Levels
(N=225)

Item Frequency %

Which of the following are monitored at the distiievel for

your LWP??

School meal assurances 157 75.1

Guidelines for competitive foods that are sold 109 52.2

Guidelines for competitive foods that are gtk 105 50.2

Physical activity/physical education 71 34.0

Nutrition education 55 26.3

Other school-based wellness activities 48 23.0

| dorit know 27 12.9

None of the above 17 8.1

How are LWP activities monitored at the school I1&8Ve

| dorit know 88 39.6

Monitoring is not in place 73 32.9

Individual teachers report on classroom weknactivities 28 12.6

Student health data are tracked 23 10.4

Measures for fitness, such as Fitness§rame included in 23 10.4

student assessments
A checklist is used by an assigned monitor to 13 5.9
record activities

Measures for health knowledge are includestudent 12 5.4
assessments

Surveys are completed by individual studeetschers, 11 5.0
administrators, and/or staff to record\atés

A checklist is used by individual studentsdigers, 10 4.5
administrators, and/or staff to record\atés

A survey is completed by an assigned mondor t 8 3.6

record activities

(Table 10 continues)
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(Table 10 continued)

Monitoring and Evaluation of Local Wellness Polatythe District and School Levels (N=225)

Item Frequency %

Who monitors LWP implementatidn

Monitoring is not in place 75 34.1

| dorit know 66 30.0

A district monitor accomplishes this task astf his/her 39 17.7
work load

Each school has an assigned monitor who adesimep 30 13.6
this task as part of his/her work load

Monitoring is shared by a school monitor and a 21 9.5
district monitor 3 14

Monitors are assigned to several schools by thedis
and monitoring is their primary activity
A district monitor accomplishes this task, anohitoring 3 1.4
is his/her primary activity

How often are the LWP monitoring data collectedrfro
schools reviewed at the district level?

| dorit know 112 49.8
Once a year 47 20.9
Other 31 13.8
Two times a year 15 6.7
Once a quarter/semester 8 3.6
No response 7 3.1
Once a month 5 2.2

At the district level, who reviews the results fromonitoring
LWP activities (n=259)

| dorit know 92 42.4
District-level wellness committee 50 23.0
SN director 33 15.2
Other 29 13.4
Other district-level administrator, such as 24 11.1
the superintendent
District-level nurse 20 9.2
District-level curriculum director 11 51

®Percentages for this item total more than 100%paatcipants could select multiple
responses.
(Table 10 continues)
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(Table 10 continued)

Monitoring and Evaluation of Local Wellness Polatythe District and School Levels (N=225)

Item Frequency %

At the district level, who analyzes the resultsvirmonitoring LWP

activitie$

| dorit know 100 46.1
District-level wellness committee 46 21.2
SN director 30 13.8
Other 30 13.8
Other district-level administrator, such as 23 10.6

the superintendent 19 8.8
District-level nurse 10 4.6

District-level curriculum director
How are results from evaluating LWP activitiests tistrict

level used?
| dorit know 122 56.5
Report progress on LWP goals 38 17.6
Monitor progress toward LWP goals 37 17.1
Assess effectiveness of LWP activities 35 16.2
Revise activities to meet LWP goals 34 15.7
Revise the LWP 31 14.4
Other 25 11.6

Sustaining Local Wellness Policy I nitiatives
Participants were asked how their school distl@hgto sustain the implementation of
the LWP (Table 11). School nutrition directors sthfthe wellness committee has been
maintained by the school district” (69.0%), or tfetvellness coordinator is in place or will be
assigned” (39.0%). Several respondents indicated ¥MP is integrated with other school health

initiatives (31.0%) and that wellness activities egviewed and revised as needed (31.0%).
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Table 11

School Nutrition DirectorsPlans for the Sustainability of Local Wellness
Policy Implementation (N=225)

[tem Frequency %2

The wellness committee has been maintained byctheos district 129 69.0
A wellness coordinator is in place/will be assigned 73 39.0
The LWP is integrated with other school healthiatives 58 31.0
Wellness activities are reviewed and revised, édesl 58 31.0

Communication channels between schools and disimictinistration

have been established 52 27.8
Partnerships have been established with other sgdoganizations 48 25.7
The LWP is reviewed and updated regularly a7 25.1
Barriers are identified 35 18.7
Leadership for LWP implementation has been idesdifi 30 16.0
The LWP is incorporated into the district strategjian 27 14.4
Solutions are developed to overcome barriers 26 13.9
Leadership for LWP monitoring and evaluation hasrbieentified 23 12.3
Communication channels between schools and comiasihiave

been established 20 10.7
A succession plan for leadership of the LWP impletaton has

been developed 14 7.5
Protocols for measuring student outcomes have theesioped 11 5.9
Sources of funding for LWP implementation have bielemtified 9 4.8
Sources of funding for LWP monitoring and evaluati@ve

been identified 6 3.2
Funds for LWP implementation have been budgeted 4 2.1
Funds for LWP monitoring and evaluation have beagfgeted 3 1.6

®Percentages total more than 100%, as participantsl select multiple responses.
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School nutrition directors were asked to indightetraining and resources needed to
effectively sustain LWP initiatives (Table 12). &fefor implementing nutrition education
activities was the most common response (61.9%pwied by ideas for non-food rewards and
fundraising (56.3%), and strategies to monitor evaluate the LWP activities (54.8%). School
nutrition directors also reported ideas for incogtimg physical activities within the school day
(48.7%) and strategies for revising the LWP (48.¥#é)e needed. Tools such as a checklist to
monitor progress or observe activities relatecheotWP (47.7%) and presentation templates for

orientations and reporting to stakeholders were pisferred (47.2%).
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Table 12

Training and Resources Needed to Effectively Su&tacal Wellness
Policy Initiatives (N=225)

Item Frequency %2
Ideas for implementing nutrition education actesti 122 61.9
Ideas for non-food rewards and fundraising 111 56.3
Strategies to monitor and evaluate the LWP actiiti 108 54.8
Ideas for incorporating physical activities withire school day 96 48.7
Strategies for revising the LWP 96 48.7
Checklist to monitor progress or observe activitedated to

the LWP 94 47.7
Presentation template for orientation of teachatssehool staff 93 47.2
Presentation templates for stakeholders, suchtasoEBoard, parent

and community organizations, and student assemblies 93 47.2
Professional development/training module on LWP itooimg

and evaluation 82 41.6
Strategies for reporting results to the School Bpar

media, community 74 37.6
Selection of appropriate outcome measures 67 34.0
Development of protocols for measuring student auies 65 33.0
Tool for data analysis and report development 65 33.0
Modules on identifying grant opportunities and gt

grant proposals 46 23.4
Module on maintaining confidentiality of studentocame measures 33 16.8

®Percentages total more than 100%, as participants select multiple responses.
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CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS
Limitationsto the Research Study

The main limitation to this research study wasrésponse rate to the mailed survey

instrument. At 32%, the response rate was lower tiesired, which may cause concern for the

generalizability of the results. However, althoulgl response rate for the survey was low, all

seven USDA regions were represented in the groyauicipants.

Resear ch Study Conclusions
Communication is vital for sustaining Local Wellsd3olicy (LWP) goalsactivities and
accomplishmentsand should be provided to all school district skeéers. The expert
panel members emphasized the importance of comationcof LWP goals to
sustainability. Overwhelmingly, survey respondenticated that communication was
important or very important in sustaining the LW&aty and/or accomplishments
(85.4%). Information regarding LWP goals, acti\stiand accomplishments was
communicated within the school administrative uaitsl school board; however, few
school nutrition (SN) directors reported commurnigatwith students, parents, and
the community.
The majority of SN directors responding to thisveyronly have leadership roles in
implementing, monitoring, and evaluating LWP comgats related to school meal
regulations and competitive foods (offered and ygiddelines. Respondents indicated
that school nurses, school administrative stafirigi-level wellness committees, and
district administrative staff all have leaderstofes in implementing LWP components.
This finding was evident with the expert panel memtand confirmed by the

survey respondents.
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Limited student outcomes are being measured tea$3¥P implementation. The SN
directors reported that the outcome measure usasisess the implementation of the
LWP initiative was most often the healthier seleas of items from reimbursable school
meals, however only a little over one-third of 8¢ directors chose this response.
Almost as many reported that “no measures were’ usdtat they “did not know” what
measures were used.

Survey results suggest that either monitoring tstaking place, or SN directors are not
directly involved in the monitoring and evaluatiaspects of the LWP initiatives. Most
respondents did not know: how LWP activities arenitaved at the school level (I don’t
know 39.6%; monitoring is not in place 32.9%); whonitors LWP implementation
(monitoring is not in place 34.1%; | don’t know %) who, at the district level, analyses
the monitoring results (I don’t know 46.1%); andahive evaluation results are being
used (I don’t know 56.5%).

Initial efforts have been made by school distriotsustain LWP initiatives, but more
systems could be put in place to support sustdihyal$chool nutrition directors reported
a variety of measures are being used to sustain itMi&ives. The responses selected
most often were “the wellness committee has beentaaaed by the school district,” and
“a wellness coordinator is in place/will be assigyidResponses selected less often were
related to leadership for LWP implementation, mamiig, and evaluation; barriers
identified and solutions developed; protocols f@asuring student outcomes; and
identifying and budgeting sources of funds for iempéntation, monitoring, and

evaluation. As school districts seek to sustain Lfatives, consideration should be
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given to develop systems, policies, and procedwlesed to leadership, communication,
monitoring, and funding.

» School nutrition directors need training and resesrto assist with LWP
implementation, monitoring LWP activities, and coomitating results to stakeholders.
Survey participants indicated that ideas for imgdating nutrition education activities,
non-food rewards and fundraising, and incorporapingsical activity were desired. They
also desired assistance with strategies to moartdrevaluate the LWP activities and
revising LWP.

Education and Training
Findings from this research suggest the followmglications for education and training:

» Education materials are needed to help schoolasstnonitor and evaluate LWP
initiatives and using the results of the evaluatmnrevise the LWP.

» Resources are needed to assist schools in comrtingit&VP goals, programs,
activities, obstacles and accomplishments thaetdhg entire school community
including school administrators, teachers, the sthoard, parents and students.

» Additional resources are needed to assist schatisdeas for implementing LWP
initiatives such as nutrition education, physiaahaty and non-food ideas for
fundraisers and behavior rewards.

» School districts need assistance to identify sauodegrant funding to support LWP

activities and resources on how to successfullyyaiop grants.
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Resear ch Implications
Findings from this study suggest the need for &t research in the following areas:

» Additional data from large school districts is negdas larger districts may have more
resources available for monitoring and evaluatibgFLinitiatives.

* The request of having tools provided to help distrmonitor and evaluate LWP
initiatives needs further study. Once tools havenb#eveloped, additional research is
needed to evaluate the tools with the users.

» Further research should be conducted by identifigiggf practices for successfully
monitoring and evaluating their LWP initiatives.i$est practice resource could be
used as a guide or tool for school districts mamgpand evaluating their

LWP initiatives.
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