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ABSTRACT

Kies, B. The development of evaluation materials and best practices for the Farm o
School Program in La Crosse County, Wisconsin: A pilot study. Master of Public Health,

May 2011, 59pp. (R.D. Duguette)

As a means of providing students with comprehensive nutrition education and nutritious
food options from regional growers while attempting to prevent and reverse childhood
obesity trends, Farm to School {F25) programs have become increasingly common across
the United States in recent years. The La Crosse County Health Department (LCHD)
recently received Federal funding to oversee the development, implementation and
evaluation of F28 programs in four school districts during a two-vear period, from March
2010 to March 2012, Due to the relative newness of the F2S approach, both rigorous
evaluation tools and methods, and best practices for program evaluation are limited.
Through a collaborative process with the F25 team, the La Crosse school district nutrition
services staff and two elementary schools, and the University of Wisconsin La Crosse
Health Education and Health Promation Department, a parent survey tool, a student focus
group interview guide and a plate waste procedure were developed and piloted. The
resulting materials were combined to form a toolkit, including recommendations and best
practices for conducting comprehensive F28 program evaluation within La Crosse
County, W1 and implications for use in F28 program evaluation across the Nation.

Key words: Farm 1o School, program evaluation, nutrition education, plate waste, survey
development, focus group, community-academic
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INTRODUCTION

As a means of providing students with comprehensive nutrition education while
attempting to prevent and reverse childhood obesity trends, Farm to School (F238)
programs have become increasingly common. In early 2010, the La Crosse County
Health Department {LCHD) received Federal funding to oversee the development and
implementation of F2S programs in four school districts during a two-vear period, from
March 2010 to March 2012, Due to the relative newness of the Farm to School approach,
rigorous evaluation tools and methods are limited, and the tools provided by both the
Center for Disease Control, CDC (the granting agency) and the State of Wisconsin
Department of Health Services, do not fully allow LCHD staff to evaluate this program in
a comprehensive manner. Through a collaboration with the F25 team, the La Crosse
school district mutrition services staff and two elementary schools, and the University of
Wisconsin La Crosse Health Education and Health Promotion Department, a family
survey tool, a student focus group interview guide and a plate waste procedure were
developed and piloted for use in conducting comprehensive F28 Program evaluation
within La Crosse County. These materials along with supporting documents were
combined with recommendations best practices for using the materials in conducting F28
program evaluation forming & tool-kit, which can be used to inform F25 program

evaluation in school districts throughout the United States.



BACKGROUND
Farm to School Program

Broadly defined, Farm to School (F25) programs attempt to connect schools and
local farms in a mutually beneficial relationship; they bring fresh, local foods into schools
{Tzumi, Rostant, Moss & Hamm, 2006; Joshi & Azuma, 200/; Joshi, Azuma & Feenstra,
2008; Valhanatos, Gottlieb & Haase, 2004; Allen, & Guthman, 2006), Implementation
of a program within a school creates a new institutional level market for local farmers,
which leads to greater economic viability with additional revenue from the sale of goods
10 schools. Tt also leads to healthier food choices within the school nutrition offerings, an
environmental level change that can address dietary factors like obesity and early onset
diabetes in school-aged populations (Vallianatos, Gottlieb & Haase, 2004), F28
programming is “based on the premise that students will choose to eat more healthy
foods, such as fnnts and vegetables, if the foods are fresh, locally grown, picked at the
peak of their flavor and supplemented by educational activities that link them with the
food cyele from seed to table™ (Joshi & Azuma, 2009 p. 53}

Although the objective of providing nutritious food to children has been a matter of
American public policy since the beginning of the 20% century (Allen & Guthman, 2006,
the F25 concept was developed in the early 19%0°s with the introduction of two separate
programs, one focused on increasing markets for Florida farmers and the other on a

possible solution for improving the guality of school food while supporting local farmers



in Santa Monica, CA (Vallianatos, Gottlieh & Haase, 2004). From these beginnings, the
F18 ‘movement’ spread across the United States. In 2002, the Community Food Security
Coalition and the Center for Food and Justice held the first of its kind, national, “Farm to
Cafatena” conference in Seattle, Washington, By 2003, “at least 400 schoo] districts in
22 states were purchasing food from local farmers, providing fresh food to more than half
a million students a day™ (Vallianatos, Gottlieb & Haase, 2004, p. 417). According to the
Farm to School Chronology listed on the national F28 website, as of 2008, there are an
estimated 2000 programs in 39 states (National Farm to School Network, n.d.).

Although F28 programs are becoming more popular across the country and more
monies are being directed at school nutrition programs, the literature regarding the
effectiveness of the Arst generation of F28 programs is limited (Tzumi, Rostant, Moss &
Hamm, 2006; Joshi, Azuma & Feenstra, 2008; Vallianatos, Gottlieb & Haase, 2004).
The research that has been conducted is rarely peer-reviewed, is reported within progress
and evaluation reports to funding agencies, and lacks evaluation of program outcomes or
impacts (Joshi, Azuma & Feenstra, 2008), A 2008 Jowrnal af Fhinger and Environment
meta-analysis detailed just such shoricomings: of 38 existing reports or studies to review,
the authors found only four that were peer-reviewed, and just 15 met criteria for
inclusion in the study. Based on their analysis of these 15 studies, the researchers (Joshi,
Azuma & Feenstra) identified future F28 research needs. Conducting comparative
studies that highlight the impact of different types of F28 programs is one need, along
wilh evaluating changes in knowledge, attitudes and perception in food service staff and
conducting plate waste studies. Another area identified 15 “eollection of data that

evaluates the extent to which F25 programs affect dietary behavior in home settings and



the eating and shopping pattemns of the families of participating students™ (Joshi, Azuma
& Feenstra, 2008, pp, 241). Researchers evaluating a Michigan-based F25 Program
agree, noting that the potential for F28 programs as a school-based nutrition program and
an economic opportunity for farmers exists, but “research evaluating the benefits of farm-
to-school to student, schools and farmers iz clearly needed.™ (lzumi, Rostant, Moss &
Hamm, 2006, p. 174},

Mot only is the literature on F28 programming scarce, but the descriptions of
program evaluation practices vary widely as well. This fact is best represented again, by
the findings meta-analysis conducted by Joshi, Azuma and Feenstra in 2008 to find the
impact of F28 programs throughout the 1.8, The article identifies 6 types of impact
mdicators, or ways to measure F25 program success, categorized within sfudent
behaviors, student knowledge and atiitude and weightheight changes. 12 of the 15
studies selected only two of the six indicators to measure overall program impact. This
highlights both the lack of program outcome data and

With the potential ability to positively impact school-based nutrition programming
and positively influence student dietary behaviors while inereasing economic viability for
local farmers, the F28 movement's rapid spread across the Nation is no surprise. With
each new school and community that joins in the movement, ineluding La Crosse
County, Wisconsin, stakeholders continue to require more concrete data to answer the
questions, “Why should we invest resources in F28 programming?” and *How will F25
impact our community, our schools and our children?” This important probing begs
answers and leads to the need for emphasis on streamlined, comprehensive F28 program

evaluation to bolster the impacts noted in the current body of research and to inform



schools, farmers, community leaders and health professionals on best practices in
program implementation throughout the Country.
La Crosse County Farm to School Program

La Crosse County, Wisconsin has a rich history of public health professionals and
community members working collaboratively to promote health in the Coulee Region;
this is noted most by the numerous health-focused collaborations and work groups like
the La Crosse Medical Health Science Consortium whose recent efforts include the
Annual Health Summit and Healthiest County 2015, and the Healthy Living
Collaborstion, which is a work group started in 2009 comprised of more than 20
community leaders representing various sectors of public health. In 2010, as a result of
this history, La Crosse County, became one of 44 communities in the MNation to receive
Centers for Disease Contrel (CDC) funding for the Communities Putting Prevention to
Work (CPPW) grant. The Wisconsin Department of Health Services (W1 DHS) became
the fiscal agent for the grant, stafT from the La Crosse County Health Department
(LCHD) oversee the Community Action Plan (CAP) for the grant period, and the Health
Living Collaboration work group provide suppert and guidance to the LCHD CPPW
staff. School nutrition is one of four priority funding arcas, and subsequently, the CAP
lists the implementation and evaluation of a F258 program within four school districts as
one of seven main goals. September 2010 marks the inauguration of F25 programs in
four La Crosse County public school districts: La Crosse, Onalaska, Holmen, and West
Salem (Table 1}. Implementation of the program differs per district, and through ongoing
collaboration with individual scheol district nutrition coordinators, the LCHD F28 team

is able to provide individualized program support as needed. Despite the unique



implementation grid, all four districts are responsible to conduct program evaluation 1o
fulfill the CAP and the CPPW grant requirement for F25 program evaluation,
Statement of the Problem

The LCHD F28 team intends to conduct comprehensive F23 evaluation designed
to gather information on the knowledge, sttitudes and behaviors related to F2I5
programming from key participants, including, students, families and nutrition staff and
stakeholders. Although program evaluation is required by the CPPW grant funding
source, recommendations for conducting the evaluation or the use of specific methods or
tools have not been delineated. To assist in this requirement, W1 DHS provided the
CPPW team with several instruments used for F2S evaluation in other commumities.
These include, key informant interview guides for farmers, school food service
professionals and stakeholders as well as a student interview guide (post-program only)
and a 60-item student knowledge and attitude survey. After reviewing these instruments,
LCHD CPPW staff determined that the instruments do not assist In meeting their
evaluation objectives because they are not tailored to the La Crosse County F25 program
or the key participant groups, and their use would be too time-consuming for both the
school district staft and the CPPW F23 team to meet the CAP requirements. As a service
to LCCHD CPPW F28 staff and in response to the central issue, which 15 the lack of
comprehensive F28 program evaluation materials that are tailored 1o key participant
groups and can be applied in a school setting with minimal disruptions to daily routines
and workloads, this research process aimed to create and pilot-test tools, procedures and
methods to conduct F28 program evaluation in La Crosse County and to identify

recommendations of best-practices for the use of these materials.



Table 1. F28 Programming within La Crosse County, Wisconsin; Spring 2011

La Crosse Dnalaska Holmen School West Salem
School District  School District Dristrict School District
4 pilot schools;
1 Middle & 3 HOTM packet
Elementary g&ﬁpﬁaﬁ & lesson plans to iﬂgﬁ?ﬂ
F28 Nutrition | levels; HOTM* 55500 P all 3% grade i
: distributed to all distributed to all
Education | packet & lesson o teachers (some elsmentary
plans MME]::H distribute to the SR
distributed to 3™ entire school)
grade teachers
HOTM item is
HOTM item is menued at least
HOTM item is A menved multiple  once per month
menued in 4 E?nll:j'::rr;;il times per month,  district wide; items
F28 Menu Items | pilot schools the i served varions from school
3" Wednesday gr.]“.pﬂ r;un ways; distnict garden are menued
of the month RIS wide; Also menu  when available;
ather local items  also menw other
local items
HOTM taste
tosting ocours
ﬁﬁiﬂﬂis monthly at sach ﬁﬂnﬁu““ HOTM raste
2 ; festing occurs
FETLT;:E 3 week ofcach  SSUGME | monthlyateach OGRS
month at 4 pilot s this clementary ety
sehools ;B 7 ,,FE' L school % ary
arm2For
Friday
Wary by school;  Educational
KidsCook  activitiesin | oreoooe
cooking classes  classroom ;g:':mm f,_f ;.—.]55:;5 Farm2School
at one coordinated by st sach cooking t.:Lasscs
F25 Additional | elementary, student wellness = o held for 37 grade;
Activities | cooking coordinator, Janninj?l.:r active school
competitionat planming a E.:hr:u:ul pardens garden,
middle school;  school garden,  field trips o local greenhouse
developing school wellness
school gardens  nights orhie
Infio available Info available on :::-f;::ﬂﬂ;;" POS posers
on school’s school’s POS information develaped by
; aceboa i & : T Witerbo dietetics
F15 Marketing ectboal ans Fac:zl:n:'&uk ; promotion on p
Fots materials senri T-.v.-rtt?r, Print schoal tvs, peint sl:udeqts, print
home Wl‘tth:f hmat&n:?isﬁlﬁ"ﬂ o iy Eﬁ;::liﬁbscnt
gnl*uder-; a Ome 3 P itk
pilot schools grade students students

*HOTh=Haryest of the Month

PO S=Point of Sale

*P(YS posters with interchangeable information {for HOTM) coming May 20111 :
*Information about all F25 activities available on the Get Active website/Facebook Twitter

[



METHODS
Introduction
After joining the Healthy Living Collaboration's F28 workgroup in August, 2010

and recognizing the need for program evaluation methods and materials, this researcher,
set up a meeting with the CPPW F28 team leaders in early October, 2010 to gather maore
information and determine what, if any, assistance could be offered to make the process
successful. Prior to the meeting, this researcher conducted a preliminary literature review
to gain understanding of the current F23 program evaluation efforts being conducted
nation-wide. During this collaborative meeting, the researcher facilitated discussion on
the current goals and objectives as written into the CAP for the CPPW grant. To clarify
current needs, the research asked the team, “what guestions would you like answered
about F28 programming?”, “what data are you interested in gathering; from which key
participants?” Additionally, in this initial meeting, this researcher questioned the team as
to the existence of any specific guidance or evaluation materials (e.g. from the granting
agency aor W1 DHS) for evaluation, and on the current staff capacity to develop materials
and conduct program evaluation. As a result, during the meeting, key participant groups,
data, methods, existing materials and staff capacity were defined as listed in Table 2.
Based on the information the F23 team would like to find out regarding the impact of
F28 programming, students, the parents and caregivers of those students and program
stakeholders {e.g. school staff and farmers) were all identified as key participants, or the

target population for program evaluation. It was further defined that the type of

8



information the team is most interested in collecting includes, knowledge and attitudes on
the F25 programming, nutrition and fresh local produce; it also includes behavior
changes in both the school and home settings relating to food consumption patterns. In
discussing methods for gathering, both practices from current literature and the informal
feedback from school staff were considered. Because 3™ graders are the population that
receives the F28 nutrition education materials throughout La Crosse County schools, they
are the target population for program evaluation as well. Given the reading levels and the
lack of time to administer a survey in class, a focus group method is preferred for data
collection within this group. Getting information from both families and stakeholders is
also valuable, and methods of survey and key-informant interviewing are well suited to
the different needs of the two groups.

Table 2. Populations, methods and capacity for F28 program evaluation in La Crosse
County, W1 as of October, 2010

Key participant Type of data Methods | Existing Staff Capacity

! . 3 I 1 -: ol .'-” I'-:i- - ¥ i S - E
Knowledge and LCHD: administrative
attitudes, and analyze, teachers:
behavior change distribute and collect,

College student intern:

Once the key participants are defined and materials developed, the capacity 1o

conduct the evaluation is in place. The LCHD F25 staff has three members to conduct




program evaluation along with student intern support from two local University nutrition
and distetic programs. The school nutrition staff in each school district is also required,
through the grant agreement, to assist with program evaluation. Based on the discussion
at the meeting, this researcher determined that focusing efforts on the development of a
family survey tool, a student focus group interview guide, and a plate waste procedure
could best meet the needs of the LCHD CPPW F28 team. A work-plan designed to
correlate with the CPPW CAP strategies was developed following the mesting (APP. A),
and was approved by the F25 team in late October, 2010, The work-plan includes three
ohjectives under the following primary goal:

“GOAL: By February 28, 2011, graduate student Bethany Kies will provide staff at the
La Crosse County Health Department with tools, methods and procedures to use in
conducting Farm to School Program evaluation”

Along with developing the workplan, which served as a guidance document for the
process, a thesis committee was selected and a proposal was submitted for a student
rescarch grant from UW-La Crosse Graduate Studies (partial funding received). AnIRB
protocol was submitted to the university (accepted December, 2011) and contact was
made with the research and development committee within the La Crosse public schools
to inguire about the possibility of conducting pilot testing related to F28 program
evaluation. From this point, collaborative work continued with both the LOCW F28
teamn as well as the La Crosse Public Schools to complete a family survey tool, a student
focus proup interview guide and a plate waste procedure.

Family Survey Tool
The process of developing the survey tool began with a review of current F25

program survey tools and other relevant survey tools, including those distributed 1o the
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CPPW F285 team by W1 DHS and UW Extension tools found online. The development of
asurvey instrument method, listed in 18 steps, based on practices by authors Cottrell and
McKenzie (2005). Several sources were consulted for types of measurement and design,
instrument reliability and validity, pilot-testing survey tools, and sampling (Groves et al,
2009; Crasby, DiClemente and Salazar, 2006; Green and Lewis, 1986; Saravela and
MeDermott, 1993; TTW-Extension, 2010,

After consulting these references, an important next step was to again contact the
community pariners. [n early December, 20110, meetings were conducted interview-style
with the 3 members of the LCHD F28 team and with the nutrition coordinator at the La
Crosse School District in order to further define and inform the survey development
process. [hese meetings assisted in identifying valuable content for the survey and to
identify these considerations; a length that can be completed in 5-10 minutes, a
demographics section at the end of the tool instead of the beginning, a response method
that reduces the workload placed on classroom teachers or building administrators in the
schools, and inclusion of an incentive for survey completion. The tool was drafted and
sent to & team of peer reviewers to determine content validity. Five out of the eight
people requested, five reviewed the draft and completed the review form. All 5 noted the
survey congruent with the CPPW CAP goals, to be of appropriate length and order, and
constructed for adults to easily follow, The reviewers noted subtractions and/or additions
to the questions in qualitative format. Based on the review, enhancements were made
prior to piloting the tool. 'While the survey was being reviewed, the researcher contacted
the principals of the three elementary-level pilot schools in the La Crosse school district

and requested participation in pilot-testing the survey with families of 3" graders. This



target population was chosen because these students receive both F25 nutrition education
and F28 menu items. Two schools responded and 20 surveys per school were sent home
to families with students using random selection of, done by the teachers, froma
complete 3" grade class list. Different return methods were utilized at each site 1o
determine the best rate of return (Table 3.). The families were given five business days to
return the survey, and an optional incentive raffle was included. In addition to the
survey, the 40 pilot families were asked to complete a seven-question comment form
regarding the survey, Three questions were asked to gather quantitative data (i.e. length
of time to complete the survey, clarity of directions and difficulty of questions) and four
were asked to gather qualitative feedback (i.e. number of any difficult questions,
thoughts about the length and order of the survey, and other comments), Fifteen of 40
surveys were retumed and completed. A codebook was developed and, for the purposes
of testing the codebook usability only, results were entered into an excel spreadsheet.
From the information on the 15 survey comment forms, a second round of enhancements
were made to the tool, and with review from the student thesis team, final edits were

made and a final draft was completed.

Table 3, Description of pilot tests for F25 program evaluation development

"I Conducted with 3

. (1]
20 sent out with 3 Aokl
grade students; ' 4
Emerson | . med to NA took “hot Junch
Elementary classroom: oplion and chose the
1 leted F2S item wild rice:
e 12 total




Foeus Group Interview Guide

Methods for developing the focus group interview guide mirror that of the family
survey tool, and the process began with data collection. There were ne interview guides
specific to students and F28 for review, but through a review of various sourees on
developing and piloting interview questions and conducting focus groups in community
settings, 1t was advised that the group should consist of 6-12 people in homogenous
groups and the guide should include guided, open questions going from general to
specific and most important to least important. The resources also acknowledge that a
prepared moderator is key, and that sampling is very often a convenience sample with the
number of focus groups (o be determined by saturation point of responses, Tt was also
mentioned routinely that pilot-testing with similar subjects helps to ensure a smooth
process and questions that gather quality data and that the interview guide should be
reviewed by persons who did not develop it (Bowling, 2002; Crosby, DiClemente and
Salazar, 2006; Gilmore & Campbell, 2005; Krueger, 1998, Saravela & McDermott, 19493,
Stewart, Shamadasani & Rook. 2007) .

As with the survey tool, after consulting key resources the community partners
were consulted. In the interview sivle meetings with the LCHD F28 team and the La
Crosse School District Nutrition Coordinator, the researcher identified the types of
questions they would like to ask the students. With this in mind, an initial draft of the
puide was developed and sent to a team of peer reviewers, Five out of the cight people
requested, reviewed the draft and completed the review form. All five noted the survey
to be in following with the CPPW CAP poals, Thev also found the guide to be

appropriate in length and order, and constructed in & way 34t graders could understand.
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They also noted subtractions and/or additions to the questions and any other comments in
qualitative format. A second drafied was developed along with a parent consent (App. E}
and student assent form (App. F), and it was piloted in one of the 2 participating pilot
schools in the La Crosse County School Dhistrict (Table 3), Consent was sent home to 20
families via their student’s classroom teacher, and returned in & similar pattern within five
business days (one reminder was sent home as well), Four consent forms were returned
the day of the pilot, with one not signed. Three students signed an assent form and
participated in the focus group duning the allowable time frame: a 30 minute lunch
period. The researcher served as moderator, and a research assistant recorded themes and
key quotes while a tape recorder captured verbatim responses. After the pilot, data was
reviewed, comments were also gamered from the research assistant and the classroom
teacher regarding the focus group. Enhancements were made to the interview guide and
the final dratt was approved by the thesis committee following.
Plate waste Procedure

Plate waste studies serve to gather strong quanhitative data related to food
consumption behaviors and can help inform nutrition staff and stakeholders on student
behaviors and cost analysis data for implementing F28 foods within school lunch menus.
As in the development process for the preceding two evaluation materials, methods for
developing a plate waste procedure began with a review of current procedures and
consultation with community partners. Unlike the others, however, there were savernl
methods in existing studies listed in both farm-to-school and other nutrition related
professional research articles (Adams, Pelletier, Zive & Sallis, 2005; Marietter,

Templeton, & Panemangalore, 2005; Williamson, et. al., 2003). The LCHD F28 team



also developed and piloted a procedure in November, 2010, which this researcher
observed; these methods were incorporated into the development of the plate waste
procedure. The nutrition coordinator, and two kitchen managers a1 the pilot schools in La
Crosse, helped define the work-flow and staff capacity during lunch and possibilities for
plate waste evaluation dunng the cumrent lunch period.  After interviewing three staff, a
drafi of the procedure was developed along with a data recording form (App. J) and an
informational letter designed to be sent home to families (App. H). The procedure was
then piloted with 3™ graders who ate hot lunch on 2/16/11 in an elementary school in La
Crosse school distriet (Table 3), Enhancements were made to the procedure following
the pilot-test based on data from the pilot and the final draft received thesis committees

approval, following.

13



DISCUSSION
Results
Family Survey Tool

Based on the results of the survey comment form (n=135), 86% of the parent
respondents took less than 10 minutes to complete the tool, 93% responded that the
directions were clear and 80% reported no difficulties understanding the questions.
Cualitative data reported that the length and order was appropnate for 80%, others not
responding. and two questions were noted with suggestions for improvement, Based on
pilot-testing, retuming the survey to the classroom teacher resulted in a much greater rate
of retum (33%) as compared to mailing the survey via postal mail {13%). Although data
was collected from first draft of the survey in pilot-testing and used along with the survey
comment form to inform the development of the survey tool, it was not analyzed to use in
program evaluation due to the low number of survey responses.

The resulting family survey tool (App. C) is a one-paged, front and back, form
designed to assess the knowledge and attitudes families and caregivers have about the
Farm to School Program and nutrition, as well as the behaviors related to current fruil and
vegetable consumption habits and lifestyle changes due to their child’s participation in
the F25 Program. The survey mcludes [{ sections; eight sections are single questions
with select one response or select all that apply response options and two sections include
groupings of ten and seven statements respectively that have a rating scale of 1-3
response option, The survey is accompamed by a half-page demographic questionnaire,
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which includes age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, household make-up and income
level, employment status and educational attainment, and a tear-ofT raffle slip to use for
incentives. A family survey code book (App. D) was developed along with the survey
tool to be used in data entry and analysis. Data from this familv survey can be used to
determine the need for further clarification via parent focus groups.

Student Focus Group

Asg with the family survey tool, the data that was collected from three third-grade
students utilizing a voice recording and manually recording themes was used only to
inform the interview guide development and focus group process, and was not analyzed
for program evaluation.

The focus group questionnaire guide {App. G) is a two-page document which
includes one page of instruction for setting up the focus group, and 2 second page with 10
questions to be used during the focus group. The questions are designed to gather
qualitative data on student knowledge of healthy foods and the F25 Program as well as
their attitudes on the program and the foods offered during meals and at snack-time
throughout the school day. Within the La Crosse School District, the only time-period
offered for conduecting student focus groups during the school day is the 30 minute lunch
period, and in some schools, an open classroom is the only option for meeting. This
context of students’ eating lunch during the focus group proved to work well and even
seemed to help the students feel more comfortable initially; similarly, the classroom
sefting also gave the students a familiar, non-threatening feel. Although the time allotied
for the pilot was not optimal, the researcher was able to complete the assent form and all

of the questions in 30 minutes due to such a small number of participants; groups with 6
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or more participants, which is recommended, may need more time. Another
consideration is to utilize after-school programming, like surround care, for the focus
group. Although the data from the focus group was not specifically analyzed for program
evaluation purposes, it can be noted that the students participating had very little
knowledge of the F25 program, some knowledge on healthy eating and identified taste-
testing F25 foods as an activity they *like’ and one that makes them more likely to try a
F28 item when offered on the school lunch *hot” menu.
Plate Waste Procedure

During the pilot-testing, of the 24 3" grade students wha went through the ‘hot-
lunch’ line, 13 chose to take the F28 item, wild rice. Then mean serving size of the pre-
portion was 1.52 ounces. |1 of 13 students ate the entire serving of wild rice, which was
displayed by the post-photo (Figure 1), Individuals post-weights were taken, and then
resulting mean weight (n=13) was .13 punces. Of the 13 students who took the F25 item,
8 paid full-prices for the meal, 3 had reduced lunch prices and 2 had the free lunch prices.
[t was noted in the comments section during the pilot-testing that taste-testing of the wild
rice occurred 2 days prior, the order of servings from the “pre-photo’ to the *post-photo”
does not correlate, and that a digital scale must be used for accuracy in small
measurements, The data collected was used to inform the plate waste procedure only,
and was not used for F25 program evaluation. The resulting plate waste procedure (App.
I} i a set of nine steps designed to be used in determining the amount of F25 menu ftem
eaten by individual students during the regular school lunch service. The steps include
portioning the items into containers and gathering a mean pre-weight of the serving and

then collecting and weighing the containers after the student has finished with their meal,
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A one page instruction guide is used for single items offered during a school lunch meal,
Due to time constraints during the lunch preparation process, a8 mean weight based on 10
different servings (Comstock & Symington, 1982) was used as a *pre’-weight for each of
the portiens. In order to get the most accurate data on individual student consumption,
the plate waste procedure was set up to collect individual ‘post’ weights for each portion
and was not designed to obtain eollective or grouped post-weight data. A photo of the
servings taken before the lunch service and a photo of the containers collected afler the
lunch service offers a quick visual representation of the data, but does not provide enough
detail to be used independent of the weights to collect plate waste data (Fig. 1).

The resulting data collection sheet {App. J) contains sections for recording
weights of 10 items pre-consumption and individual weights of up to 30 items post-
consumption. The form also includes demographic questions regarding the number of
lunches served, the number of students who chose the F28 item and the number of free
and reduced lunches served during the procedure, which are all reports that the kitchen
manager accessed easily after the meal service was complete. To conduct the plate waste

procedure, lunchroom stafl, kitchen stafl and at least one volunteer in a coordinating role

proved valuable.

Figure 1. Plate Waste “before™ and “afier” photo
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CONCLUSION
Limitations

During this experience. both difficulties and benefits in coordinating with several
agencies were realized, Commumication conducted early and often is one of the most
beneficial traits in successful collaboration in community-academic partnerships. During
interviews, multiple school and nutrition services staff expressed willingness to
participate in evaluation procedures, but stressed the importance of being informed in
advance on the timeline and process of evaluation procedures by the coordinating staft
(e.g. LCHD F28 team). Even with this communication employed and working
partnerships in place, limitations resulted. Most significantly is the low number of
participants in pilot-testing due to the difficulty generating interest and willingness from
the school partners. Additionally, these pilot-tests were conducted within the La Crosse
Schools enly, and while discussions were had regarding the similarities and differences
for F25 programming in the three other La Crosse County School Districts, which
resulted in the development of materials and recommendations that took into account the
needs of the other districts, no pilot-tests were conducted in them.

Due to the need to develop evaluation materials for use in Spring. 2011 but with
difficulty getting in to the schoaols for pilot-testing over the winter break and first few
weeks afler that break, fimeline was also a limitation of this process as well,  Finally,
there are a variety of variables that can affect data at any given time, many of which are

difficult, if not impossible, to account for, including, degree to which school staff “up
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sell” the Farm to School items, how comprehensively each school and/or teacher
incorporates the F28 nutrition education, and nutrition and foed opportunities students
have outside of F25 programming {e.g. Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program or a school
garden). Although these influences did not significantly limit the ability for the
researcher to produce evaluation materials, they are 1o be considered within the use of the
materials for their ability to limit program evaluation data. It is important that these types
of influences are noted and recorded at the time of data collection, and incorporated into
the evaluation as limitations to the findings.
Recommendations

With the pool of F28 program evaluation so limited and varied in approach the
recommendations from this pilot-study are valuable contributions to further the work of
establishing a streamlined research protocol for comprehensive F28 program evaluation.
Based on this research process, [ have developed recommendations for best practices in
planning F25 program evaluation, implementing the evaluation matenals developed
through this rescarch and for further research on F28 evaluation materials and methods.
For Planning F25 Program Evaluation

# Involve all relevant commumity partners (e.g. school nutrition staff and F25
coordinators) in decisions related to how and when to conduct program
evaluation.

» Define research questions to guide the program evaluation and the selection of
evaluation materials, participant groups, sample size and community pariners
prior to conducting any program evaluation or using the materials developed in
this research process. For comprehensive evaluation there will be several
research questions, each indicating the use of one or more of the methods and
materials developed in this research process,

» Research design, or the way in which the program evaluation will be set up,
should be determined based on the research question(s) defined. For example, if
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the LCHD F25 staff ask, “What impact does the F25 nutrition education have on
students’ dietary behaviors in eating the F25 menu items offered at school
lunch? an experimental research design will be set up using the plate waste
procedure in at least one school that offers F25 nutrition education and F25 menu
itemns and one comparable school that also has F25 menu items but does not offer
the education. The plate waste data collected on the same day with the same food
menued at each school can then be analyzed 1o answer the question.

Use the 3 materials developed as a part of this research along with key informant
interviews with stakeholders in order to complete comprehensive F25 program
evaluation. Consideration should also be given to the inclusion of student/family
stories, a cost-benefit analysis and student BMI if resources permit.

Plan to use only key-informant interviews, student/family stones and the plate
waste procedure (if applicable) within those districts that do not offer both
education and food items as a part of their F25 program, If resources exist, a cost-
benefit analysis and student BMI data should also be considered.

For Implementing the Family Survey Tool

™

This tool should be utilized within school districts that offer both F25 food items,
either in the school meals or as snacks, and F25 nutrition education.,

To increaze the rate of return, send tool to and from home with students via
classroom teacher in a labeled, unsealed large envelope. Include a marked folder

for the classroom teacher to house all returned surveys until the final date,

A letter explaining the survey should accompany the survey tool (App. B).

Translator services should be utilized (via phone calls home) for all non-English
zpeaking families,

Use as incentive to increase participation rates. One $25 grocery gifi-card was
used in the pilot-study,

For Implementing the Focus Group Interview Guide

Use this toal within school districts that offer both F25 food items, either in the
school meals or as snacks. and F28 nutrition education.
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Focus proups should be comprised of 6-10 students who are as uniform as
possible, including similar grade and schoal,

Random selection of sample is suggested by using a numbered class.

Send & letter home to students’ parent/caregiver (App. E) explaining the focus
group procedure and requesting signed parental consent. Only students with a
returned signed consent may be selected for participation for the focus group.
Gather child assent for the focus group by reading aloud a written document for
each participant to sign (App. F).

45-60 minutes is optimal for the conduction of the focus group; utilizing a lunch
period and 15-20 minutes before/after is sugpested if the focus group is to be
conducted during school hours.

Use individual participant incentives to increase interest in focus group. A F25 1-
shirt designed for the LCHD F2S program was given to each student in the pilot-
lesting,

For Implementing the Plate Waste Procedure

Use this procedure within a school lunch setting for a single F28 menu item,

Send an informational letter (App. H) home to families via the classroom teacher
prior to conducting the plate waste procedure; consent 15 not required because
data collection involves food, not human subjects,

Use a digital scale because this procedure relies on accurate weights of servings.

For Future Research

Further pilot-testing of all three materials to enhance the reliability and validity
design to include larger sample sizes for the survey tool and focus groups.

Adaptations for use of the plate waste procedure with multiple F25 items menued
within the same lunch offering, and it’s use in another setting, like taste-testing is
recommended to enhance the usability of the procedure and accuracy of the data
callection.
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s Conduct F25 program evaluation using the materials developed and publish
results in order to further define best practices in combining various evaluation
tools and methods to gather comprehensive F25 program evaluation data that
shows program impact in a way that is manageable for staff capacity.

With more and more local, state and federal funds being funneled into efforts aimed
school-aged populations to address childhood obesity, the F25 movement seems poised
for a course of continued growth. Program evaluation continues to be crucial for
understanding the impact of the program on key participants and to ultimately find out of
the money allocated for implementing F23 programming doees actually lead to the
positive health and behavioral outcomes intended and indicated by preliminary findings
from the first-generation of F2s programs in the United States,  The evaluation materals
produced as a result of this collaborative effort by the UW-La Crosse Department of
health education and health promotion, the LCHD CPPW F2S team and the nutrition staff
in La Crosse County, most specifically in the La Crosse School District serve to fulfill the
aforementioned goal: to provide the LCHD CPPW team with tools, methods and
procedures to evaluate the La Crosse County F28 program; with these valuable tools and
best practice recommendations, the vision of completing comprehensive program
evaluation can be more fully realized. Furthermore these materials and best practices are

an addition to the growing number of evaluation lools available for conducting F25

program evaluation in school districts throughout the United States.
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APPENDIX A

WORKPLAN



PROPOSAL NAME: 7S e of bock ]
MWME&IE_EEE_‘EEEF—“HE FERIOD: December 1, 2010- February 28, 2011

PROPOSAL GOAL: By February 28, 2011, graduates student Bathany Kaas wil pravide staff at the La Crasse County Health Departmend with toals, metheds and precadunes o
usa in canducting Fam fo School Program evaluation

Baehavioral Obfective: By June, 2012, tha topis. malhads and procedures contributed by graduste studend Bathany Kies, wil b used to conduct Fam to Schoal Program
evakiatian reseanch within La Crosss Coumly schoal districls

| S

o - - e o o e, e e
T By Fobruary 28, 2011 Bethany Hios will develop 10c0s group erview guids and protacsl 1or use In determining student attitude and knowledge related to the
La Crosse County Farm to School Program

2. By February 28, 2011 Bathany Kias will develop and validate a survey tool and develop & protocol for use in getarmining parent and caregiver eating habits
related 1o the La Crasss County Farm to School Program

3, By Februasy T8, 2071 Bathany Kias will develop and pilot protocal Tor plate waste method (o assess shdant school lunch corsumption habits related (o the La
Crosae County Farm to School Program

CPPW Community Action Plan Correlathon:
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*  Dbjective 3. By B30, the CPPW project evaluation plan wil be complete
*  Bbrategy 1.1 Design CPPW project evelizaticn pian
Activity: Work with project evaluator o design CPPW project avalustion plan 1o inchids process and autoome measues
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[mating hadils), food sendce supervisor (school meals), locad healih [YRBS], and the local sconany
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protocol Tor use in dedermining student aftilude ard knosfedge relabed lo the La Croase County Fam | 268, 2011 complale an Inksl drafl
i Srhood Program Supportad v o tha inferviow Quide
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& Eslablish cantant validity Tor the guss
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Hathany Kies December 1,
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APPENDIX B

FAMILY SURVEY INFO LETTER



(DATE)
Dear Parent or caregiver,

As many of you may know, this vear the La Crosse School District started a Farm to
School Program through federal grant funds received by the La Crosse County Health
Department. This means that students at pilot schools who participate in the hot lunch
program have been able to eat several foods each month grown by local and regional
farmers. Some students in the district have also received have farm to school nutrition
education. It is the hope of the school district and the La Crosse county Farm to School
coardinator that this Farm to School Program will continue and expand in future years.

In order 1o measure the success of the Farm to School Program this first vear in the La
Crosse District, each school, with the help of the Farm to School Program coordinator,
Josh Miner, will ask for student, parent, farmer and school staff input through surveys,
imterviews, focus group discussions and a study on the amount of food students® waste
during lunch. This evaluation will be done throughout the year. (School Name) has
agreed to partner with the Farm to School Program, and would like to survey the families
of our students to get their thoughts and feelings about nutrition, nutrition education and
the Farm to School Program.

Attached to this letter, is a copy of this survey, Please fill it out and retum it in the
envelope provided with your child to his'her classroom teacher by (Date). Entries for the
(INCENTIVE) drawing may also be returned at this time. [ will collect and review your
gurveys to help in creating the final version of a parent survey that will be sent out later in
the school year,

Thank you in advance for your time in completing the survey; it should take less than 10
minutes to complete, and it will contribute to sustaining the Farm to School Program at
NAME) Elementary School.

Thank you!

NAME HERE

Jorh Miner

Farm-to-Schoo] Coordinator

Mutrition Division

Lo Crosse County Health Department
Fh: [&08] 785-3579

Fax: [608] TE5-4845

Email: miner joshuafeo la-crosse. wi.us
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APPENDIX C

FAMILY SURVEY TOOL



Today's Date: School Code__ Survey Code__

La Srosse County Farm o Schol Program Family Surey

Dlractigng: Please read and angwer sach queatian on Lhe frant and back of this sheet. ard il cut the siached cormant
seclion. Fiace thess back in the original envelope for return, Enter S0 win 8 {incantie) by submitling yeur narms and
contact irformation in the anvelope manced Drawing’, Dus by (data).
First wie wawd W fo 85k you a few questions about tha Fams ke Seheal Program (F25)

1. Dioes your child's achool curently particspabe in a Fam ta Schoal Program® (WOTE: plegsa conlinue wilh {ha

remaEng questions aven i you selest no')

a  Yes d.  Ofhes
b, Ma =
c Kol surg

2. How would you descrbe a Farm to School Program? (circla ane letter)
& A program that grovides food from local farms {0 schoal lunch
& A program that provides nutribon education makerials and Tood itams fom local fanmars
t. A program that pravides nutritional infarmation and education to shuents sboul fresh facds
& | & nok sura hiw bo dessiba the aragram

A Whet Farm o School ralgted liems has yawr child kes beoughl home fram schoal? dcirche ad that apply)

a  Pecipe cards 9 Handouls en local fasmers, growess o
B Sloragelsocking bps Community Suppared Sarcuburs
¢ Muirgianal imfermation h.  Coakinglactvity shoats
4. Handauts on Farm ba Scheol I, My child has nol broughl ary F25
& Infarmation an Fam o Schaol avents items. home from schaol
f. School lunch menu Righlighsing Farm | DEher
o Sohoal tems

Pl wes ik il f ek pae & fen' questions abaw! your ppinions of he Favm o School Program

4. Circle 3 rumber 1-5 lor e falicaing ieers

Hrﬂildﬂmmlmt&ﬂhnthi:hﬂ 1 2 3 4 5
a Farm tnﬂ:hu-ulml]nnluﬂumm.

I weant
Farm ta School Pragram.

Thie Farm to School Program influsnces what i z 3 4 R
f-Ttlhrmlthm-.

My famity ikes to sat frults and vegetables. 1 3 3 i 5
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6. Typlcaly, 3 or mora cdays & week, iy child: [circla ane latbar)

a  Esls Mom e school lunch mania

& Eats sald unchvbrings a lunch fram hame

7. How has the Farm io Sshool Program changad your famit? (circle ol eters thal apaby)

a.  We cook mom fruits and ]
vepalabies .
B Wa buy more fruiis and vagatables i
¢, We shap at new places for fresh
preduce (Bhe famers’ marat) |
d. Ve have viited a local farm
& W ook far more frash, local loods k.
to buy when wa ara shapoing
f We have tred new racipes or i
maals

My child halps with tha cooking
‘e took at home mare ofien

My child hes asiead Tor catain
foods hadshe hed at schaal

e have talked abaut chanpes, but
Rave nat made them wel

Wi hawa nat made any changes
due Lo ke Famn 1o School Program
Othar

Fimally, wa wawd (ika fo sak you questions abouf the fooos paw and your femily ssd during s currend season

B Currently we gel most of aur fuits and vegelables forn: (drcls one lester)

a. Curgarssan d.
B, A convenienca stone (ko Kwik a,
Trip) i

T, A grocery share (ike Festval Foods
or the Peogle's Food Co-op)

& The fruis we By moss offéan are:

[circla ona lather)
8 In 8 ready-lo-eal praduct (e in a

pog-tart, muffin ar yeguri)
Canrad

Frogan

Fresh

In & [uios

Wa dan't buy Pk

[crcla
A

~mope
~mopo

& suparceniesr (ke Walk-mart)

A {ermars’ markat ar G54

CHiner

10, The wegetables we buy most offen ane;
o latler)

It & teady-to-sat prodict (ke an &
frozen pizza or v 8 can of saug )
Canned

Fragan

Fresh

In a juics

We dan'l buy vegelahies

&  Comenlly, during mast weeks, haw oflen coas your famdy (clrcle 8 numoer 1-5 for gach queslicn):

Occasionally
-2 time

Freguently
5 times

Gally
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We would like to ask & few questions about you to help us review the results.
These are optional.

1.

2

What |z your aga? years
What is your zex? (Circls ong)

a Mala

b. Femal=

Which of the following groups best
describes your total househald income
In 20107 [(Circle one lefter)

a 0-525000

328 000-550, 000
351,000-5375,000
$76,000-5100,000

100,000+

P Re T

How do you describe yoursedf? (Circle
lettar that bast describas you)
American Indian or Alaska Native
Hawaman or Othar Pacific Islander
Asian or Aslan American

Black or Afncan American
Hispanic or Lating

Maon-Hispanic Whiie

Oither

o =moaoow

How many adults live in your
househaold?

How many children live in your
household?

7. Areyou: (circle ona letier)

Married

Divarced

WWidowed

Saparated

Mever besn marred

& mamber of an unmarted couple

o W N

Are you currantly: (circle one bathar)
a, Employed for wages
b, Salf-employed

c.  Unemployed

d. A homemeaker

g, A student

f.  Retired

g. Unable to work

What i& the highest grade or year of

school you completed? (cinck ana

letter)

a. Mever attended school

b, Lass than grade 12

e Grade 12 or GED (High schoal
graduate)

d. College 1 year to 3 years {(Some
college of technical schaool

g, College 4 years {College graduate)

Graduate SchoollAdvance Dagrees)

—

1111111111 ——

Detach this bottom portion and return in the envelope marked *Drawing’ for a chance
to win a (INCENTIVE).

Mame

Address

Phone Number
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APPENDIX D

FAMILY SURVEY CODEBDOK



Codebook for F25 Family Survey 2011

Description of Variable SP55 Coding Instructions

T A= chnoil) JeEchonll, et =l

F25 itam increase hot lunch? “Schinut?  1=no opinion, 2=strongly disagres, 3=disagres,

Want mora F25 info? - . Infa 1 no upil.lnn E mnngh,r dizagree, 3=disagre=s,
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APPENDIX E

FOCUS GROUP CONSENT FORM



Dear Parent or caregiver,

Your child may be invited 1o participate in a focus group as a part of the Farm to School Program
Evaluation. The evaluation is being done with the support of the Lo Crosse school District and La Cresse
County Health Department Farm to School coardinators,

The purpase of this evaluation is to examineg the students” knowledge and anirudes about the Farm to
School Program. If your child is selected, and yvou agree to let vour child participate, hefshe will be asked 1o
answer questions sbout the school lunch and the farm to school program with a group of other (3™ graders)
in a focus group. This focus group will take about 40 minutes hisher time during school on February (17,
20017 and will be over the lunch period.

Risks that your child may experience from participating are considered minimal. There &re no costs for
participating. There are no benefiis 1o your ehild caher than to further research. The information your chikd
offers by answering guestions during the focus group will kelp decide how to complete further Farm fo
School Program evahsatbon in the La Crasse School Distriet.

Your child's information collecied for this stedy is completely confidential and no individoal student will
ever be identified with his'her research information. Mon-identifying data from this study will be recorded,
put inte a Word document in grouped form and saved on password protected computer. The information
will be prouped 5o that your child's information will be anonymous, Oaly the (MAMES) will have access
1o the information. However, the La Crosse County Health Department Farm 10 School Coordinators and
the La Crosse School district autrition services manager and Research and Development Committes or
appropriats fedemal agencies like the Office for Human Ressarch Protections may review this study's
records.

Your child's participation in this study §s voluntary, You may choose that he'she not to take part in this
siudy, or if vou decide that he'she can take part, you can change your mind later ond withdraw your child
From the study, 17 vou allew your child to participate in this research, (NAMES) will review the rights and
procedures of the focus group with himher on the day of the focus group. Your child will be free to not
AnsWer any guestions or 1o keave the focus group st any time, Your decision will not change any present or
future relationships with the La Crosse County Health Department or the La Crosse School District. Thers
are no known altermatives available o participating m this research study other than not 1aking part,

If you have questions about the study or study procedures, you are free to coninct the investigator al the
address and phone mumber below, 1T you have questions about your child's rights as a study participant and
the protection of human subjects or complaints about vour treatment as a research subject,( address them to
irbidmwlay edu.) By signing this document and returning it with your child 1o hisher teacher by (271711}
wou are giving voluniary consent for vour child to be selectzd to be in the focus group. If you DO NOT
wish 1o give consent for your child 1o voluntanly participate in DO NOT sign and return this document.

0 1 give consent for my child __ {write child's name) 12
participate in the above explained ressarch project.

Parent'Guardian Mamse: Crate:

Parent'Guardian Signature;

Josh Miner

Farmm-to-School Coordinator, Mutrition Division
La Crosse County Health Department

Ph: [G0&] T85-3579

Fax: [608] T&3-0%46

Email: miner.joshuailco. la-crosse wi.as
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APPENDIX F

FOCUS GROUP ASSENT FORM



Farm to school program focus group methods study

We are asking if you are willing to be a part of a focus group with others 3™ graders
today, because we want to know what vou think about the Farm te School Program and
nutrition education at your school. Because you are a third grader at Franklin we are
asking if you want to be this study. We hope that the Farm to school program and the
nutrition education helps to teach 3™-graders and other students about eating healthy
foods from farmers around La Crosse, and those students are eating more of these good
foods because of the program. We won't know if that is happening unless we ask good
questions to the stedents to find owt the answers,

If vou agree to be in this study, we will ask you to be a part of a focus group today for 40
minutes during vour lunch time. In the focus group, you and other 3™ graders will sit in a
circle and answer questions that the project leader, (NAME), will ask you, Your answers
will be recorded, and (assistant) will write down some of the words you say. We will not
keep vour name or use vour name in the study, That means your answers will he
ANOnymous,

Ta be in the study, vou will have 1o miss some of vour lunch time today, but other than
that, nothing else will change for you by being in the study. Even though it might seem
like being a part of the study doesn’t help you in any way, your answers and participation
will help (ME/NAME) and the people working on the Farm to School Program at your
school and at the La Crosse County Health Department. They will be able to learn what
guestions work best to ask other stedents about the Program and it will eventually help
them decide if they need to make any changes to the Farm to School Program and
nutrition education in the future.

(Name) sent a letter home to your parents/caregivers about this study, and they think is ok
for you to participate. Being in this study is totally up to you, though, and no one will be
mad at you if you don’t want to do it. And if you change your mind during the study, you
can always go back to vour class.

You can ask any questions that you have about this study. If you have a question later
that you dida’t think of now, vou can ask us next time. You or your parents can talk to
the members of the (R & D). Signing here means that you have read this paper or had it
read to you and that you are willing to be in this study. If you don’t want to be in this
study, don't sign. Remember, being in this study is up to you, and no one will be mad at
vou if you don't sign this or even if you change vour mind later,

Signature of participant

Signature of person explaining study

Diate
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APPENDIX G

FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE



Conducting focus groups for Farm to School Program Evaluation in La Crosse County
For use in schools participating in the Farm to School Program

After obtaining the authorization for conducting student research from the school districy; contact

individual school principals and classroom teachers to discuss the evaluation procedures

Review or develop consent forms and child assant forms

Dietermine the location and time of the focus group

Securs at least 2 staffvoluntesrs to conduct the focus groups (Moderator and assistant 1o record
themes)

Oibtain incentive (s} to give for student participation (items to be worth around 35 each,( eg, F25
t=shirt, pencil, water botile, nvlon bag w' loga)

Randomly select 20 studenis per selwol per grade level selected for research. (MOTE: select grade
kevels that are most aligned with the progeam intervention efforts, [ school disgtriet's intervention
s uniform across the K-12 system, select 4% and 6 grades at the elementary and middle school
lewels; a combined “all-scheol' class list at the high school kevel is appropriate, but more than 1
focus group may be required in large high schools). This may be done with the assistance of the
classroom teachers by using & complete class list and sebecting every other or every 3" student on
the list

Sered out a better and parental consent form home with 20 selecied students 7 days prior o the
focus group experience. (must be signed and retumed for the student o be considered for
participation)

From the group of students with parental sigred consents, randomly select 6-8 students for
participation at beast 1-day prior 1o the event and miorm classroom teschers of the students
Assemble tools to use during the focus group: Tape recorder, fip chant t record themes, assent
forms, pens, mcentives, questionnaire guids

Day of the event
Zet up the room with chairs in o circle or oval around o able il possible

PMace tape recorder in the center of the table

AHgn Nip chart (for recording themes) several feat away from the table in eve line with the moderator

Inclade the number of each question at the top of the chart

Maoderator greets children and gives instructions; assistant will distribule assent forms
Welcome and Child Assent

Fead the assent form and have children sign; those who chooss not o sign may retum o class

Iniroductions and “ice-breaker’

L]

-

Moderator/zaistant names and role during the group

[ce breaker: “Since we will be talking about food today, T wouald like us all to share our favorite
sehool hunch meal”

START RECORDING
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Hegin Focus Group Questions

1. Have you heard abowt the Farm to School Program {or other name depending on school distriet} ¥
& What arz some things you have hesrd ahout the {Farm o School} Program?

b, Where did you hear these things about the {Farm to Scheol) Program?
PROMPT: Who {parent, sibling or teacher?) What (read a flyer from school, email, website,
7

Moderator describes program; “The Farm fo School is a program that brings healthy foods grown by

loenl farmers to into your school, gither at lunch or another time of the day, for students to eat. [t alsa
i% & program that helps your teachers tell you about eating health fruits and vegetables that are grown

around your town. Your school has this program,”

3, What things have vou learned at school about ¢ating healthy foods?
PROMT: What kind of foods should we cat?

3. Why is it important to eat fresh, local foods? (middle schooligh school only)

4. Tell me about the kinds of food vou have for school lunch or foods vou have during the day at
school for o smack.

Moderator describe F25 foods; “The F25 Program has a lot of fresh fruits and vegetablas and some
grains like, rhubarh, squash, coleslaw, and wild rice”™

5. Which kinds of F25 foods have you had at your school for lunch or for a snack during the day?

6.  Dathe [Farm to School} foods taste different from the ather foods?

7. What makes you want 1o try {Farm 1o School} food?
PROMPT; If vou taste it before it is served at lunch, how does thst change it you try it for lunch? I
vou know that your food comes from a farm near {town), do you want fo est it more? {lessT)

B What makes you MOT wanl o oy & Famm o School food?

9. Do vou ever ask your family 1o buy a fruit or vegzie that vou had a1 school so that you could eat it
at home, too? (1f yes, PROMPT: give examples)

10. The F25 Program tries 1o use things like taste-testing, cooking classes, gardening, visiting farms,
and other educational activities. What do you think is the most fun way you could learn abou
eating healthy and the F25 Program? PROMPT! I3 there something an the list or do you have a
fiew idea?
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APPENDIX H

PLATE WASTE INFO LETTER



(DATE)
Dear Parent or caregiver,

As many of yvou may know, this year the La Crosse School District started a Farm to
School Program through federal grant funds received by the La Crosse County Health
Department, This means that students at pilot schools who participate in the hot lunch
program have been able to eat several foods each month grown by local and regional
farmers. Some students in the district have also received have farm to scheol nutntion
education. It is the hope of the school district and the La Crosse county Farm to School
coordinator that this Farm to School Program will continue and expand in future years,

In order to measure the success of the Farm to School Program this first year in the La
Crosse District, each school, with the help of the Farm to School Program coordinator,
Josh Miner, will ask for student, parent, farmer and school smff input through surveys,
interviews, focus group discussions and a study on the amount of food students’ waste
during lunch. This evaluation will be done throughout the year. (School Name) has
apreed to partner with the Farm to School Program in order to find out just how much of
the food items our students are eating by having a plate-waste study.

The Farm to School food item, (wild rice), served on (February 16™ will be used in the
plate waste study. This means that if your child takes *hot lunch’ from the school on
{2/16/11) the remains from his'her the farm to school item at lunch will be placed in a
paper container and weighed after lunch to see how much your child had left over. Used
with the weights from the other student’s food, this ‘plate waste’ will help tell us about
student eating habits related to the new farm to school foods offered during the school
lunch,

If you have any questions about the Plate waste study trial-run on (2/16/11) or would like
to know more about the Farm to school program at (Emerson) Elementary School feel
free to contact Josh Miner.

Thank you!

NAME HERE

Sorh Miner

Farm-to-School Coordinator
Nutrition Division

La Crosse County Health Department
Ph: [BDE] TES-55T70

Fax: [G08] TRS-9846

Email: minerjeehua@en. |a-crosse. wiug
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APPENDIX 1

PLATE WASTE POCEDURE



Plate Waste Data Collection Procadura
Dhate:

Sehosls:
Fond item:

In oedier b Fined aut Bow musch of the Farm 1o Sckoal items sludenls are setually eating, and o nd awt if the
Farm to School nuirition education thar some (3™ graders) are given really makes a difference in the amount of the item
ealen, we nead o collecl consumgtion data.  The lollowing steps 1-9 will be wsed, alomg with the attached daia
collection sheet. Thamks for your help in this process- your thoughts amd suggesstons are welcomed as feedbeck on
how things go on {Day of the procedure),. We will be tracking how muech wild rice the (3™ grade students) =at on
(Dave), They will be served (roe m oa 4oz clear container). To be the most accurate we will gel an average weishi of
the ssrving befors it's snken and then weigh sach serving nfter thew eoi it. Here are the divections:

l. Scoop the [rice into dox clenr comtninersh. (Kichen Staff]

2. Chanse 10 containers snd recard the weight in nomees for ench an the sheet provided, (Eficten Stafl

3. Serve the contalners to the (stwdenis) with the rest of thelr meal Do mot deaw attention to the Hee or
emcourage the students o tnke il Kiichen Sl
o MOTE: IT the popualatien for the evaluation 1s the whole schiol, then a sample can be used by
offering the ifem served in o contaimer to every 3™ or 4™ student who takes the fem (see
sumple size chard). Other stadents not in the sample size con hove the item served directhy on
their trav; thekr wasde will not be collested.
4. Couont the number of (3" prade) students who have taken the rice with their hot- lunch and record the
nuleer on the sheet provided., (Sehos! aafTLT-L volumeer)
o Whes the (3™ graders) are finfshed eating instruct the students to place thelr contalners on a cart or
talle imstend of throwing them away with the rest of the lunch waste, Schoal srafl WAL valumeer)

G Weigh each container and record the weight in ounces on the sheet provided, Discard the lids at this
time If apphicable, {School SunTURB-L Fefumeers *Mere thar ene dara sheet will be needed for brpger

rample sizes,
T Areasge the contaleers onte & metal serving tray with the firse contalner webghed In the upper left
carner, cantinming to place them left to right in rows until the lest contniner weighed & in the hottom

right cormer. Take ome digital photo of these confalners making sure to gel the cutline of the tray into
the edge of the photo, (School SaffTIF-L valuntees)

& Discard the confaimers and retmrn the seale and metal tray o the kiichen,

% Record the pumber of (3™ grade) students who were seeved hot lunch, and the number of those lunches
that were free and reduced. [kifcher manager?
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APPENDIX ]

PLATE WASTE DATA COLLECTION FORM



Plate Waste Protocol Data Collection Sheet

Drate:

Schoals:

Food item:

Average weight of serving: Weight of the Waste per
Container:
Container | Weight in Dunces || Container Weight in Container VWeight in
Dunces Chunees
1 i 26
z 1 37
3 3 28
% 4 19
3 5 a0
5 ] 3
-
7 i
8
] EE
9
) 34
10
Lk 35
Average Sl
i 11 3
o s o 37
Number of students who took » i
coniainer: 113 k2
Mumber of hot lunches served: 5 w il
)| 18 40
L] —amras
Mumber of Free and Reduoced : 16 41
lanches served: ; T T
]
Comments on the data eollectlon , 18 d3
Process: -
o| 19 4+
I
) 20 45
I
1| 21 iy
I
: 1z 47
1 18
| 24 49
|
18 A0
]

.

sl






