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Abstract  

Schools have the potential to contribute to obesity prevention by promoting healthy eating 

and physical activity. Since 2004, ten Canadian provinces have created policies regarding foods 

and beverages that can be offered in schools, yet little is known about what Canadian children 

eat and drink at school, the sources of the foods and beverages consumed, and how children’s 

dietary quality has changed, if at all, over the last decade. Drawing from nationally 

representative dietary surveys, this thesis includes three studies aimed at filling knowledge gaps 

regarding Canadian children’s dietary quality on school days. The first study characterised the 

dietary contributions of foods consumed during school hours relative to the overall diet, and 

sociodemographic factors associated with school hour dietary quality. In 2004, children age 6-17 

years consumed approximately one-third of their daily calories during school hours, but energy-

adjusted intake of milk products and key nutrients (for example, calcium and vitamin D) was 

relatively lower during school hours compared to non-school hours.  Meanwhile, the school hour 

contribution from minimally nutritious foods was higher than the average school hour energy 

contribution. Differences in diet quality scores were poorly explained by sociodemographic 

factors, although school hour dietary quality differed by age group and province of residence. 

The second study evaluated associations between lunch-time food source and children’s dietary 

quality. In 2004, 73% of children reported bringing lunch from home, with few students 

obtaining lunch off-campus or at school. Children consuming foods from home had more 

favourable nutrient intake profiles compared to children obtaining foods off-campus. However, 

regardless of lunch-time food source, the quality of foods consumed was, on average, sub-

optimal in relation to national dietary guidance. The third study assessed changes in dietary 
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quality of Canadian children from 2004 to 2015. Average self-reported dietary quality of 

Canadian children during school hours and on school days improved modestly but remained 

below national dietary standards. More effective efforts are needed to improve Canadian 

children’s dietary quality. Initiatives that focus on increasing the consumption of vegetables, 

whole fruit, whole grains and dairy products have the potential to improve Canadian children’s 

dietary quality.  
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Lay Summary 

Schools have the potential to influence children’s dietary quality since students typically eat 

at least one or more meals during school hours. Since 2004, ten Canadian provinces have created 

policies about what types of foods schools should offer, yet the dietary contributions of foods 

consumed at school relative the overall diet remains unknown. Moreover, few studies have 

explored the sources of foods consumed, or whether and how children’s dietary quality has 

changed over the last decade. In 2004 and 2015, Statistics Canada carried out two nation-wide 

dietary surveys examining what Canadians eat. Drawing from both waves of national data, this 

research examines the contributions of foods consumed at school relative to the overall diet, 

whether food source influences diet quality, and whether diets have changed between 2004 and 

2015. These findings provide evidence to inform policy debates about the potential roles schools 

could play to influence the diet of Canadian children.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction, Literature Review and Objectives 

1.1 Diet quality of Canadian children 

Ensuring that children have adequate access to healthy food to grow, learn and thrive is 

important for achieving developmental potential (1). From a public health standpoint, childhood 

and adolescence are critical windows for establishing healthy eating habits that can impact long-

term weight status (2–5) and chronic disease later in life (6). There is a groundswell of interest in 

Canada in developing policies and programs to improve dietary outcomes for children. For 

example, in October 2016, Health Canada launched a multipronged Healthy Eating Strategy 

which includes actions to restrict marketing of unhealthy foods and beverages to children and an 

extensive revision of national dietary guidelines (7).  

Research shows that most Canadian children do not meet national dietary recommendations 

for key food groups. National-level analyses suggest that in 2004, up to 37% of Canadian 

children 4–9 years, 61% of boys and 83% of girls 10–16 years did not meet the minimum 

recommended daily servings of milk products (8). Evidence also suggests that Canadian children 

do not meet national dietary recommendations for vegetables and fruit. In 2004, seven out of ten 

children aged 4-8 years consumed less than the five servings of vegetables and fruit a day 

recommended in the 1992 Food Guide (8). Sixty-two percent of girls and 68% of boys aged 9-13 

years also failed to meet their minimum five daily servings of vegetables and fruit (8). In 

addition to failing to meet the dietary recommendations for these two food groups, many 

Canadian children are getting a large proportion of their daily calories from ‘other’ foods 

(typically minimally nutritious foods which are not part of the four core food groups from the 

2007 Eating Well with Canada’s Food Guide (EWCFG)). An analysis of dietary patterns of 
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Canadian children and adolescents showed that in 2004, on average, 23-31% of daily calories 

consumed were derived from ‘other’ foods and beverages not recommended in the 2007 

EWCFG (9).  

Consequently, many Canadian children and adolescents have inadequate intakes of key 

nutrients. For example, more than 10% of Canadian youth (9-17 years) have inadequate intakes 

of vitamin A, D, calcium and magnesium (10). There is also a concern that adolescents may not 

be meeting their needs for potassium and fibre (10).  

1.1.1 Role of schools in promoting healthy eating practices 

Multiple factors operate at different scales – at the individual, household, and broader 

community and regional level – to influence the food practices of children (11,12). Within the 

socio-ecological conceptual framework, schools represent one of the physical settings exerting a 

potential influence on children’s dietary intakes (12). Leading national (13) and international 

organisations (14,15) have long acknowledged the importance of promoting health and 

improving dietary outcomes through schools. Schools can improve access to nutritious foods via 

school meal programs (16,17), and nurture healthy eating habits through nutrition education 

programs and supportive school food environments (12,18–21).  

Canada does not have a national or provincially-administered school lunch program (22–

24). Instead, funding for Canadian school lunch programs comes from provincial, municipal and 

non-governmental organizations, parents, corporate donations and local fundraising. Several 

advocacy groups (e.g. Food Secure Canada) have proposed a universal school lunch program as 

a means of promoting healthy eating at school (25–27). In June 2017, the Government of Canada 
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launched a consultation process to develop a national food policy with a focus on improving 

health and access to affordable food (28). An understanding of what children eat during school 

hours and its contribution to whole day intakes is needed to inform these broader strategies and 

to help policy makers weigh the evidence about how schools could play a role in national food 

policies and dietary interventions. For example, if the dietary contribution of vegetables 

consumed during school hours was low relative to the total daily amount consumed, it would 

make sense for schools to target increased consumption of this dietary component at school.    

1.1.2 What do Canadian children eat at school? 

Studies examining children’s dietary practices at school are limited in Canada, and the 

current evidence is limited to relatively small, region-specific samples (29–32). Findings from a 

sample of youth (grades 6, 7 and 8) in Ontario in the 2005-2006 academic year suggest that low 

intakes of vegetables, fruit and milk products at lunch-time (29). Moreover, nearly half of 

students in this study reported consuming sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs) at lunch despite a 

school-board level policy restricting the sale of ‘junk foods’ (including SSBs) in schools (29). 

There is evidence that some Canadian secondary schools have less healthful beverages available 

for sale despite provincial-level nutrition policies regarding the sale of foods and beverages in 

schools (33–35). However, it is also possible that students are bringing in SSBs from home or 

purchasing them off-campus during school hours. Similarly in Vancouver (where minimally 

nutritious foods are prohibited from being sold in public schools) (36), nutritionally poor choices 

such as intake of SSBs were reported to be consumed daily by 31% of a 2012 sample of grade 5-

8 students (mean age 12.5 years) (30). Another study conducted in a Prince Edward Island (PEI) 
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suggests that grade 5-6 students in 2007 had lunches of poor nutritional quality, regardless of the 

source (schools vs. home and off-campus) (n = 1980) (32).  

Few international studies (37–40) (and no Canadian studies) have examined whether dietary 

practices at school improve (or reduce) children’s total dietary quality on school days. In Sweden 

(where all students enrolled in public schools participate in a universal school lunch program), 

the mean caloric contribution from lunch was 27%, with most macro- and micronutrients 

providing similar (27% or higher) contributions to daily intakes (37). In the United Kingdom 

(U.K.), two studies have examined the dietary contributions from school lunches (38,39). Nelson 

and colleagues reported that the nutrient contributions from the lunch meal were similar to the 

energy contribution except for iron and folate (which were lower than the caloric contribution for 

both primary and secondary students, regardless of school meal participation status) (n = 1456 

children). Another U.K. study comparing the lunch-time contributions from foods by school 

meal participation status in a smaller sample of adolescents aged 14-15 years (n = 757) revealed 

that the dietary contribution for the majority of nutrients was similar to the energy contributions 

with the exceptions of vitamin C (lower for both boys and girls regardless of school meal 

participation status), vitamin A (lower among girls eating a home-packed lunch), and folate 

(lower among boys, regardless of school meal participation status) (38). The contribution of the 

lunch meals to the total 24-hour dietary intakes of children in the United States (U.S.) has been 

documented in the School Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study III (SNDA III), a nationally 

representative survey of public schools participating in the National School Lunch and Breakfast 

Programs (NSLP and NSBP, respectively) (n = 2314 children) (41). This study reported that both 

NSLP participants and non-participants obtained approximately 30% of their total energy intake 
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from lunch. However, the lunches consumed by NSLP made significantly greater contributions 

to 24-hour dietary intakes of protein, fiber, cholesterol, and most vitamins and minerals 

(vitamins, A, B vitamins, calcium, iron, magnesium, phosphorus, potassium, sodium and zinc). 

This suggests that NSLP participants were less likely to obtain these nutrients from other meals 

and snacks consumed throughout the day compared to non-NSLP participants.  

1.2 Factors associated with dietary quality among Canadian children and youth 

1.2.1 Demographic and socioeconomic determinants 

Within the socio-ecological model (12), individual level factors include demographic (e.g. 

age group, sex, ethnicity) and socioeconomic factors (e.g. household-level income, education) 

(12). Insights about whether school hour diet quality differs within sociodemographic sub-groups 

can help assess whether socioeconomic inequalities in dietary quality are substantial in the 

school context and warrant further investigation or intervention.  

Evidence from nationally representative surveys suggests that demographic factors such as 

age and sex may be associated with diet quality among Canadian children. Using dietary data 

from the 2004 Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS) Cycle 2.2, Garriguet examined 

associations between sociodemographic and economic characteristics and dietary quality using 

the Canadian Healthy Eating Index (C-HEI) (a composite measure of dietary quality assessing 

adherence to EWCFG’s dietary recommendations) (42). Children aged 2-8 years had the highest 

C-HEI scores and scores tended to be lower among older children. Among young children (2-11 

years), no significant associations emerged between diet quality and sex. However, among older 

children (age 12 and older), boys reported lower C-HEI index scores compared to girls. Using 



6 

 

the same dataset, Riediger and colleagues examined the impact of demographic factors (age, sex, 

ethnicity, and province of residence) on the frequency of fruit and vegetable consumption (n = 18 

524) (43). Fewer older adolescents (15-19 years) reported eating fruit and vegetables five to ten 

times per day compared to their younger peers (12-14 years). Finally, a study drawing from a 

smaller, urban sample of children in Vancouver (BC) showed that secondary school students 

were more likely to report daily consumption of fast-foods and minimally nutritious packaged 

snacks (e.g. candy, chocolate bars, chips) compared to elementary school-aged children (31).   

Canadian studies examining associations between socioeconomic status (SES) 

characteristics (e.g. household-level income, parental education, food security status) and 

children’s diet quality have reported no or weak, positive associations between SES and dietary 

quality among children. Analyses based on the CCHS 2.2 data (where SES measures are reported 

by the most knowledgeable person in the household – usually the parent or caregiver) suggest 

that adolescents coming from households with parents who have attained higher education and 

income report higher daily frequency of fruit and vegetable consumption (43). Another study 

based on the same dataset suggests that Canadian youth (9-18 years) living in lower income 

households have lower mean daily intakes of calcium and vitamin D (44). Studies drawing from 

smaller, regional samples have reported either no or positive (albeit weak) associations between 

household-level parental income and education and children’s diet quality. For example, 

Shatenstein and Ghadirian found no clear association between dietary adequacy and any of the 

SES measures (parent-reported) in a sample of adults and children in Montreal (Quebec) (45). A 

regional study conducted among grade 5-6 students (mean age 11.3 years) in British Columbia 

(BC) reported that neither household-level income or education were associated with child-
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reported measures of fruit and vegetable consumption (children, irrespective of SES, were not 

meeting the national dietary guidelines for fruit and vegetable intakes) (46). In Vancouver, one 

study examined dietary practices of grade 5-8 students (n = 950, mean age = 12.5 years) in 

relation to various demographic and child-reported SES factors (parental education and food 

security status) (30). Students whose parents completed some college (compared with those 

completing high school or less) were significantly more likely to consume vegetables daily 

(unadjusted OR=1.85; 95 % CI 1.06, 3.22) and less likely to consume SSBs daily (unadjusted 

OR=0.67; 95 % CI 0.47, 0.94) during school hours on school days. However, SES was not 

significantly associated with any of the remaining dietary outcomes. The absence of or weak 

association between SES and dietary quality in children may in part be related to the fact that 

SES is methodologically difficult to assess in this age group. For example, children may 

experience difficulty reporting parental occupation, education, or income (47). Finally, it is also 

possible that the effect of low SES may have unequal impacts within the household. For 

example, younger children in lower income households may be given preferential access to 

healthy foods compared to their caregivers or older children (48,49). 

Household-level food insecurity (defined here as when households have “inadequate or 

insecure access to food because of financial constraints” (50)) is thought to impact diet quality 

by limiting access to resources to purchase more expensive food items such as fresh produce and 

dairy products (51). However, the impact of food insecurity on Canadian children’s dietary 

quality remains unclear. National-level analyses have confirmed a higher prevalence of nutrient 

inadequacy for some nutrients among adolescents (but not younger children) among food-

insecure households (52). These findings are consistent with qualitative research suggesting that 
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the impact of food security on dietary quality within members of the same households may differ 

(49). Exploring whether socioeconomic inequities in dietary outcomes are present in the school 

context can help determine whether school-based nutrition interventions have the potential of 

reducing dietary inequities within population sub-groups.  

1.2.2 Lunch-time food source and dietary quality 

School food environments may impact dietary practices by influencing which foods are 

available to eat and affect barriers and opportunities that either foster or hinder healthy eating 

(12). Identifying the sources of foods consumed by children during school hours (and whether 

lunch-time food source impacts dietary outcomes) can help clarify the potential role of schools 

and parents to promote healthy eating patterns in school settings.  

A substantial body of U.S. literature has documented the impact of its NSLP1 on children’s 

dietary quality (16,53–57). A growing body of research suggests that school meals have a more 

healthful nutritional profile compared to lunches brought from home, which are not subject to 

dietary guidelines and standards (58–61). Compared to students bringing food from home, NSLP 

participants are more likely to consume healthy foods such as whole fruits, vegetables and low-

fat dairy products (57,58,61) and less likely to consume SSBs and minimally nutritious snacks 

                                                

1 The first NSLP nutrient standards were first put in place in 1995 through a policy initiative and related regulation 

known as the School Meals Initiative (SMI) for Healthy Children (236). This regulation required that all meal 
programs (breakfast and lunch programs) comply with the 1995 Dietary Guidelines for Americans. Under the SMI, 

school lunches were to provide at least one-third of the 1989 Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDAs) for select 

nutrients (calories, protein, iron, calcium, vitamin A and C) as averaged over five consecutive school days. In 

addition, the program regulations specified the maximum amounts of total fat (≤ 30% of total calories) and saturated 

fat (< 10% of total calories). In 2012, the NSLP underwent some revisions to align with the 2010 Dietary Guideline 

for Americans and revised food-based standards for the lunch and breakfast meals but retained nutrient 

specifications for total calories, saturated fat and sodium content of the school meals (117). 
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(58,59) for the lunch meal. Research suggests that NSLP participants consume more fibre (53), 

fewer calories (56,61), more protein (61) and protein-rich foods (57) and less sodium (58) for 

their lunch meal compared with students bringing in home-packed lunches. Similarly in the 

U.K., a meta-analysis comparing school meals by lunch type from studies published between 

1997 to 2007 concluded that the nutritional quality of school meals was higher than home-

packed lunches (which contained more total sugars, added sugars, saturated fats and sodium) 

(62). 

Canada does not have a national or provincially-administered school lunch program (22–24) 

and therefore, these programs may (or may not) abide to nutritional criteria for foods being 

served. Limited research has examined where Canadian children acquire food from in the school 

context and whether lunch-time food source influences diet quality. In Ontario, Woodruff and 

colleagues examined where lunch foods were consumed, where the food was originally prepared 

and/or purchased in relation to energy and intakes of key food groups among grade 6-8 students 

in Ontario(n = 1236) (29). Most students (79%) reported purchasing their lunch originally from a 

grocery store (i.e. they brought a home-packed lunch to school). Compared to students who ate a 

lunch at home or school, students who had a lunch from off-campus locations (e.g. restaurants, 

fast food outlet) consumed significantly more calories, servings of meats and alternatives and 

servings of minimally nutritious foods at lunch. Another study conducted in a sample of grade 5 

and 6 students in PEI (n = 1980) suggested differences in nutrient densities based on lunch-time 

food source (32). Compared to lunches from home, school meals were higher in nutrient density 

for protein and 10 micronutrients (calcium, zinc, magnesium, vitamins A, D, K, riboflavin, 

niacin, B6 and B12). Some of the differences in nutrient densities (amount of nutrient per 1000 
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kcal) varied considerably by food source: 44.4g vs. 30.9g for protein, 1204 mg vs 375 mg for 

calcium, 611 vs. 198 Retinol Activity Equivalents (RAE) for vitamin A, 9.5 vs. 0.8 μg for 

vitamin D for foods from school vs. home, respectively. Finally, a recent study documenting 

Canadian adolescents’ food purchasing behaviours on week days and weekend days in relation to 

frequency of SSBs consumption reported that purchasing lunch from schools and off-campus 

locations was associated with higher frequency of consuming SSBs (63). No national study has 

examined where Canadian children obtain foods and beverages during school hours and whether 

lunch-time food source influences dietary intakes and dietary quality during school hours, and 

for the overall school day.   

1.3 Changes in children’s dietary quality over time 

Within the socio-ecological framework, broader macro-level factors (e.g. governmental 

policies and societal norms and values) are described as having distant, yet potentially important 

roles in shaping what people eat (12). Over the last decade, considerable public health efforts 

have focused on obesity prevention among children (64) and several public health initiatives 

have targeted schools as a strategic place for nutrition intervention and health promotion (13,14). 

For example, since the early 2000’s, all ten Canadian provinces have issued school-based food 

and nutrition guidelines (65–67). Several urban school boards have implemented food and 

nutrition initiatives including nutrition education, cooking and gardening programs (66,68). In 

the past decade, six Canadian provinces have banned the sale of ‘junk foods’ (for example, 

SSBs) on school property (69). There is evidence suggesting that local school meal programs 

have grown in number in the past decade. For example, as part of the Ontario’s poverty reduction 

strategy, 700 new breakfast programs were created in 2008 (70). As part of Newfoundland and 
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Labrador (LB)’s poverty reduction strategy, an additional $1 million dollars is now donated to 

the Kids Eat Smart Foundation which provides healthy foods to school-aged children (71). 

Limited research has explored changes in children’s dietary quality following the 

implementation of school-based nutrition policies in Canada (22,72). Given the wide regional 

variation in funding and implementation of these programs (69,73), understanding whether 

school hour diet quality differs by province and whether any changes have occurred over the past 

decade can provide foundational knowledge for local efforts. 

Monitoring children’s dietary quality over time can help measure progress towards national 

dietary standards and identify aspects of the diet which need improvement. However, national 

dietary data are limited in Canada. In 2004, the Canadian government conducted the first 

national nutrition survey since 1970, the CCHS Cycle 2.2, Nutrition. An objective of this survey 

was to collect detailed dietary data about the consumption of foods and dietary supplements 

among a representative sample of Canadians at national and provincial levels (74). Eleven years 

later, a second national nutrition survey (the 2015 CCHS – Nutrition) was conducted using a 

similar methodology to the CCHS 2.2 in order to facilitate comparison of the dietary habits of 

the Canadian population from 2004 to 2015 (75). The release of the 2015 CCHS – Nutrition 

provided an opportunity to analyze differences in school day dietary quality following a decade 

of provincial and local school-based initiatives aimed at improving Canadian children’s dietary 

quality at school. 
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1.4 Methodological issues in measuring diets in schools 

Dietary instruments used to measure dietary intakes within school settings can be broadly 

categorized as self-report (the subject is doing the reporting of foods and beverages consumed) 

or observational methods (wherein researchers/observer evaluate dietary consumption in real 

time). Self-reported methods include meal-specific or 24-hour dietary recalls, estimated food 

records (FRs), and food frequency questionnaires (FFQs). Studies reporting in-school dietary 

outcomes have used a broad range of instruments but the most commonly used instruments 

appear to be weighed FRs (an observational method when foods are being measured by the 

researchers before and after a meal to measure consumption) and school-meal recalls (a self-

report method) (76) (see appendix A). The next section provides a review of previous research 

on the relative accuracy of the dietary recall method since analyses within chapters 2, 3 and 4 

rely on 24-hour dietary recall data collected in the CCHS surveys in 2004 (74) and 2015 (77). A 

more in-depth discussion on the relative accuracy and reliability of dietary instruments used to 

assess the dietary intakes of children at school is provided in appendix A.  

1.4.1 Relative accuracy of dietary recalls  

Dietary recalls rely on children’s memory to report all foods and beverages consumed at 

school (breakfast and/or lunches), often using specific prompting methods to elicit detailed 

information on types and amounts of foods consumed. If interviewer-administered, this method 

poses relatively low burden on children and may be designed to collect detailed, contextual 

information about consumption patterns (e.g. where was the food consumed and with whom). A 

key source of error to this method is driven by children’s ability to recall foods and beverages 
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consumed on a previous day (78) which in turn, is influenced by children’s age (79). A 

systematic review of dietary assessment methods for use in children suggests that the use of 

parents as proxy reporters is the most accurate method for children age 4 to 11 years (80). The 

accuracy of the dietary recall method can also be potentially impacted by the retention period 

(defined as the length of time elapsed between the eating occasion and the time when a child is 

asked to report dietary intake) and use of prompting (when probing questions are asked to elicit 

more details about the foods consumed) (81). 

The major type of measurement error in dietary recalls is random error (also known as 

within-person or day-to-day variation) which is the difference between an individual’s reported 

intake on a specific administration of the dietary recall and an individual’s long-term average 

reported intake (82). However, a single dietary recall can be used to estimate the mean usual 

intake at the group level (83). An advantage of using the dietary recall method over other dietary 

assessment instruments is that it holds less systematic error2 (83). For example, the dietary recall 

method is thought to be less cognitively challenging than a Food Frequency Questionnaire (FFQ) 

(which requires estimating usual intake patterns over a week or month) and therefore carries less 

systematic error (84). Nonetheless, the dietary recall method can be affected by social 

desirability bias, a type of systematic error when subjects selectively misreport certain foods due 

to their norms and beliefs about what they should eat (85). 

                                                

2 Systematic error (or bias) is a type of measurement error in which measurements consistently depart from the true 

value in the same direction.  
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In a systematic review documenting the accuracy of dietary instruments used to assess 

dietary intakes at school (76), 15 studies that tested the relative accuracy of the school meal 

recall method against an observational method (usually in-person meal observations by trained 

research staff) were compared. The majority of studies were conducted among elementary 

school-aged children age 9-10 years (see appendix A). The relative accuracy of the school meal 

recall method was poor when using measures such as the frequency of discrepancies for 

individual foods reported at lunch-time. In other words, children had difficulty recalling all the 

specific foods and beverages consumed at lunch-time. Omission (a measure of reporting error 

that reflects the rate of foods reported relative to all foods observed to be consumed) and 

intrusion (a measure of reporting error that reflects the rate of foods reported but not observed to 

be consumed) rates for individual foods tended to be above the 15% cut-off3 used as a criterion 

for ‘acceptable’ accuracy. Similarly, ‘match’ rates (the proportion of foods and beverages both 

reported to be consumed and observed to be consumed) often fell below a proposed cut-off of 

85%. However, there are limitations to using measures such as omission rates and match rates as 

measures of accuracy since some of the forgotten meal items (e.g. condiments) may not have a 

substantial impact on energy or nutrient intake estimates. In the above systematic review (76), 

many of the studies reported that children aged 9-10 years were able to reasonably report 

amounts consumed among foods correctly reported (86–90). Two of three studies comparing 

                                                

3 There are currently no established cut-offs classifying dietary instruments as having ‘acceptable’ or ‘poor’ validity. 

To facilitate the interpretation and comparison in findings across methodological studies, new scoring criteria and 

cut-offs were used in this systematic review. These cut-offs were based on previous standards used in the 

methodological literature (88). 
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reported vs. observed energy intakes reported acceptable energy report rates (the percent of 

energy reported consumed by the total observed energy was between 85-115%) (91,92).  

1.4.2 Measures used to assess dietary intakes in the school context 

In a systematic review which documented measures used to evaluate the quality of foods 

and beverages consumed at school (76), the majority of studies evaluated (n = 44/47) used 

multiple, single individual dietary components (e.g. amounts of fruit and vegetables, grams of 

sodium, fiber, etc.) (see appendix A). Only three studies used a more comprehensive assessment 

of dietary intakes in the school context (57,93,94). Sabinsky et al. developed a composite meal-

based diet quality index (the ‘Meal IQ’) to measure the quality of foods for Danish children aged 

7-13 years based on seven dietary criteria (total fat, saturated fat, snacks, whole grains, fish, fruit, 

and vegetables) (93). In Finland, Tilles-Tirkkonen et al. used a cruder measure where they 

classified children as either ‘balanced’ or ‘unbalanced’ school lunch eaters based on whether 

they reported consuming three meal components (main dish, salad and bread) or not (94). In the 

U.S., Hanson and Olson used the U.S. Healthy Eating Index 2005 (HEI-2005) to assess in-school 

dietary intakes between breakfast and lunch meal diet quality on school days vs. weekend days 

(57). Unlike other Canadian adaptations of the HEI (42,49,95,96) which uses scoring criteria 

based on a whole day’s intakes, the U.S. HEIs can be used to assess diet quality for any time 

period (e.g. the whole day, meals and snacks) because its scoring standards are based on 

standardized amounts per 1,000 kcal. 

Using multiple, single dietary components to evaluate overall diet quality is appropriate 

when there are national food-based or nutrient-based criteria available to provide a nutritional 
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benchmark for evaluation (e.g. NSLP food-based standards in the U.S.) (17,97–99). In Canada 

(where no national universal school meal program exists), there are no nutrient or food-based 

criteria to evaluate the quality of foods and beverages for foods consumed for a particular eating 

occasion (e.g. lunch) (73). Instead, the Canadian dietary guidelines are designed to provide 

dietary guidance for a whole day’s intake. An analytical approach to measure diet quality 

specifically for the school context could provide a means of assessing compliance with Canadian 

national dietary guidelines. The approach should ideally be reproducible in order to measure the 

impacts of school-based nutrition interventions on children’s overall dietary quality. 

  Among the composite diet quality indicators available for Canada, the C-HEI developed by 

Garriguet (42) reflects most recent food-based dietary guidelines and was designed to assess 

dietary quality using 24-hour dietary recall data used in the CCHS 2.2 and the 2015 CCHS 

Nutrition. Because the C-HEI reflects recommendations from the 2007 EWCFG, it has good 

content validity (42). The C-HEI has also demonstrated good construct validity by providing 

high scores for menus developed by nutrition experts (Dietary Approaches to Stop Hypertension 

(DASH) diet, the Healthy Eating Pyramid and the ‘No-Fad’ diet) (42). However, the scoring 

criteria for the C-HEI were developed based on a whole day’s (24-hour) intake, so its scoring 

system cannot be used to assess the quality of foods consumed only in the school context.   

1.5 Summary 

Multiple factors operate at the individual, social and physical environmental, and the 

broader macro level to influence children’s dietary practices (11,12). Schools have been long 

recognised as important physical and social environments to promote healthy eating behaviours 
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among children (13–15,100). Despite numerous calls to ameliorate the quality of foods 

consumed at school (25,67,101), little research has examined children’s dietary practices during 

school hours, and whether foods consumed during school hours improve or worsen overall 

dietary intakes for Canadian children. No study has compared in-school dietary outcomes across 

sociodemographic characteristics in a large nationally representative sample of Canadian 

children. Only two Canadian studies (29,32) have examined the sources of foods consumed by 

Canadian children at school and whether lunch-time food source influences diet quality. Finally, 

while many public health initiatives have targeted children’s diet quality in Canada 

(22,69,70,72), little research has explored differences in Canadian children’s dietary intakes 

before and after these policy interventions.  

1.6 Research objectives and overview of thesis 

Guided by the socio-ecological framework (12), I conducted three studies to improve our 

understanding of Canadian children’s dietary patterns on school days and explore factors 

associated with dietary quality. The specific objectives and layout of the dissertation are outlined 

below.  

1.6.1 The dietary contributions of foods and beverages consumed during school hours by 

Canadian children and the sociodemographic correlates of school hour dietary 

quality 

A secondary analysis of the CCHS 2.2 was undertaken to: i) describe the mean proportion of 

total (24-hour) intakes provided by foods and beverages consumed during school hours by 

Canadian children; ii) examine differences in dietary intake patterns between school hours and 

non-school hours; iii) evaluate the influence of potential demographic and socioeconomic factors 

on the school hour diet quality of Canadian children. I hypothesized that dietary patterns would 
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not differ between school hours and non-school hours on school days. Based on the literature 

presented in section 1.2.1, I hypothesized that: i) school hour diet quality would significantly 

differ by age group; and ii) school hour diet quality would not differ by any of the other 

demographic and socioeconomic characteristics examined (sex, ethnicity, residential location, 

province of residence, household-level education, income and food security status). 

1.6.2 Lunch-time food source and school hour dietary quality 

A secondary analysis of the CCHS 2.2 was undertaken to test whether lunch-time food 

source (where children reported their food to be prepared – home, schools or off-campus 

locations) was associated with differences in school hour and school day dietary quality. Based 

on the literature review presented in section 1.2.2, I hypothesized that students who brought a 

home-packed lunch would have different nutrient intake profiles compared to students who 

obtained lunch from schools or off-campus.  

1.6.3 Differences in Canadian children’s dietary quality from 2004 to 2015 

A repeat cross-sectional study was conducted to compare school hour and whole day dietary 

intakes from 2004 to 2015. Based on new provincial and locally-based initiatives to improve the 

quality of food environments within Canadian schools (66,69,102), I hypothesized that: i) school 

hour and school day dietary quality would improve from 2004 to 2015; ii) differences in school 

hour dietary quality among age groups and provinces (observed in 2004 – see findings from 

chapter 2) would persist in 2015; and iii) differences in school hour diet quality scores would be 

similar across provinces and other sociodemographic factors.  
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An overview of the three studies is shown in figure 1. The methods, results and 

interpretation of the findings of the three studies are described in chapters 2, 3 and 4. Chapter 5 

consists of a general discussion of the key findings of this body of work and their implications 

along with research limitations and an overall conclusion. The studies undertaken for this 

dissertation provide empirical evidence to inform the design of effective school-based strategies 

to address areas of concerns in the diet of Canadian children. 
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Figure 1 Research overview 
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Chapter 2: Examining School Day Dietary Intakes among Canadian children 

Acknowledgement: A version of chapter 2 has been published as: Tugault-Lafleur, C. N., Black, 

J. L., & Barr, S. I. (2017). Examining school day dietary intake among Canadian children. Appl 

Physiol Nutr Metab, 42(10), 1064–1072. 

 

2.1 Introduction 

In Canada, like other affluent countries (103–106), evidence suggests that the majority of 

children and adolescents do not meet national dietary guidelines for vegetables and fruit as well 

as dairy products (8). Moreover, ‘other’ foods (which do not fall within the four ‘core’ food 

groups of the EWCFG and are typically minimally nutritious) account, on average, for 25% of 

the total daily calories consumed among adolescents aged 14 to 18 years (8). Schools are a 

proposed site for health promotion since most children consume one or more meals during 

school hours on week days. Moreover from a health equity standpoint, schools can reach a large 

number of children from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds (18,21). Leading national (13) and 

international agencies (14,15) have long acknowledged the importance of promoting health and 

improving dietary outcomes through schools. 

Understanding the nutritional impact of foods consumed during school hours relative to the 

whole school day can help inform the design of effective school-based interventions by 

identifying salient areas of concern and potentially modifiable loci for intervention. Yet, few 

national studies in Canada or elsewhere have examined the dietary contributions of foods 

consumed during school hours (37–40). From the modest available literature, it is estimated that 

in Sweden, the mean caloric contribution from school lunches was 27%, with most macro- and 
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micronutrients providing similar (27% or higher) contributions to daily intakes (37). In the U.K., 

one study examining dietary contributions of nutrients from lunch among older adolescents 

reported relatively lower intakes of vitamin C, folate, calcium and iron compared to the mean 

caloric contribution (38). In the U.S., evidence from the SNDA studies showed that both NSLP 

participants and NSLP non-participants obtained approximately 30% of their total energy intake 

from lunch, but the lunches consumed by NSLP participants had greater contributions to 24-hour 

dietary intakes of protein, fiber, cholesterol, and most vitamins and minerals (41). In Canada, a 

limited number of studies from regional, context-specific samples have examined in-school 

dietary intakes suggesting overall sub-optimal dietary practices (29,30,32,107), but no study has 

assessed the dietary contributions from foods eaten during school hours in relation to whole day 

intakes or compared nutrient intake patterns between school and non-school hours.  

Understanding whether dietary inequities at school exist among sociodemographic sub-

groups can help inform school-based health promotion efforts. U.S. and Canadian literature has 

shown that age is a well-established determinant of consumption practices, with diet quality 

declining as children transition into adolescence (42,43,108). Previous international (109) and 

Canadian (42,43) research also suggests that household SES (e.g. parental income, education, 

food security status) is positively associated with adolescents’ dietary quality. For example, 

national-level Canadian analyses indicate that adolescents coming from households with higher 

education and income reported higher daily frequency of fruit and vegetable consumption (43). 

Moreover, adolescents living in food-insecure households are more likely to report poorer 

quality diets (52). However, Canadian studies drawing from smaller, regional samples report 

either no, or weak positive associations between household-level SES and dietary quality 
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outcomes in younger children (30,46). No study has compared in-school dietary outcomes across 

demographic and socioeconomic characteristics in a large nationally representative sample of 

Canadian children.  

This first study therefore addresses gaps in the literature by: i) describing the mean 

proportion of total (24-hour) intakes provided by foods and beverages consumed during school 

hours by Canadian children; ii) examining differences between school hour and non-school hour 

dietary intakes; and iii) assessing demographic and socioeconomic correlates of school hour diet 

quality among Canadian children age 6-17 years. 

 

2.2 Methods 

2.2.1 Data sources 

Nationally representative data were obtained from the 2004 CCHS (Cycle 2.2), which 

used a complex multistage stratified cluster sampling design to achieve a sample that is 

nationally representative based on age, sex, geography and SES (n = 35 107; response rate, 

76.5%) (74,110). The survey targeted residents of all ages living in private dwellings in 

Canada’s ten provinces. A computer-assisted 24-hour dietary recall method asked 

respondents about all foods and beverages consumed from midnight to midnight on the 

previous day, including types and amounts of foods consumed, eating occasion (e.g. 

breakfast, lunch, snack) and time of consumption (74). The approach used for the 24-hour 

recall was based on the United States Department of Agriculture Automated Multiple-Pass 

Method (AMPM). The AMPM is an automated questionnaire that guides the interviewer 

through a series of questions and probes to maximize the interviewees’ opportunities for 
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remembering and reporting foods eaten in the previous 24 hours (111). Although a second 

telephone-administered dietary recall was performed in a sub-sample of participants, this 

study used only the first in-person, interviewer-administered 24-hour recall. The mean of one-

day intakes is an acceptable estimate of the mean ‘usual’, or long-term daily average, intake of a 

population when it is properly estimated; that is, when the days of the week and seasons of the 

year are adequately represented (112) which was the case for the CCHS Cycle 2.2 (74). 

Interviews for children age 6 to 11 years were conducted with parental assistance (at least for the 

dietary recall portion of the interview). Interviews with children aged 12 years and above were 

asked to provide their own information. All foods and beverages were analyzed using the food 

composition data from the 2001b version of the Canadian Nutrient File database (110). 

Permission to conduct these analyses and access to these data was provided by Statistics 

Canada’s Research Data Center Program. 

Analyses included respondents (n = 4945) age 6 to 17 years who reported attending school 

full-time and who completed a first 24-hour dietary recall that fell on a week day (Monday 

through Friday) but excluded recalls that fell on days from December 22 through the first week 

of January (typical Christmas/winter breaks), other statutory/national holidays, or during summer 

months (June 21 to September 7). Similar to the approach used by Sheehy et al. (113), diet 

recalls with extreme daily energy intakes (mean ± 3 Standard Deviations (SDs), >6365 kcal or 

<486 kcal/day) were considered extreme outliers and were excluded (n = 28). Sensitivity 

analyses were conducted to determine whether including these respondents changed the results, 

but since including these children did not change the direction of these findings, these children 

were dropped from this analysis. Children who did not report consuming any energy during 
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school hours or outside of school hours were also excluded from these analyses (n = 90). 

The final analytical sample consisted of 4827 children. 

2.2.2 Measures 

Foods reported to be consumed between 9:00 to 14:00 were classified as those consumed 

during school hours. Time of consumption was used to classify foods and beverages as either 

falling within or outside of school hours as the CCHS 2.2 did not ask respondents to state where 

the food or beverage was consumed (110). Since public school hours vary by Canadian 

jurisdictions (114), it was not possible to determine the exact time window which would include 

school hours for all Canadian children. The 9:00 to 14:00 time frame was chosen since it was 

most likely to include school hours for most Canadian children and this study did not aim to 

capture consumption related to participation in school breakfast programs or after-school 

programs. Sensitivity analyses confirmed that widening this time by 30-minute increments did 

not result in substantial increases in energy intake up until 15:00, when Canadian schools are 

often at or near closing time and hence a substantial number of children are likely to be 

consuming food at or en route home (see table 1). 
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Table 1 Energy intake and relative change for varying time periods defining school hours on 

school days* 

Time  Mean energy 

intake (kcal) 

Absolute 

difference (kcal) 

Relative difference† 

(%) 

  Mean ± SE   

9:00-14:00‡  730 ± 11 - - 

9:00-14:30  748 ± 12 18 2.4 

9:00-15:00  791 ± 12 61 8.1 

9:00-15:30  840 ± 13 110 13.9 

8:30-14:00  743 ± 11 13 1.5 

8:30-14:30  761 ± 12 31 4.1 

8:30-15:00  804 ± 13 74 6.7 

8:30-15:30  853 ± 13 123 15.3 

9:00-15:30  840 ± 13 110 13.9 
*The sample size (n = 4917) for these preliminary analyses included children who did not report 

consuming any foods during school hours; † The relative difference (in percent) from the 

reference period was calculated as the difference in energy intake between the wider time 

window and the reference period divided by the energy intake from the reference period and 

multiplied by 100. For example, the percent change between 9:00-14:30 and the reference period 

was calculated as: (18 kcal / 730 kcal) x 100 = 2.5%. ‡ The 9:00 to 14:00 period was chosen as 

the reference period for school hours since most children attend school during this time in 

Canada. 

Dietary intake variables included the amounts of energy, nutrients and food groups 

consumed during school hours on school days, outside of school hours on school days, and the 

relative contributions (percentage intake) from school hours relative to total daily intakes (TDIs). 

Preliminary analyses confirming that foods consumed during school hours provided, on average, 

one-third (33.6%) of the daily calories consumed. The relative school hour contributions from 

dietary components were subjectively defined as ‘low’ if the relative contribution (percentage 

intake) was less or equal to 31% of their TDIs and subjectively defined as ‘high’ if the relative 

contribution was more or equal to 36% of their TDIs. 

To address the multidimensional nature of diet quality and measure adherence with the 

national dietary guidelines (recommendations of the 2007 EWCFG), I adapted a validated 

measure of diet quality for Canadians (the C-HEI (42)). The C-HEI is based on the U.S. 2005 
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HEI (115), with modifications to reflect how well diets comply with Canadian dietary guidance 

from the most recent 2007 version of the Canadian Food Guide (EWCFG) (116). The C-HEI 

contains 11 components (maximum score = 100 points), reflecting both the adequacy and 

moderation dimensions of a healthy diet. The C-HEI components are based on daily intake 

standards (e.g. 2 servings of milk and alternatives/day recommended for children age 6-8 years) 

which are then used to compute sub-scores for each of its components. To compute C-HEI scores 

adapted specifically for school hours, the scoring criteria for each component were scaled to 

reflect the mean energy contribution from school hours (9:00-14:00) to daily energy intake (see 

table 2 for a list of the components of the School HEI (School-HEI)). The food group 

components’ scoring criteria for the School-HEI were scaled to reflect one third of the total daily 

servings recommended for each age and sex group, based on preliminary analyses confirming 

that foods consumed during school hours provided, on average, one-third of the daily calories 

consumed. For example, the scoring criterion for total fruit and vegetables for earning maximum 

points on the sub-score for children age 6-8 years (whose recommended daily intake are 5 

servings/day) was 1.67 servings. This approach is similar to the standards set by U.S. NSLP, 

which uses 1/3 of the 1989 RDAs4 for energy, protein, iron, calcium, vitamin A and C as 

minimal nutritional quality criteria for school meals (117). A similar approach has been used in 

previous Canadian studies which used 1/3 of the daily recommended intakes as nutritional 

criteria for meals consumed at school (32,107). For the C-HEI, diet quality categories have been 

                                                

4 The RDAs are defined as “the levels of intake of essential nutrients that, on the basis of scientific knowledge, are 

judged by the Food and Nutrition Board to be adequate to meet the known nutrient needs of practically all healthy 

persons” (247). For nutrients, these are amounts intended to be consumed as part of a normal diet composed of a 

variety of foods. The RDAs are neither minimal requirement nor necessary optimal levels of intake. The RDAs have 

been mostly applied to groups when establishing standards for planning and procuring foods as well as for food 

assistance programs (e.g. the NSLP) in the U.S. 
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previously established (but not validated) (42). A ‘high quality diet’ is defined as above 80 

points; a diet ‘requiring improvement’ falls within 50-80 points, and a ‘poor quality diet’ is < 50 

points. Like the C-HEI, scores for the School-HEI range from 0 to 100 points, so the same 

categories were used for interpretation of School-HEI scores.  
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Table 2 Scoring criteria for the School Healthy Eating Index (School-HEI) 

Component Ranges of 

scores 

Maximum score criteria* Minimum score 

criteria* 

Adequacy 0-60 points     

Total vegetables and 

fruit 

0-10 1.67-2.67 servings† 0 serving 

Whole fruit 0-5 0.35-0.56 servings† (21% of 

the recommendation for 1/3 of 

the total daily vegetables and 

fruit for each age-sex group) 

0 serving 

Dark green and 

orange vegetables 

0-5 0.35-0.56 servings† (21% of 

the recommendation for 1/3 of 

the total daily vegetables and 

fruit for each age-sex group) 

0 serving 

Total grain products 0-5 1.33-2.33 servings†  0 serving 

Whole grains 0-5 0.67-1.17 servings† (50% of 

the recommendation for 1/3 of 

the total grains for each age-

sex group) 

0 serving 

Milk and 

alternatives 

0-10 0.67-1.17 servings† 0 serving 

Meat and 

alternatives 

0-10 0.33-1 servings† 0 serving 

Unsaturated fats 0-10 10-15g† No oil 

Moderation‡ 0-40 points     

Saturated fats 8-10 <7% of school hour energy 

intake 

10% of school hour 

energy intake 

  0-8 10% of school hour energy 

intake 

>15% of school hour 

energy intake  

Sodium 8-10 <1/3 of Adequate Intake 1/3 of Tolerable Upper 

Level intake 

  0-8 1/3 of Tolerable Upper Level 

intake 

≥2/3 of Tolerable 

Upper Level intake 

Other foods§ 0-20 ≤5% of school hour energy 

intake 

≥40% of school hour 

energy intake 
*Scoring criteria for the School-HEI were adapted from the C-HEI (42); † Scores differ according 

to age and sex, as specified in 2007 EWCFG (116). These scoring criteria represent one third of 

the scoring criteria used to compute sub-scores for the C-HEI. The cut-offs for whole fruit, dark 

green and orange vegetables and whole grains reflect the recommendations in the EWCFG for 

each age-sex group. Guidelines in Canada recommend one serving each of dark green and 

orange vegetable per day, and the consumption of whole fruits and vegetables rather than juice. 

The Canadian threshold used the same American threshold (0.8 servings of whole fruit or dark 

green and orange vegetable per 1000 kcal) but it is expressed here as a percentage of total 
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vegetable and fruit intake. The U.S. HEI-2005 density standards for total fruit are 1.6 servings 

per 1,000 kcal and 2.2 servings of total vegetables per 1,000 kcal. So, 0.8 servings of whole fruit 

or dark green and orange vegetables (per 1000 kcal) represent 21% of the total number of 

servings of vegetables and fruit (per 1000 kcal): 0.8 / (1.6 + 2.2) = 21%. In Canada, it is 

recommended that whole grains make up half of total grain products so the cut-offs for total 

grains for each age-sex group were divided in half to obtain the whole grain School-HEI cut-offs 

for each age-sex group; ‡ For moderation components, 10 or 20 points were given for minimum 

or less, 0 points for maximum or more, and proportional points for amounts between the 

minimum and maximum. § Other foods include any foods not part of the four core food groups in 

Canada’s Food Guide (for example, chocolate, candies, sugar-sweetened beverages, salty snacks 

and condiments). 

To compare the School-HEI scores with another composite measure of diet quality, 

Nutrient-Rich Food (NRF) scores were derived using the algorithm proposed by Fulgoni and 

colleagues (118). The NRF index is a composite nutrient-based diet quality indicator that has 

been used previously to evaluate the quality of foods and beverages consumed for specific meal 

occasions (e.g. lunch) (119). The NRF index algorithm assigns higher diet quality scores to foods 

which provide higher amounts of recommended Daily Values (DV) for ‘desirable’ nutrients 

and/or lower amounts of the recommended DV for ‘undesirable’ nutrients. Conversely, lower 

NRF scores are given for foods which provide higher amounts of the DV for ‘undesirable’ 

nutrients and/or lower amounts of the DV for ‘desirable’ nutrients. For this analysis, the NRF 9.3 

was slightly modified to a ‘NRF 8.2’ index, which excluded vitamin E and the added sugars 

since these are not available in the Canadian Nutrient Files. That is, I applied an algorithm which 

assigned a score based on the sum of the percent consumed of the reference U.S. daily values for 

eight nutrients to encourage (i.e. protein, fibre, vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium, iron, magnesium, 

and potassium) from which was subtracted the sum of the percent consumed of reference daily 

values for two nutrients to limit (saturated fat and sodium), expressed per 100 kcal (118). 
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2.2.3 Statistical analyses 

Descriptive statistics (survey-weighted means and robust standard errors (SEs) of the mean) 

were used to obtain average absolute dietary intakes and dietary contributions (in percent) from 

school hours relative to whole day intakes. Nutrient and food group densities (amounts per 1000 

kcal) were calculated for foods consumed during school hours and during non-school hours to 

allow for comparison in quality, while accounting for differences in the quantity of foods (and 

calories) consumed between school hours and non-school hours. Survey-weighted simple linear 

models then tested for significant differences in nutrient and food group densities across period 

using a dichotomous variable for school hours as the independent variable. Since nutrient intakes 

are measured in different units (e.g. carbohydrate in grams vs. vitamin C in mg), a common unit 

of comparison was needed to compare the magnitude of the differences between school and non-

school hours. Results were therefore expressed as percent differences from school hours relative 

to non-school hours. This was calculated by taking the estimated mean difference in nutrient or 

food group density between time periods divided by the nutrient or food group density during 

non-school hours. The difference was then multiplied by 100 to express this difference in relative 

terms.   

To examine differences in school hour diet quality by select sociodemographic 

characteristics, simple linear regression models were used with a Bonferroni adjustment to 

account for multiple comparisons in regression models with multiple dummy variables (e.g. 

province of residence). These models did not include an energy term since the algorithm for the 

C-HEI and School-HEI computes scores based on age and sex specific food and nutrient 

requirements. Since age group emerged as a significant correlate of school hour diet quality, I 
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estimated mean School-HEI total and sub-scores (for example, School-HEI sub-scores for whole 

fruit) and NRF 8.2 scores by age group.  

Missing data were handled with case-wise deletion. Therefore, analytical sample sizes 

varied slightly across analyses. Sampling weights were applied to all analyses to generate 

nationally representative estimates. The 500 sets of bootstrap weights supplied by Statistics 

Canada were used to derive robust standard errors to account for the complex sampling design of 

the CCHS (110). All analyses were conducted using Stata 13 (LP Stata Corp, Texas, USA), with 

significance defined as p-value < 0.05 (Bonferroni-adjusted p-value < 0.05/n, with n being the 

number of comparisons). 

2.3 Results 

Table 3 provides the sample characteristics of Canadian children age 6-17 years whose first 

24-hour dietary recall fell on a Canadian school day in 2004. Young children (6-8 years) 

comprised approximately a quarter of all children surveyed, 43% were age 9-13 years and close 

to one third were older adolescents (14-17 years).  Fifty-one percent of participants were male. 

Most children identified themselves as having a White/European background, lived in urban 

areas, and had at least one household member who had completed some post-secondary 

education (college or university). Close to 9% of children were classified as food-insecure while 

slightly over one-third lived in a low-income household. 
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Table 3 Sample Characteristics of Canadian children 6-17 years whose first 24-hour dietary 

recall fell on a Canadian school day in 2004 (n = 4827) 

Sociodemographic characteristics Survey-weighted percent (%) 

Age group  

6-8 years 24.7 

9-13 years 43.1 

14-17 years 32.1 

Females  49.4 

Household highest level of education*   

Secondary school education or lower 16.7 

Some post-secondary education 83.3 

Income adequacy†    

Low 36.0 

High 64.0 

Food security status‡    

Food-secure 91.1 

Food-insecure 8.9 

Residence type   

Urban  80.5 

Rural 19.5 

Ethnicity§  

Other background (including mixed origins)  19.8 

White/European background 80.2 
* Educational attainment was recoded as a dichotomous variable which grouped respondents as 

either having at least one adult household member who completed high school or less vs. 

households which had at least one adult member who completed some post-secondary education 

(trades, college, or university education). Sample for parental education was smaller as there 

were missing education data for 76 children; † To align with the coding method adapted by 

Health Canada, a dichotomous indicator of ‘low’ and ‘high’ income was created by grouping 

households in the first two lower and the last two higher income adequacy groups from the 

original income adequacy classification. This classification grouped households into income 

groups based on household size and before-tax income (50). Sample for income was smaller as 

there were missing income data for 620 children; ‡ A dichotomous food security variable was 

constructed characterising respondents as food-insecure (marginal, moderate and severely food-

insecure) or food-secure to enhance comparability with previous Canadian research on food 

security (52). The prevalence of food insecurity was estimated using respondent (individual) 

sampling survey weights. Hence, the prevalence of food insecurity may not be reflective of all 

the respondents living in the households (and therefore not nationally representative of 

household-level food insecurity status). Sample for food security was smaller as there were 

missing data for 36 children. § Self-reported ethnicity was dichotomized as either being of 

White/European descent vs. belonging to any other ethnic group (including mixed origins). 
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2.3.1 School hour dietary intakes and their relative contribution to total daily intakes 

Mean school hour dietary intakes and their relative contributions to whole school day dietary 

intakes are shown in table 4. The mean energy from foods and beverages consumed during 

school hours was 746 kcal, representing 33.6% of the total daily energy consumed on school 

days. The relative dietary contributions of total carbohydrates, fibre, total sugars, total fats and 

saturated fats were similar to the energy contribution. However, the relative dietary contribution 

of polyunsaturated fatty acids (PUFAs), linoleic and linolenic fatty acids tended to be higher 

during school hours (defined as providing ≥ 36% of their TDIs). In contrast, the relative 

contributions from protein and cholesterol were lower during school hours (defined as providing 

≤ 31% of their TDIs). Foods consumed during school hours provided lower contributions of 

vitamin A, D, riboflavin, B6, B12, calcium, phosphorus, magnesium, zinc and potassium (all ≤ 

31% of their TDIs) but higher contribution of vitamin C (38% of TDI). 

On average, children consumed 2.5 servings of grain products, 1.5 servings of vegetables 

and fruit (including fruit juice), and 0.6 servings each of milk products and meat and alternatives 

during school hours. Children consumed on average 175 kcal from ‘other’ foods during school 

hours. The contribution from ‘other’ foods was also higher during school hours. The school hour 

contribution from ‘other’ foods was 37% of the whole day caloric intake from these ‘other’ 

foods. The contribution from grain products was also higher (37% of TDI) whereas the 

contribution of milk products was lower (25% of TDI) during school hours. 
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Table 4 Dietary intakes and relative dietary contributions from school hours (9:00-14:00) to 

whole day intakes for Canadian children 6-17 years (n = 4827) 

 Dietary intakes  

School hours 

Contributions from 

school hours to daily 

intakes* (%) 

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE 

Energy, kcal 746 ± 11 33.6 ± 0.4 

Carbohydrates, g 103.8 ± 1.6 34.0 ± 0.4 

Fibre, g 5.2 ± 0.1 33.8 ± 0.5 

Total sugar, g 47.6 ± 1.0 34.6 ± 0.5 

Total fat, g 27.0 ± 0.6 34.6 ± 0.4 

Saturated fat, g 9.0 ± 0.2 33.4 ± 0.5 

MUFAs, g 10.8 ± 0.3 35.3 ± 0.5 

PUFAs, g 4.7 ± 0.1 36.5 ± 0.5 

Linoleic FAs, g 3.97 ± 0.12 37.2 ± 0.5 

Linolenic FAs, g 0.61 ± 0.02 36.6 ± 0.6 

Cholesterol, mg 63.8 ± 1.8 29.4 ± 0.6 

Protein, g 24.7 ± 0.5 30.8 ± 0.4 

Retinol Activity Equivalents (RAE)  167.8 ± 4.5 27.4 ± 0.6 

Vitamin D, µg 1.25 ± 0.04 21.8 ± 0.6 

Vitamin C, mg 58.5 ± 1.7 37.6 ± 0.7 

Thiamin, mg 0.61 ± 0.01 33.1 ± 0.5 

Riboflavin, mg 0.66 ± 0.01 30.6 ± 0.5 

Niacin, mg 11.52 ± 0.22 32.2 ± 0.4 

B6, mg 0.48 ± 0.01 29.2 ± 0.5 

B12, µg 1.05 ± 0.03 27.3 ± 0.6 

Dietary Folate Equivalents (DFE)  156.1 ± 2.9 34.5 ± 0.5 

Calcium, mg 315.7 ± 7.3 29.3 ± 0.5 

Phosphorus, mg 412.2 ± 7.6 29.7 ± 0.4 

Magnesium, mg 86.1 ± 1.5 29.8 ± 0.4 

Iron, mg 4.7 ± 0.1 32.3 ± 0.4 

Zinc, mg 3.2 ± 0.1 30.7 ± 0.5 

Sodium, mg 1163.5 ± 23.0 36.1 ± 0.5 

Potassium, mg 844.3 ± 14.9 29.9 ± 0.4 

Grain products, servings† 2.49 ± 0.05 36.9 ± 0.5 

Vegetables and fruit, servings† 1.48 ± 0.04 32.9 ± 0.8 

Milk and alternatives, servings† 0.63 ± 0.02 24.9 ± 0.7 

Meat and alternatives, servings† 0.63 ± 0.02 33.1 ± 0.8 

Energy from ‘other’ foods‡, kcal 175 ± 6 37.1 ± 0.8 
* 
The relative contribution of school hour dietary intakes to whole day intakes considered food sources 

only and excluded intakes from nutritional supplements; † Servings for each food group are defined 

according to the 2007 EWCFG (e.g. 1 slice of bread is equivalent to 1 serving of grain product) (116); ‡ 

Other foods included foods outside of the four core food groups from the EWCFG which are often 
minimally nutritious foods such as SSBs, chocolate bars, and salty packaged snacks. 
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2.3.2 Comparing dietary intakes during school and non-school hours 

Mean nutrient and food group densities for both school and non-school hours, and relative 

percent differences between school and non-school hours are shown in table 5. Statistically 

significant differences were found between nutrient and food group densities during school and 

non-school hours for most dietary outcomes. However, the magnitude of these differences was 

often small (≤ 20% relative difference between school hours and non-school hours). Larger 

differences (> 20%) were observed for cholesterol, vitamin A, D, B12, calcium, and milk product 

densities, intake of which was lower during school hours, while vitamin C density was higher 

during school hours. Vitamin D and milk product densities emerged as those with largest relative 

percent differences between time periods (54% and 33% lower during school hours, 

respectively). For milk products, this translated into an estimated difference of 0.4 servings/1000 

kcal consumed between time periods. 
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Table 5 Comparison of nutrients and food group densities during school hours (9:00-14:00) and non-school hours and relative percent 

differences (school vs. non-school hours) on Canadian school days (n = 4827) 

 School hour 

intakes (per 1000 kcal)* 

Non-school hour 

intakes (per 1000 

kcal)* 

Linear 

regression 

coefficient† 

p-value Relative % 

difference‡ 

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β ± SE  Mean ± SE 

Carbohydrates, g 144.2 ± 0.9 139.8 ± 0.6 4.4 ± 1.1 <0.001 3.2 ± 0.9 

Fibre, g 7.31 ± 0.10 7.30 ± 0.09 0.01 ± 1.12 0.918 0.1 ± 1.6 

Total sugar, g 66.8 ± 1.0 62.1 ± 0.6 4.7 ± 1.1 <0.001 7.6 ± 1.8 

Total fat, g 34.3 ± 0.3 33.5 ± 0.2 0.8 ± 0.4 0.036 2.4 ± 1.2 

Saturated fat, g 11.6 ± 0.2 11.9 ± 0.1 -0.3 ± 0.2 0.122 -2.5 ± 1.7 

MUFAs, g 13.48 ± 0.16 12.76 ± 0.11 0.73 ± 0.18 <0.001 5.7 ± 1.4 

PUFAs, g 5.98 ± 0.09 5.39 ± 0.07 0.59 ± 0.11 <0.001 10.9 ± 2.0 

Linoleic FAs, g 5.04 ± 0.08 4.43 ± 0.06 0.61 ± 0.10 <0.001 13.8 ± 2.3 

Linolenic FAs, g 0.76 ± 0.02 0.69 ± 0.02 0.08 ± 0.03 0.003 11.6 ± 4.3 

Cholesterol, mg 82.4 ± 2.2 107.6 ±2.3 -25.3 ± 3.2 <0.001 -23.5 ± 3.0 

Protein, g 32.7 ± 0.4 38.2 ± 0.3 -5.5 ± 0.5 <0.001 -14.4 ± 1.3 

RAE  239.3 ± 6.3 328.7 ± 6.4 -89.4 ± 8.9 <0.001 -27.3 ± 2.7 

Vitamin D, µg 1.57 ± 0.05 3.39 ± 0.07 -1.82 ± 0.08 <0.001 -54.0 ± 2.4 

Vitamin C, mg 91.4 ± 2.7 68.7 ± 1.6 22.7 ± 3.1 <0.001 33.0 ± 4.5 

Thiamin, mg 0.83 ± 0.01 0.89 ± 0.01 -0.06 ± 0.02 <0.001 -6.7 ± 2.2 

Riboflavin, mg 0.90 ± 0.01 1.05 ± 0.01 -0.16 ± 0.02 <0.001 -15.2 ± 1.9 

Niacin, mg 15.46 ± 0.17 16.70 ± 0.16 -1.24 ± 0.23 <0.001 -7.4 ± 1.4 

B6, mg 0.67± 0.01 0.83 ± 0.01 -0.16 ± 0.02 <0.001 -19.3 ± 2.4 

B12, µg 1.33 ± 0.03 2.04 ± 0.07 -0.71 ± 0.08 <0.001 -35.0 ± 3.9 

DFE  217.6 ± 3.1 211.8 ± 2.6 6.3 ± 4.0 0.149 3.0 ± 1.9 

Calcium, mg 423.4 ± 7.6 546.7 ± 7.4 -123.3 ± 10.1 <0.001 -22.6 ± 1.8 

Phosphorus, mg 550.3 ± 6.7 678.2 ± 5.7 -127.9 ± 8.5 <0.001 -18.9 ± 1.3 

Magnesium, mg 120.9 ± 1.5 143.5 ± 1.1 -22.5 ± 1.7 <0.001 -15.7 ± 1.2 

Iron, mg 6.46 ± 0.08 7.20 ± 0.09 -0.74 ± 0.12 <0.001 -10.3 ± 1.7 

Zinc, mg 4.31 ± 0.05 5.13 ± 0.07 -0.82 ± 0.10 <0.001 -16.0 ± 1.9 

Sodium, mg 1599.2 ± 25.8 1393.0 ± 14.6 206.2 ± 28.5 <0.001 14.8 ± 2.0 

Potassium, mg 1203.1 ± 17.8 1418.9 ± 12.7 -215.8 ± 20.8 <0.001 -15.2 ± 1.5 
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 School hour 

intakes (per 1000 kcal)* 

Non-school hour 

intakes (per 1000 

kcal)* 

Linear 

regression 

coefficient† 

p-value Relative % 

difference‡ 

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β ± SE  Mean ± SE 

Grains products, servings 3.40 ± 0.05 2.99 ± 0.04 0.41 ± 0.06 <0.001 13.7 ± 2.0 

Vegetables and fruit, 

servings 

2.29 ± 0.07 2.11 ± 0.04 0.18 ± 0.08 0.016 8.5 ± 3.8 

Milk and alternatives, 

servings 

0.81 ± 0.02 1.21 ± 0.02 -0.40 ± 0.03 <0.001 -33.1 ± 2.5 

Meat and alternatives, 

servings 

0.83 ± 0.03 0.88 ± 0.02 -0.04 ± 0.03 0.190 -4.5 ± 3.4 

* Because energy intake during school hours was significantly lower than non-school hours, densities (nutrient and food group 

amounts per 1000 kcal) were calculated for foods consumed during school hours and during non-school hours to standardise dietary 

intakes and compare energy-adjusted differences across time periods.; † Simple linear models tested for significant differences in 

nutrient and food group densities across time period using a dichotomous variable for school hours as the independent variable. Non-

school hours are the reference period; ‡ Relative difference is the energy-adjusted difference in amounts consumed between school and 

non-school hours divided by non-school hour amounts, then multiplied by 100 to express relative percent differences. 
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2.3.3 Demographic and socioeconomic determinants of school hour diet quality 

Table 6 shows the results from linear regression analyses testing associations between 

school hour diet quality with select demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Age, 

household-level education and province of residence were associated with statistically significant 

differences in school hour diet quality. Children age 6-8 years had, on average, school hour diet 

quality scores which were 9 points higher than children aged 14-17 years. Children in Quebec 

had, on average School-HEI scores which were at least 5 points higher compared to children 

living in Newfoundland & LB, Nova Scotia, Ontario and Manitoba. Children whose parents had 

some post-secondary education had slightly higher School-HEI scores compared to their peers 

whose parents had not completed any post-secondary education. No differences in School-HEI 

scores were observed across any of the other demographic or socioeconomic characteristics (sex, 

ethnicity, residential location, income, or food security status). Moreover, none of these models 

had a large (>0.05) coefficient of determination (R2), suggesting that apart from age group (R2 = 

0.05) none of the other characteristics examined explained a substantial proportion of the 

variation in school hour diet quality scores. 
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Table 6 School-HEI scores and linear regression coefficients, by demographic, geographic, and 

SES characteristics for Canadian children age 6-17 years (n = 4827) 

 School-HEI 

scores* 

Linear regression 

coefficients 

p-value R2 

 Mean ± SE β ± SE   

Sex     

Male 53.0 ± 0.5  Reference  0.335 0.00 

Female 53.7 ± 0.5 0.8 ± 0.7   

Age group     

6-8 years 58.4a ± 0.7 Reference  <0.001 0.05 

9-13 years 53.5b ± 0.5 -4.8 ± 0.9   

14-17 years 49.3c ± 0.6 -9.0 ± 0.9   

Ethnicity     

White/European 53.6 ± 0.4 Reference  0.311 0.00 

Other  52.7 ± 0.8 -1.1 ± 0.9   

Residence type     

Rural 54.4 ± 0.8 Reference  0.137 0.00 

Urban 53.1 ± 0.4 -1.3 ± 0.9   

Provinces     

Newfoundland & LB 48.4a ± 1.1 -3.8 ± 1.2 0.001 0.02 

PEI 53.7abc ± 1.3 1.5 ± 1.4 0.308  

Nova Scotia 50.6ab ± 1.3 -1.6 ± 1.4 0.266  

New-Brunswick 54.7bc ± 1.2 2.5 ± 1.3 0.064  

Quebec 56.9c ± 0.8 4.6 ± 1.0 <0.001  

Ontario 52.2ab ± 0.5 Reference  -  

Manitoba 52.7ab ± 0.9 0.5 ± 1.0 0.658  

Saskatchewan 53.6abc ± 1.1 1.3 ± 1.2 0.272  

Alberta 52.3abc ± 1.2 0.0 ± 1.3 0.983  

British Columbia 52.9abc ± 0.9 0.7 ± 1.0 0.533  

Education†     

≤ secondary school 51.9a ± 0.8 Reference  0.044 0.00 

Some post-secondary  53.8b ± 0.4 1.9 ± 0.9   

Household Income‡     

Low 53.5 ± 0.6 Reference  0.902 0.00 

High 53.6 ± 0.4 0.1 ± 0.8   

Household-level food 

insecurity§ 

    

Food-secure  53.4 ± 0.4 Reference  0.897 0.00 

Food-insecure  53.3 ± 1.2 -0.2 ± 1.2   
* Differences in total School-HEI scores were tested using survey-weighted univariate (simple) 

linear regression models with a Bonferroni correction for variables with more than 2 levels. 

Estimated marginal means sharing a group letter (a, b, c) are not significantly different; † Sample 

for parental education was smaller as there were missing education data for 76 children; ‡ Sample 
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for income was smaller as there were missing income data for 620 children; § Sample for food 

security was smaller as there were missing data for 36 children. 

Table 7 shows total and sub-scores for the School-HEI, stratified by age group. The average 

total School-HEI score was 53.4 points, suggesting that mean diet quality during school hours for 

Canadian children ‘required improvement’ (School-HEI 50-80 points). School-HEI scores 

(means ± SEs) by age group ranged from 58 ± 0.7 points (children age 6-8 years) to 49 ± 0.6 

points (children age 14-17 years) and were significantly different between young children (6-8 

years) vs. pre-adolescents (9-14 years) and adolescents (14-17 years). Children age 6-13 years 

had significantly higher School-HEI scores for total vegetables and fruit, whole fruit, and meat 

and alternatives compared to children age 14-17 years. Compared to children age 9-17 years, 

children age 6-8 years also had higher School-HEI sub-scores for milk products. Compared to 

children age 14-17 years, children age 6-8 years had significantly higher School-HEI sub-scores 

for dark green and orange vegetables (although these sub-scores were, in absolute terms, low for 

all age groups), and percent energy from minimally nutritious foods. NRF 8.2 scores declined 

significantly with age, with children age 6-8 years having significantly higher NRF 8.2 scores 

compared to children age 9-17 years. 
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Table 7 School-HEI scores by age group for Canadian children age 6-17 years (n = 4827) 

 Maximum 

score 

6-8 years* 9-13 years* 14-17 years* 

  Mean ± SE Mean ± SE Mean ± SE 

Adequacy components† (higher scores indicate higher consumption) 

Vegetable and fruit 10 5.7a ± 0.2 5.1a ± 0.1 4.4b ± 0.2 

Dark green or orange 

vegetable 

5 0.7a ± 0.1 0.6ab ± 0.05 0.5b ± 0.05 

Whole fruit 5 2.0a ± 0.1 2.0a ± 0.1 0.3b ± 0.1 

Grain product 5 4.4a ± 0.1 3.8b ± 0.1 3.6c ± 0.1 

Whole grains 5 1.1 ± 0.1 1.0 ± 0.1 0.9 ± 0.1 

Milk & alternatives 10 5.5a ± 0.2 4.1b ± 0.2 3.9b ± 0.2 

Meat & alternatives 10 6.3a ± 0.2 6.0a ± 0.2 4.9b ± 0.2 

Unsaturated fats 10 8.6ab ± 0.1 8.8b ± 0.1 8.3a ± 0.1 

Moderation components† (higher scores indicate lower consumption) 

Saturated fat 10 6.1 ± 0.2 6.3 ± 0.1 6.3 ± 0.2 

Sodium 10 5.2 ± 0.2 4.9 ± 0.1 5.1 ± 0.2 

% kcal other foods 20 12.7a ± 0.4 10.9b ± 0.3 10.2b ± 0.3 

Total School-HEI index 100 58.4a ± 0.7 53.5b ± 0.5 49.3c ± 0.6 

NRF 8.2† index scores - 30.1a ± 1.1 26.5b ± 0.7 25.4b ± 1.1 
* Means sharing a group letter (a, b, c) are not significantly different between age groups 

(Bonferroni-adjusted, p < 0.016);  † The NRF indices are a group of nutrient-based composite diet 

quality indicators (118) designed to assign higher diet quality scores to foods which provide 

higher amounts of recommended Daily Values (DV) for ‘desirable’ nutrients and/or lower 

amounts of the recommended DV for ‘undesirable’ nutrients. Conversely, lower NRF scores are 

given for foods which provide higher amounts of the DV for ‘undesirable’ nutrients and/or lower 

amounts of the DV for ‘desirable’ nutrients. For the purposes of this analysis, the NRF 9.3 was 

slightly modified to a ‘NRF 8.2’ index, which excluded vitamin E and the added sugars since 

these are not available in the Canadian Nutrient Files. 

 

2.4 Discussion 

Findings revealed that in 2004, foods and beverages consumed by Canadian children 

between 9:00 to 14:00 provided close to one third of the total energy consumed on a school day. 

While relative intakes of most nutrients and food groups were proportional to the contribution to 

energy intake (~33%), dietary intakes from milk products and key nutrients found in milk 

(protein, vitamin A, D, B12, calcium) consumed during school hours provided smaller 

contributions to TDIs. Moreover, nutrient densities for these dietary components were 



43 

 

significantly lower during school hours. Finally, only age group was a substantive correlate of 

school hour diet quality (although school hour diet quality required improvement for all age 

groups).  

To my knowledge, this is the first Canadian study to compare dietary intakes between school 

hours and non-school hours on school days and few other studies are available for comparison. 

In a sample of Swedish children in grade two and five, the mean energy contribution of school 

lunches was 27% of daily intake, and the mean nutrient contributions were either proportional or 

higher than the caloric contribution, apart from carbohydrates which provided a relatively 

smaller contribution (24%). In contrast, Canadian findings here suggest that total carbohydrates 

(and grain products) represented a similar or higher dietary contribution relative to the mean 

energy contribution. In the U.K., Nelson and colleagues compared the lunch-time contributions 

from foods across school meal participation status and between elementary and secondary school 

students (39). In contrast to this current study, the contributions from protein and calcium were 

close to the energy contribution regardless of age or school meal participation status. Another 

U.K. study comparing the lunch-time contributions from foods by school meal participation 

status revealed the dietary contribution for the majority of nutrients was similar to the energy 

contributions with the exceptions of vitamin C (lower for both boys and girls regardless of 

school meal participation status), vitamin A (lower among girls eating a home-packed lunch), 

and folate (lower among boys, regardless of school meal participation status) (38). In the U.S., 

students participating in the NSLP had dietary contributions from vitamin A, B12, calcium, 

magnesium and phosphorus, and potassium which mirrored the caloric contributions from foods 

consumed for lunch (30% of the daily calories consumed), whereas non-NLSP had overall lower 
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dietary contributions than the average caloric contribution (41). Although it is not possible to 

directly compare my findings to these studies due to methodological differences on how dietary 

contributions were defined (contributions from the lunch meal vs. all foods consumed during 

school hours), these findings suggest differences in the dietary contributions from lunch relative 

to TDIs for Canadian children. Moreover, substantially lower intakes were reported for key 

nutrients such as vitamin A, D, calcium, phosphorus and magnesium during school hours 

compared to non-school hours for Canadian children. Between-country differences could reflect 

differences in patterns of foods consumed at lunch-time by school-age children and differences 

in access to school meal programs.  

Specific aspects of consumption patterns during school hours could be improved for 

Canadian children. The mean School-HEI score was 53 points out of a possible maximum score 

of 100 points. Similar to previous U.S. studies characterizing the quality of foods consumed in 

the school context (97,120), the lowest School-HEI sub-scores (for all age groups) were for 

green and orange vegetables, whole fruit, whole grains and milk products. Hence, Canadian 

school-based nutrition policies and program should focus on improving access to and 

affordability of healthy food choices (particularly vegetables, whole fruit, whole grains and milk 

products) in Canadian schools. 

Vitamin A, D, B12, calcium, and milk products densities were at least 20% lower during 

school hours compared to non-school hours. These findings align with other Canadian studies 

reporting low intakes of milk products at school (29) and low frequency of milk consumption 

during school hours (30,31). Considering that in 2004, more than a third (37%) of children aged 

4-9 years and up to 61% of boys and 83% of girls age 10-16 years did not meet their 
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recommended daily servings of milk (8), the school context represents an opportunity to increase 

intakes of milk products among Canadian children and youth.  

Age was a meaningful correlate of school hour diet quality, with mean School-HEI scores 

among young children being significantly higher compared to older youth. These findings align 

with other studies reporting declining diet quality as children age (8,31,42,43,108). No 

differences in School-HEI scores were reported across sex, ethnicity, residential location, 

household-level income and food security status. Although the association between School-HEI 

scores and parental education was significant (p = 0.044), the low R2 (<1%) suggests it did not 

explain a meaningful proportion of variation in-school hour diet quality. The lack of association 

between household income and school hour diet quality was not surprising. A large repeat cross-

sectional study among U.S. children and adolescents reported no association between parental 

income and U.S. HEI-2010 scores over a 13 year period (106).  

Similarly, the associations between food insecurity and diet quality among young children in 

Canada remain unclear. Food security is thought to impact diet quality by limiting access to 

resources to purchase more expensive food items such as fresh produce and dairy products (51). 

Previous analyses using the CCHS 2.2 have confirmed differences in nutritional adequacy 

between food-secure and food-insecure households, but only among adolescents and not younger 

children (52). It is possible that the effect of food insecurity on household members may differ 

whereby parents compromise their own intake to buffer younger children (49), although more 

recent research suggests this is unlikely (121). Children living in food-insecure households may 

also have access to local school-based meal programs in some regions. However, the CCHS 2.2 



46 

 

did not include any questions on children’s participation in a local school meal program that 

could have allowed examination of their potential buffering effect.  

Strengths of this study included its large, nationally representative sample and the use of a 

composite diet quality indicator to capture the multidimensional nature of diet quality in the 

specific context of school hours. Analytical approaches to assess the quality of foods and 

beverages consumed in the school context can help evaluate the impact of school-based nutrition 

interventions. Most diet quality indices for use in children assess the quality of the total diet 

(122). The School-HEI index is one measure which can be used to measure Canadian children’s 

adherence to Canadian national dietary recommendations specifically in the school context. 

However, some limitations should be acknowledged. First, the School-HEI (and its categorical 

scale for ‘poor’, ‘require improvement’ and ‘good’ diet quality ratings) has not been validated 

against specific health outcomes among children or compared to nutritional criteria for school 

meals (to my knowledge, no such standards currently exist in Canada). Second, I did not assess 

whether differences in dietary intakes observed on school days were similarly observed on 

weekend days (when children are not in school), so it is not possible to determine whether these 

differences are solely due to the school context. In other words, differences in dietary intake 

patterns between time periods could reflect specific socio-cultural patterns in the types of foods 

typically eaten at lunch compared to the remainder of the day (regardless of whether lunch is 

consumed on a week day or a weekend day) since this analysis focused on school days. Third, 

this study only included the first 24-hour dietary recall, although in hindsight, the second 24-hour 

dietary recall could have been included to increase sample size. Another limitation was the use of 

self-reported data. The accuracy of dietary recall methods among children can vary widely 
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depending on children’s age, interview conditions (e.g. the retention period, type of prompting, 

and use (or not) of parental assistance) (76,81). Studies conducted among children have also 

confirmed substantial under-reporting of foods and beverages which then leads to under-

estimation of energy intake (80,123). Dietary recall methods can be affected by social 

desirability bias, a type of systematic error when subjects selectively misreport certain foods due 

to their norms and beliefs about what they should eat (85). However, it is reasonable to believe 

that both the recall and social desirability biases would be similarly distributed during school and 

non-school hours for older children who completed the recall without any parental assistance. 

Yet for children aged 6-11 years who completed the recall with parental assistance, the presence 

of a parent could have been a selective confounder. The parent would know what was in a home-

packed lunch, but the child might have been reluctant to report that he/she had not eaten part of 

the lunch. 

2.5 Implications for school-based nutrition programs in Canada 

Given that foods eaten during school hours for Canadian children represent one-third of the 

total daily energy consumed, the school context provides an opportunity to promote healthy 

eating among Canadian children. Energy-adjusted intakes of vitamin A, D, B12, calcium, and 

milk products were substantially lower during school hours compared to non-school hours. The 

quality of Canadian children’s dietary intakes during school hours could potentially be improved 

by increasing intake of nutritious foods including milk and alternatives, thus increasing the 

intake of key nutrients such as protein, vitamin A, D, calcium and magnesium. More Canadian 

studies are needed to explore the effect of interventions such as school meal programs and/or 

subsidised milk programs on children’s overall diet. Mean school hour diet quality scores 
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required improvement for all age groups and declined as children aged. Therefore, school-based 

nutrition strategies should target lunch meals for all children, but particularly among adolescents 

who are at highest risk of lower quality diets. 
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Chapter 3: Lunch-time Food Source is Associated with School Hour and 

School Day Diet Quality among Canadian Children 

Acknowledgements: A version of chapter 3 has been published as: Tugault-Lafleur, C. N., Black, 

J. L., & Barr, S. I. (2018). Lunch-time food source is associated with school hour and school day 

dietary quality. J Hum Nutr Diet, 31(1), 96-107. 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Schools can provide important safety nets to ensure children have access to healthy and 

nutritious foods (16,17,124). In the U.S. and Europe, the beneficial effects of children’s 

participation in universal school meal programs on dietary outcomes are well-established 

(53,57,125–127). A growing number of U.S. (58–61,120) and U.K. studies (38,62,128–130)  

suggest that students who bring home-packed lunches to school have poorer nutritional outcomes 

compared to students participating in school meal programs. However, little research has 

explored whether lunch-time food source translates into dietary intake differences in the 

Canadian school context and for the whole school day (38,131).  

To date, only two Canadian studies drawing from small, context-specific samples have 

examined whether in-school dietary practices are associated with food source (29,32). One study 

reported that students grades 6-8 who reported foods from off-campus locations had lower 

dietary quality compared to children bringing a home-packed lunch or obtaining a lunch at 

school (29). Conversely, another study reported that nutrient densities for key nutrients of 

concern (vitamins A, D, B6, B12, calcium, zinc) were higher in school lunches compared to 



50 

 

home-packed lunches and foods from off-campus locations (32). No national study has examined 

the sources of the foods and beverages consumed by Canadian children during school hours, 

whether lunch-time food source is associated with differences in dietary intakes and quality 

during school hours, or whether nutritional implications of school hour choices ‘carry over’ and 

influence whole day dietary quality. Understanding the sources of foods consumed by Canadian 

children during school hours and its potential influence on dietary quality is needed to inform 

policy debates about school meal programs for Canadian children. Therefore, this study 

examined whether lunch-time food source was associated with school hour and school day 

dietary intakes using a nationally representative sample of Canadian school-aged children. I 

hypothesized that students who obtained lunch-time foods from home would have different 

nutrient intake profiles compared to students who obtained lunch from schools or off-campus.  

3.2 Methods 

3.2.1 Analytical sample 

Nationally representative data were obtained from the 2004 CCHS Cycle 2.2. An overview 

of the survey sampling strategy, design and method used for collecting dietary data is described 

in chapter 2. Analyses included 4945 respondents age 6 to 17 years attending school full-time 

who reported a first 24-hour dietary recall which occurred on a weekday (Monday through 

Friday), but excluded recalls which occurred on any days after December 22 or the first week of 

January (typical Christmas/winter breaks) and summer school vacation periods (June 21 to 

September 7) and Canadian national holidays. The 9:00 to 14:00 time frame was chosen since it 

was most likely to include school hours for most Canadian children and this study aimed to 

capture dietary intakes occurring within school food environments. Similar to the approach used 
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by Sheehy et al. (113), diet recalls with extreme daily energy intakes (mean ± 3SDs, > 6365 kcal 

or < 486 kcal/day) were considered extreme outliers and were excluded (n = 28).  Children who 

reported obtaining foods from more than one source for the lunch meal (n = 22), who did not 

report eating any lunch (n = 305), or who had missing data on lunch food source (n = 1) were 

excluded. The final analytical sample size (n = 4589) was used to compare dietary intakes and 

diet quality scores across lunch-time food source.  

3.2.2 Categorization of food source 

Preliminary analyses were conducted to inform categorization of food source patterns during 

school hours. Food source (defined in the 2004 CCHS Cycle 2.2 as ‘location of food 

preparation’) was a categorical variable that included 15 different locations including a 

respondent’s home, the school cafeteria, restaurants (with service), restaurant (fast food), 

restaurant (no additional information), tavern/bar, take-out, vending machine, work cafeteria, 

child care centre, adult care centre, someone else’s home, grocery or convenience stores, 

workplace or ‘other’ (110,132). While children who skipped lunch were excluded from the main 

analyses, I examined the proportion of children who skipped lunch across socio-demographic 

subgroups. To be consistent with previous literature exploring associations between diet quality 

and lunch-time food source among children (133,134), food source was recoded to classify foods 

consumed for each eating occasion as coming from home, schools (school cafeteria and vending 

machines5), or off-campus locations (e.g. fast foods, convenience stores, restaurants) during 

                                                

5 Foods from the school cafeteria and vending machines were grouped together as one category since the main 

objective of this study was to compare the quality of all foods and beverages obtained from schools (including 

cafeterias, vending machines, fundraising events, etc.).  
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school hours. Preliminary analyses confirmed that the median energy contribution from foods 

consumed at lunch-time provided the clear majority (93%) of calories consumed during school 

hours, so children were classified based on whether they reported lunch from home, school, or 

off-campus locations. That is, other eating occasions (e.g. snacks) were not considered when 

classifying children into distinct (non-overlapping) food source groups. 

3.2.3 Variables of interest 

Dependent variables included the amounts of energy, macronutrients (e.g. protein) and 

micronutrients (e.g. vitamin C), food group servings and calories from ‘other’ foods (foods not 

part of the four core food groups from the EWCFG (116) such as chocolate, candies, SSBs, and 

salty snacks) consumed during school hours (9:00-14:00) and for the whole day. To address the 

multidimensional nature of diet quality and measure adherence to the EWCFG 

recommendations, I used a composite measure of diet quality for Canadians (the C-HEI (42)) but 

adapted its scoring criteria to reflect the energy contribution from school hours (see table 2 in 

chapter 2). To examine whether lunch-time food source was associated with whole day dietary 

quality, I also compared whole day C-HEI (42) scores across lunch-time food source group.  

Other demographic and socioeconomic variables were derived from the CCHS 2.2 general 

health questionnaire (110). Demographic characteristics included sex, age group (6-8, 9-13 and 

14-17 years corresponding to the Canadian food guide age and sex-based dietary 

recommendations (116)), self-reported ethnicity, province of residence, and location of residence 

(urban vs. rural). Household-level SES variables included income adequacy (a four-group 

classification based on household size and before-tax income), highest educational attainment 
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(among members of the respondent’s household age ≥ 25 years) and food security status. 

Household food security status was a derived composite variable based on respondents’ answers 

to 18 questions, adapted from the U.S. Department of Agriculture module on food security (110).  

3.2.4 Statistical analyses 

Rao-Scott Chi-square tests were used to test associations between lunch-time food source 

and sociodemographic characteristics. Multivariable linear regression models examined 

differences in nutrients and food group servings across lunch-time food source groups. Energy 

adjustment applied the standard multivariable model approach with energy intake as a control 

variable (49). Significance was defined as p-value < 0.05 with a Bonferroni-adjustment when 

assessing the significance of multiple comparisons. To examine the potential moderating effect 

of age group on the association between school hour diet quality and lunch-time food source, 

two-way interaction terms between age group by lunch food source were tested as covariates. 

The Wald test (135) assessed differences in model fit between the two nested models (before and 

after adding interaction terms). To test the potential confounding effect of age (rather than age 

group) on the association between food source and diet quality, additional analyses tested 

whether mean age significantly differed by lunch-time food source within each age group 

stratum. No significant differences in mean age were observed across food source group among 

9-13 year and 14-17-year-old children, so age was not included as a covariate in these analyses. 

Sensitivity analyses compared whether the differences in dietary outcomes observed during 

school hours (across lunch-time food source group) were also present when only foods and 

beverages consumed for the lunch meal were considered. Finally, sampling weights were applied 
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to all analyses to generate nationally representative estimates and account for unequal probability 

of selection and non-response. Robust standard errors were derived using the 500 sets of 

bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada (110). All analyses were conducted using Stata 

13 (LP Stata Corp, Tex., U.S.). 

3.3 Results 

Table 8 shows the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics for the sample as a 

whole, and by lunch-time food source group. Most children (73%) consumed foods from home, 

while nearly 10% reported consuming foods from school locations and 12% consumed foods 

from off-campus locations. Age and sex were associated with lunch-time food source, but no 

significant associations were found between lunch-time food source and any other 

sociodemographic characteristic. 

3.3.1 Lunch food source, school hour and school day dietary intakes 

Children who brought a home-packed lunch reported significantly lower energy intake 

during school hours (118 kcal) compared to children who obtained foods from off-campus 

locations, but not compared with children who obtained foods from schools (table 9; see left-

hand columns). After controlling for differences in school hour energy intake, age group and sex, 

lunch-time food source was associated with differences in school hour intakes of 14 of the 33 

dietary outcomes. Home-packed lunches were higher in total carbohydrates but had lower total 

fat than lunches from school. Compared to lunches from school and off-campus locations, home-

packed lunches were higher in fibre but lower in MUFAs. Home-packed lunches were also 

higher in vitamin A, C, thiamin, servings of vegetables and fruit and lower in calories from 
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minimally nutritious foods compared to off-campus lunches. Home-packed lunches were higher 

in magnesium, iron, and servings of grain products compared to foods from school and off-

campus locations. Children who reported a home-packed lunch or foods from school locations 

reported higher intakes of vitamin D compared to children who obtained foods from off-campus 

locations. 

These findings suggest that children who brought home-packed lunches had slightly better 

nutrient intake profiles compared to children obtaining foods from off-campus locations. In 

sensitivity analyses examining differences in dietary outcomes for lunch foods only (not all 

foods consumed during school hours) across food source, most of the differences remained in the 

same direction and remained statistically significant (see Appendix B). However, no significant 

differences were identified in lunch-time intakes of vitamin A and vegetable and fruit servings 

across lunch food source group, suggesting that differences by food source were slightly 

impacted by the composition of snacks consumed by children for some nutrients and food 

groups.  
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Table 8 Association between lunch-time food source and sociodemographic characteristics for children age 6-17 years (n = 4894)* 

 All food 

sources 

 No lunch Home School Off-campus p-value† 

 Mean % ± SE  Mean % ± SE Mean % ± SE Mean % ± SE Mean % ± SE  

All children 100  5.9 ± 0.6 72.8 ± 1.1 9.6 ± 0.7 11.6 ± 0.7  

Age group       <0.001 

6-8 years 24.2 ± 1.1  2.4 ± 0.7 83.6 ± 2.0 6.7 ± 1.6 7.3 ±1.2  

9-13 years 42.7 ± 1.2  3.1 ± 0.6 79.9 ± 1.4 7.7 ± 1.0 9.3 ± 1.0  

14-17 years 33.1 ± 1.1  12.1 ± 1.4 55.8 ± 2.1 14.3 ± 1.3 17.8 ± 1.5  

Sex       0.032 

Male  51.1 ± 1.2  7.4 ± 0.9 72.7 ± 1.5 8.7 ± 1.0 11.3 ± 1.0  

Female 48.9 ± 1.2  4.4 ± 0.6 72.9 ± 1.5 10.7 ± 1.0 12.0 ± 1.1  

Ethnicity         0.219 

White 79.8 ± 1.0  5.4 ± 0.6 73.9 ± 1.1 9.3 ± 0.7 11.4 ± 0.8  

Other 20.2 ± 1.0  7.8 ± 1.6 68.6 ± 2.7 11.0 ± 2.0 12.6 ± 1.8  

Residence type        0.088 

Rural 19.4 ± 1.0  4.7 ± 1.1 76.1 ± 2.2 10.7 ± 1.5 8.5 ± 1.3  

Urban 80.6 ± 1.0  6.2 ± 0.7 72.0 ± 1.2 9.4 ± 0.8 12.4 ± 0.9  

Food security status‡         0.905 

Food-secure 91.1 ± 0.7  5.7 ± 0.6 73.0 ± 1.0 9.7 ± 0.7 11.6 ± 0.8  

Food-insecure 8.9 ± 0.7  7.1 ± 2.1 71.9 ± 3.9 9.1 ± 2.5 11.9 ± 2.8  

Parental education§       0.637 

No post-secondary  16.6 ± 0.9  5.9 ± 1.3 71.8 ± 2.4 8.8 ± 1.4 13.5 ± 1.8  

≥Post-secondary 83.4 ± 0.9  5.7 ± 0.6 73.2 ± 1.2 9.8 ± 0.8 11.3 ± 0.8  

Income¶        0.158 

Low  35.8 ± 1.3  5.6 ± 1.0 77.1 ± 1.8 8.0 ± 1.1 9.3 ± 1.2  

High 64.2 ± 1.3  5.4 ± 0.7 72.6 ± 1.4 10.0 ± 1.0 12.1 ± 1.0  
* Lunch-time food source categories are mutually exclusive (excluding the ‘all food sources’ column). The weighted percentages for 

the “All food sources” column sum downwards (i.e. 24.2 + 42.7 + 33.1 = 100). However, percentage values in the other percent 
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columns need be summed sideways since they represent the percent within each sociodemographic sub-group.  Row percentages may 

not add up to 100% due to rounding error. Children who reported no lunch (n = 305) were included in this table so the analytical 

sample is higher than in other result tables where children who reported no lunch were dropped from the analyses.  † Rao-Scott Chi-

square tests were used to test for significant associations between lunch type and each of the listed independent variables (age group, 

sex, ethnicity, residence type, food security, parental education, and income). ‡ A dichotomous food security variable was constructed 

characterizing respondents as food-secure or food-insecure (including marginal, moderate and severe food insecurity). Missing data 

on n = 41 children. § Missing data on n = 78 children. ¶ A dichotomous indicator of ‘low’ and ‘high’ income was created grouping 

households in the first two lower and the last two higher income adequacy groups from the original income adequacy classification. 

Missing data on n = 639 children. 
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While energy intake differences were reported during school hours across lunch types, no 

significant differences were found for whole day (24-hour) energy intake (table 9; see right-hand 

columns). However, lunch-time food source was associated with differences in daily intakes of 

some nutrient and food groups. Moreover, the magnitude of the difference observed across lunch 

food source groups was similar for whole day and school hour intake for several dietary 

components (total carbohydrates, fibre, vitamin D, magnesium, iron and calories from ‘other’ 

foods). This suggests that for those dietary components, no compensatory effects occurred 

outside of school hours. Meanwhile, some differences detected during the school hour time 

window did not persist when daily intakes were compared across food source group. For 

example, no differences in daily intakes of vitamin A, C, thiamin, or servings of vegetables and 

fruit were reported across lunch-time food source group. 
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Table 9 Energy-adjusted school hour and school day dietary intakes for Canadian children estimated from covariate-adjusted linear 

regression models (n = 4589) 

 School hour dietary intakes*  School day dietary intakes* 

 Home School Off-campus  Home School Off-campus 

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE Mean ± SE  Mean ± SE Mean ± SE Mean ± SE 

Energy†, kcal 740a ±11 743ab±48 858b±33  2,245±23 2,309±83 2,300±55 

Carbohydrate, g 107.1a±1.0 93.0b±3.6 101.8ab±2.0  315.6a±1.7 299.3b±5.3 314.1ab±3.1 

Fibre, g 5.5a±0.1 4.3b±0.2 4.4b±0.2  16.3a±0.2 14.1b±0.4 14.5b±4.4 

Total sugar, g 49.4±1.1 42.7±2.8 45.5±2.7  142.0±1.7 134.9±4.5 143.7±4.4 

Total fat, g 26.5a±0.3 31.5b±1.4 28.4ab±0.7  77.7a±0.6 83.0b±1.9 78.9ab±1.2 

Saturated fat, g 9.0±0.2 9.7±0.3 9.4±0.3  26.9±0.3 28.3±0.8 27.6±0.6 

MUFAs, g 10.4a±0.2 13.3b±0.8 11.8b±0.4  30.0a±0.3 32.9b±1.2 31.0ab±0.6 

PUFAs, g 4.7±0.1 5.5±0.5 4.8±0.2  13.0±0.2 13.4±0.7 12.7±0.3 

Linoleic fatty acids, g 4.0±0.1 4.2±0.3 4.0±0.2  10.7±0.2 10.5±0.4 10.6±0.3 

Linolenic fatty acids, g 0.6±0.02 0.9±0.1 0.6±0.1  1.7±0.03 1.8±0.2 1.6±0.1 

Cholesterol, mg 63±2 70±5 61±3  221±5 244±10 218±8 

Protein, g 24.9±0.4 26.7±1.2 25.2±0.9  81.7±0.9 84.3±2.1 80.0±1.8 

Vitamin A, RAE 173a±5 175ab±18 138b±11  660±12 638±41 596±28 

Vitamin D, µg 1.27a±0.04 1.45a±0.15 0.89b±0.09  6.32a±0.13 6.28ab±0.38 5.40b±0.32 

Vitamin C, mg 62.0a±1.8 54.8ab±8.3 45.4b±3.7  159.0±3.5 158.7±10.6 157.1±8.9 

Thiamin, mg 0.64a±0.02 0.54ab±0.04 0.51b±0.03  1.94±0.02 1.79±0.06 1.84±0.06 

Riboflavin, mg 0.68±0.01 0.62±0.03 0.62±0.04  2.23±0.02 2.17±0.07 2.14±0.07 

Niacin, mg 11.68±0.17 11.63±0.49 11.97±0.45  36.48±0.43 36.03±0.85 36.43±0.82 

B6, mg 0.50±0.01 0.51±0.04 0.45±0.02  1.72±0.02 1.67±0.06 1.62±0.04 

B12, mcg 1.08±0.03 1.10±0.10 0.90±0.08  4.01±0.10 4.40±0.44 3.81±0.36 

DFE 158.2±2.7 144.6±11.1 164.8±7.6  473.0±5.4 439.6±13.7 484.0±14.3 

Calcium, mg 318±8 325±23 305±16  1122±16 1119±45 1077±46 

Phosphorus, mg 419±7 416±17 397±14  1424±12 1410±34 1345±35 

Magnesium, mg 90.2a±1.3 79.2b±3.1 71.7b±2.2  302a±2 277b±7 271b±6 

Iron, mg 4.9a±0.1 4.1b±0.2 4.3b±0.2  15.7a±0.2 13.9b±0.4 14.4b±0.3 

Zinc, mg 3.3±0.1 3.3±0.2 3.1±0.1  11.0±0.2 11.1±0.3 10.3±0.3 

Sodium, mg 1205±23 1098±55 1127±47  3256±36 3247±122 3204±81 

Potassium, mg 856±13 908±44 798±26  2938±24 2938±86 2812±67 
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 School hour dietary intakes*  School day dietary intakes* 

 Home School Off-campus  Home School Off-campus 

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE Mean ± SE  Mean ± SE Mean ± SE Mean ± SE 

Grain products, servings 2.63a±0.05 1.92b±0.16 2.23b±0.13  7.08a±0.09 6.43b±0.22 6.71ab±0.22 

Vegetables and fruit, 

servings 

1.54a±0.05 1.52ab±0.21 1.25b±0.09  4.52±0.09 4.42±0.34 4.33±0.27 

Milk products, servings 0.62±0.02 0.71±0.07 0.61±0.05  2.40±0.05 2.47±0.14 2.28±0.13 

Meat and alternatives, 

servings 

0.65±0.02 0.72±0.11 0.58±0.05  1.96±0.05 2.10±0.15 1.81±0.10 

‘Other’ foods‡, kcal 166a±5 187ab±18 224b±13  483a±10 500ab±31 578b±26 
* Differences in nutrients and food group intakes were tested using survey-weighted linear models with lunch-time food source (main 

independent variable) while controlling for sex, age group and either school hour energy intake (left-handed columns) or whole school 

day energy intake (right-handed columns). Means within each of school hour intakes and school day intakes sharing a group letter (a, b) 

are not significantly different at the 5% level (Bonferroni-adjusted p-value < 0.016). Children who reported no lunch were excluded 

from these analyses (n = 305). † No energy adjustment for energy outcomes. ‡ ‘Other’ foods include any foods not part of the four core 

food groups in the EWCFG (for example, chocolate, candies, SSBs, condiments, salty snacks). 
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3.3.2 Lunch food source, school hour and school day diet quality 

In this study, the mean diet quality score during school hours (total School-HEI) was 53.1 

points (out of a 100-point scale), indicating that on average, Canadian children’s school hour diet 

quality ‘required improvement’. Age moderated the association between food source and total 

School-HEI scores (p-value from Wald test for models with food source X age interaction term = 

0.003) such that the association between food source and school hour diet quality was stronger in 

older versus younger children.  

Table 10 shows marginal means from age-stratified linear models comparing School-HEI 

total and sub-scores by lunch-time food source. There were no significant differences in School-

HEI total and sub-scores across lunch food source group for children age 6-8 years, apart from 

whole grains. Among children age 9-13 years, School-HEI sub-scores for whole grains, whole 

fruit, ‘other’ foods, and total School-HEI scores were higher for children with home-packed 

lunches compared to their peers who obtained foods off-campus. Among children age 14-17 

years, School-HEI sub-scores for whole fruit, whole grains, ‘other’ foods, and total School-HEI 

scores were higher for children who brought a home-packed lunch compared to their peers who 

obtained foods from school and off-campus locations. However, no differences in School-HEI 

sub-scores for total vegetables and fruit, dark green or orange vegetables and for milk and 

alternatives were detected across lunch type. 
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Table 10 Age-stratified survey-weighted linear regression analyses comparing School-HEI scores* by lunch-time food source for 

children (n = 4589) 

* Values are survey-weighted means ± SE. Differences in School-HEI scores were tested using survey-weighted simple linear regression models with diet quality 

scores as the main dependent variable and lunch-time food source (lunch type) as the main independent variable. There was no covariate adjustment needed as the 

scoring algorithm of the School-HEI already accounts for age and sex specific dietary requirements. These models were not adjusted for any of the household-level 

SES variables since there were no significant associations found with lunch-time food source. Means within an age group with different letters (a, b) were significantly 

different at the 5% level (Bonferroni-adjusted p-value<0.017). Lunch skippers were excluded from these analyses. † ‘Other’ foods include any foods not part of the 

four food groups in the EWCFG (for example, chocolate, candies, SSBs, condiments, salty snacks). 

 

 

 

 6-8 years  9-13 years  14-17 years 

School HEI scores (maximum 

scores) 

Home  School Off-

campus 

 Home School Off-

campus 

 Home  School Off-

campus 

Vegetable and fruit (10) 5.8±0.2 6.9±0.8 5.3±0.7  5.3±0.2 4.1±0.6 5.0±0.4  4.7±0.2 3.9±0.4 4.5±0.3 

Dark green & orange vegetable (5) 0.7±0.1 1.5±0.7 0.5±0.3  0.6±0.1 0.4±0.1 0.7±0.2  0.4±0.1 0.6±0.1 0.5±0.1 

Whole fruit (5) 2.1±0.1 2.2±0.6 1.3±0.4  2.3a±0.1 1.0b±0.2 0.9b±0.2  2.0a±0.1 0.5b±0.1 0.5b±0.1 

Grain product (5) 4.5±0.1 4.0±0.4 3.8±0.4  3.9±0.1 3.5±0.2 4.0±0.2  3.9a±0.1 2.7b±0.2 3.5a±0.2 

Whole grains (5) 1.2a±0.1 0.7ab±0.2 0.4b±0.2  1.1a±0.1 0.3b±0.1 0.4b±0.2  1.2a±0.1 0.2b±0.1 0.4b±0.1 

Milk and alternatives (10) 5.4±0.3 6.9±1.3 6.3±0.7  4.0±0.2 4.8±0.7 5.1±0.5  4.0±0.2 3.8±0.4 4.3±0.4 

Meat and alternatives (10) 6.4±0.3 6.8±1.0 6.2±0.7  6.2±0.2 5.1±0.6 6.0±0.5  5.4a±0.2 3.6b±0.4 5.0a±0.4 

Unsaturated fats (10) 8.6±0.1 8.4±0.6 9.2±0.3  8.9±0.1 8.5±0.4 9.2±0.2  8.3a±0.2 8.3ab±0.2 9.0b±0.2 

Saturated fats (10) 6.2±0.2 5.1±1.0 5.6±0.7  6.5±0.1 5.5±0.5 5.5±0.4  6.8a±0.2 6.2ab±0.4 5.5b±0.3 

Sodium (10) 5.2±0.2 5.0±0.9 4.8±0.6  4.8±0.2 5.3±0.6 3.9±0.4  4.8ab±0.2 5.8b±0.4 4.4a±0.4 

% energy other foods† (20) 12.8±0.4 12.7±1.5 12.3±1.3  11.1a±0.3 12.0ab±1.0 8.9b±0.9  11.4a±0.4 8.4b±0.7 7.4b±0.6 

Total School-HEI scores (100) 58.8±0.7 60.0±2.3 55.5±1.9  54.7a±0.6 50.5ab±1.8 49.7b±1.3  52.9a±0.8 44.0b±1.2 45.2b±1.0 



63 

 

Analyses using a similar diet quality index for the whole day (the C-HEI (42)) supported the 

earlier findings suggesting that children who brought a home-packed lunch had slightly better  

nutrient intake profiles for the whole day compared to children who obtained foods from off-

campus locations. Whole day age-and sex- adjusted C-HEI scores (± SE) were significantly 

higher among children who brought a home-packed lunch (mean C-HEI = 62.4 ± 0.3) compared 

to children who obtained a lunch from off-campus locations (mean C-HEI = 57.7 ± 0.7). No 

significant difference was detected among children who obtained lunch foods from school 

locations (mean C-HEI = 60.5 ± 1.2) and either lunch-time food source group.   

3.4 Discussion 

This study is the first to examine the associations between school hour and school day diet 

quality and lunch-time food source in a large, nationally representative sample of Canadian 

children and adolescents. In 2004, most Canadian children (or their caregivers) reported bringing 

foods from home for their lunch meal. This study found that the nutritional quality of home-

packed lunches was slightly more desirable compared to foods obtained from off-campus 

locations. Among older youth (14-17 years), the nutritional profile of foods obtained from 

schools was similar to foods and beverages obtained from off-campus food outlets. On average, 

diet quality during school hours required improvement, particularly among adolescents.    

In 2004, very few children (just under 10%) consumed foods from school locations and the 

proportion of students who consumed lunch from a school meal program (i.e. a government or 

school-run program that provides lunch regularly and which may or may not provide free or 

subsidized meals or adhere to nutritional criteria for foods served) was likely even smaller. These 
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findings align with other Canadian studies reporting that the majority of foods consumed during 

school hours comes from home (29,32,63). The CCHS 2.2 did not ask respondents if they were 

participating in a local school meal program, so it is not possible to explicitly describe the nature 

of where students obtained food at school (e.g. school meal programs vs. à la carte cafeteria 

purchases). Existing Canadian studies evaluating school meal programs have been small-scale 

and largely qualitative, but scholars have argued that these uncoordinated school meal strategies 

fail to reach nutritionally vulnerable children, lack nutritional standards or formal evaluations 

(136,137) and likely often provide meals that do not support Canada’s national recommendations 

for healthy eating (25).  

Outside of Canada, federally funded meal programs commonly operate in schools and aim 

to provide nutritionally balanced meals to students. Previous U.S. and U.K studies have found 

that school meal participants have more desirable lunch-time nutrient intakes, including higher 

intakes of fibre (53,129,138), protein (38,61,130,138), and key micronutrients such as vitamin A, 

D and calcium (61,129,138) compared to students bringing foods from home. Studies measuring 

types of foods consumed have also reported that children consuming meals from schools have 

higher intakes of fruit (58,60,61,97), vegetables (38,57,58,60,97,131), milk and dairy products 

(16,57,58,60,97,131), and whole grains (57,58,97) compared to children eating home-packed 

lunches. In contrast, I found that Canadian children who brought a home-packed lunch had 

higher energy-adjusted intakes of carbohydrates, fibre, magnesium, iron, total grains and whole 

grains and lower total fat compared to children obtaining foods from schools. My findings also 

suggest no differences in intakes of vegetables, fruit and milk products between students 

bringing in home-packed lunches and students obtaining foods from schools. This could reflect 
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the absence of a national school lunch program and/or inadequate access to nutritious options at 

school for Canadian children. Moreover, few school-based policies on nutritional requirements 

of foods and beverages sold within schools were in place in 2004, although it is worth noting that 

all 10 Canadian provinces have implemented provincial school food and beverage sales policies 

since the time of this survey (66).   

When comparing energy-adjusted nutrient and food group intakes across lunch food source 

groups, significant differences were found between children who brought a lunch from home vs. 

those who obtained lunch from an off-campus location. On average, children who brought a 

home-packed lunch reported higher amounts of desirable nutrients such as fibre, vitamin A, D, 

C, vegetables and fruit servings, more whole grain products, and fewer calories from minimally 

nutritious foods compared to children who obtained a lunch from an off-campus location. These 

findings align with another Canadian study reporting that students who obtained meals at off-

campus locations for lunch were more likely to have lower quality diets compared to their peers 

bringing in lunches from home (29).  

Some dietary intake differences were observed across lunch-time food source groups, both 

during school hours and for the whole school day. This suggests that some of the dietary 

differences observed between lunch groups persisted outside of school hours on school days 

(although total daily energy intake did not differ across groups). Similar to another study 

reporting dietary intake differences at lunch and for the whole day across lunch type (131), I 

found that children who brought home-packed lunches had slightly healthier nutritional intakes 

both during school hours and for the entirety of the school day compared to children obtaining 

lunch off-campus.  
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This study highlights the importance of considering children’s age when examining the 

association between food source and diet quality. In this national sample, the association 

between lunch-time food source and lower diet quality (among children obtaining foods from 

off-campus and school locations) was apparent only in older children. These findings could 

reflect shifting dietary practices when transitioning into adulthood (108,139), greater exposure to 

food retailers and fast-foods nearby Canadian secondary schools (140,141), and greater 

autonomy over purchasing practices as children age. 

Overall, average school hour diet quality required improvement in relation to national 

dietary guidelines. Among adolescents aged 14-17 years procuring lunch at school or off-

campus, average school hour dietary quality was poor. Similar to previous U.S. studies 

comparing lunch-time diet quality by lunch food source (97,120), the lowest School-HEI sub-

scores were for green and orange vegetables, whole fruit, whole grains and milk products. My 

results parallel findings from Canadian research documenting low consumption of milk products 

in school settings (29) and could reflect the absence of school meal programs providing milk as a 

beverage of choice to Canadian children in schools. There is a potential role for schools to 

mitigate barriers associated with consuming milk and alternatives in school settings. Qualitative 

work has shown that milk costs is perceived as a barrier for consumption among children at 

school (142) and there may be barriers for home-packed lunches, particularly for milk, relating to 

access to cold storage facilities for students. Since up to 37% of Canadian children 4–9 years, 

61% of boys and 83% of girls 10–16 years do not meet the minimum recommended daily 

servings of milk products (8), providing free or subsidised milk products (e.g. milk or 
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alternatives such as yogurt) at school could potentially help improve the overall diet quality of 

Canadian children. 

Strengths of this study included its large, nationally representative sample and detailed 24-

hour dietary data which allows examining contextual factors associated with consumption. 

However, this study is not without limitations. First, while the 2004 CCHS 2.2 data represent the 

first nationally representative dietary data since 1970 (74), school food policy and resultant 

dietary practices may have changed since 2004. Still, these findings are potentially useful for 

informing future analyses and comparisons over time (for example, an examination of natural 

experiments in locations where school-based interventions took place between 2004 and 2015). 

A second issue relates to the exclusivity of the food sources. The version of the AMPM that was 

used in CCHS 2.2 did not query where each individual food or beverage item was prepared. 

Instead, a single question was asked about where a meal or a snack was prepared (74). It is 

possible that some children obtained foods from more than one source, but only the ‘primary’ 

source was reported. Third, I used an adapted version of the C-HEI (42) specifically for 

Canadian children in the school context. However, this index has not been validated against 

specific health outcomes among children or compared to nutritional criteria for school meals. 

Fourth, there are inherent issues when using self-reported dietary data such as recall error, 

inaccurate estimation of portion size and systematic error in dietary reporting to produce socially 

desirable answers (143). However, the issue of under-reporting would not likely pose a problem 

for the current analyses unless the bias differed across lunch-time food source groups. For 

example, it is possible that among younger children (<12 years) who had parents to assist with 

the recall, children who brought a home-packed lunch to school reported more accurately foods 
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consumed compared to children who obtained foods from schools or an off-campus location 

(who did not have caregivers involved with the preparation of the lunch meal at home). Finally, 

analyses likely included some days or time periods when some children were not physically in 

school, as the CCHS 2.2 did not include a question asking respondents where food was 

consumed. However, I limited the potential to include such days by eliminating any reporting 

days that occurred on a Canadian national holiday or possible school break.  

3.5 Conclusions 

This study found that lunch-time food source was associated with differences in school hour 

diet quality, but more so for children age 9 years and older. Strategies are needed to enhance 

access to nutritious foods in Canadian schools, particularly in secondary schools where children 

who obtain foods from schools have similar nutrient intake profiles as children obtaining foods 

from off-campus locations. However, the average quality of foods consumed by Canadian 

children during school hours required improvement, regardless of food source. Since most 

Canadian children bring foods from home to school, future school-based interventions must 

target change not only in school food environments, but also parents and caregivers who oversee 

meal planning in the household. Future research should also examine the extent to which 

Canadian children are responsible for packing their own lunches and snacks, as well as barriers 

and constraints experienced by children and caregivers when packing lunches for school. This 

knowledge would help design effective nutrition education interventions to encourage children 

and caregivers to pack healthier lunch foods to school.  
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Chapter 4: Examining Differences in School Hour and School Day Dietary 

Quality among Canadian Children between 2004 and 2015 

 

4.1 Introduction 

Schools have the potential to contribute to children’s health by promoting healthy eating and 

physical activity (20). Findings from chapters 2 and 3 indicate that in 2004, the quality of foods 

consumed by Canadian children during school hours and on school days was sub-optimal in 

relation to Canadian national dietary standards. Over the past decade, many Canadian provinces 

and school jurisdictions have developed and implemented nutrition policies and guidelines as a 

means of improving children’s dietary quality (see Appendix C). For example in 2005, New 

Brunswick and PEI became the first provinces to take actions against the sale of ‘junk’ food on 

school property (69,102). In 2004, few provinces had issued school-based nutrition standards for 

foods sold at school. However in 2015, all ten Canadian provinces had issued nutrient and/or 

food-based criteria as a means to reduce the sale of minimally nutritious foods on school 

campuses (65,69). Still, little is known about how children’s dietary quality on school days has 

changed over the last decade and whether school nutrition policy interventions have had any 

impact (at the population level) on Canadian children’s dietary practices at school, and for the 

whole day.  

While limited Canadian research has documented changes in students’ dietary practices 

associated with changing school nutrition policies, current evidence comes from small, regional 

samples focused on specific age groups. Two studies suggest that Canadian children have 
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decreased their intake of minimally nutritious foods such as SSBs on school days (22,72). 

However, there is modest evidence linking implementation of provincial school food and 

nutrition policies on students’ consumption of more healthful dietary components such as 

vegetables and fruit (22,72). No study has described changes in the quality of foods consumed 

during school hours (or on whole school days) in a representative sample of Canadian children 

before and after the introduction of school food and nutrition policies across the country.  

Monitoring children’s dietary quality using diet quality indices which capture the 

multidimensional nature of food intake can provide insights to design interventions and policies 

addressing specific aspects of the diet which would most benefit from improvement at the 

population level (144–146). In 2004, Statistics Canada conducted the first national nutrition 

survey since 1970, the Canadian Community Health Survey (or CCHS) Cycle 2.2. In 2015, 

Statistics Canada conducted a follow-up national nutrition survey (the 2015 CCHS – Nutrition), 

providing an opportunity to compare differences in Canadian children’s school day dietary 

intakes from 2004 to 2015 (75). 

In chapter 2, I have shown how school hour dietary quality differed by age group and 

province of residence. Understanding whether differences between sociodemographic subgroups 

(previously reported in 2004 (147)) have narrowed, widened or remained unchanged from 2004 

to 2015 can help target limited funds and resources to children who are at the highest nutritional 

risk.  

While all Canadian provinces have developed specific nutrition standards regarding foods 

made available to students in schools since 2004 (65), research suggests variation across 
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provinces in the implementation and enforcement of these policies (33,63,73,102). For example, 

while all Canadian provinces have developed school nutrition policies to support healthy eating 

at school, studies have also reported some variation in the content and implementation of these 

policies (33,63,73,102). For example, nutrition standards regarding the sale of foods and 

beverages in schools are voluntary in some provinces (e.g. in Alberta (148)) as opposed to being 

mandatory in others (e.g. Ontario (149) and Nova Scotia (22)). Moreover, non-compliance with 

school nutrition policies has been reported in studies examining beverages and foods sold in 

school vending machines in Alberta and Ontario (34,35). Given the differences in policy 

contexts as well as provincial variations in the timing of these policies, it is possible that changes 

in children’s dietary quality over time differ regionally. 

The aim of this study was to compare school hour and school day dietary quality among 

Canadian children from 2004 to 2015. I hypothesized that: i) school hour and school day dietary 

quality would improve over time from 2004 to 2015; ii) differences in school hour dietary 

quality among age groups and provinces (observed in 2004) would persist in 2015; and iii) 

changes in school hour diet quality over time would be similar across province of residence and 

other sociodemographic factors.  

4.2 Methods 

4.2.1 Data source and study sample 

Nationally representative data were obtained from the 2004 CCHS (Cycle 2.2) and the 2015 

CCHS (Nutrition) surveys. Both surveys used a multistage stratified cluster sampling design to 

obtain a sample nationally representative in terms of age, sex, geography and socioeconomic 
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status (n = 35 107; response rate, 76.5% in 2004 (74,110); n = 20 487; response rate 61.6% in 

2015 (75)). The surveys targeted residents of all ages (in 2004) and ages 1 year and above (in 

2015) living in private dwellings in Canada’s 10 provinces (75). A computer-assisted 24-hour 

dietary recall method asked respondents about all foods and beverages consumed from midnight 

to midnight, including types and amounts of foods consumed, eating occasion (e.g. breakfast, 

lunch, snack) and time of consumption (74). This study used the first interviewer-administered 

24-hour recall for both survey years (2004 and 2015). Foods and beverages in 2004 were 

analyzed using the food composition data from the 2001b version of the Canadian Nutrient File 

database (110) and foods and beverages in 2015 were assessed using the 2015 updated version of 

the Canadian Nutrient File. Permission to conduct these analyses and access to these data was 

provided by Statistics Canada’s Research Data Center Program. 

Analyses included respondents (n = 4945 children in 2004; n = 2516 in 2015) age 6 to 17 

years who completed a first 24-hour dietary recall which fell on a Canadian week day (Monday 

through Friday) but excluded recalls which fell on any days after December 22 or the first week 

of January (typical Christmas/winter breaks), other statutory/national holidays (Easter, Victoria 

Day and Canadian Thanksgiving) or during summer months (from June 21 and up to Labour 

Day). Using the same approach presented in chapter 2, diet recalls with daily energy intakes 

reported below 486 kcal and above 6365 kcal were considered extreme energy reporters and 

therefore dropped (n = 28 children in 2004 and n = 15 children in 2015). Children who reported 

0 kcal intake during (or outside) of school hours were also excluded (n= 90 in 2004 and n = 54 in 

2015). This resulted in a final analytical sample of 7274 children (n = 4827 children in 2004 and 

n = 2447 in 2015). 
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4.2.2 Measures 

Time of consumption was used to classify foods and beverages as either falling within or 

outside of school hours as the first CCHS in 2004 did not ask respondents to state where the food 

or beverage was consumed (110). As described in chapter 2, since public school hours vary by 

Canadian jurisdictions (114), it was not possible to determine the exact time window which 

would include school hours for all Canadian children. Foods consumed between 9:00 to 14:00 

were classified as foods consumed during school hours since this time period was most likely to 

include school hours for most Canadian children and this study aimed to capture dietary intakes 

occurring only in school food environments. 

Dependent variables included school hour intakes of energy, macro- and micronutrients, 

food group servings (using standard servings from the 2007 Canadian Food Guide (116)), tier 4 

food group servings, and calories from ‘other’ foods (foods not part of the food guide). In 

addition to providing recommendations for the number of daily servings from each of the four 

major food groups, Canada’s Food Guide provides guidance on the types of foods to choose 

from each group through directional statements (for example, “choose vegetables and fruit 

prepared with little or no added fat, sugar or salt” (116)). Created by Health Canada in 2014 

(150), the tier system was devised based on this guidance and categorizes foods as ‘tier 4’ if they 

do not align with this guidance. For example, tier 4 foods from the vegetables and fruit group 

and the milk and alternatives group exceed at least two of the upper thresholds for total fat (> 

10g per reference amount), saturated fat (> 2 g per reference amount), total sugars (> 19 g per 

reference amount) and sodium (>360 mg/ reference amount). Examples could be deep-fried or 

battered foods (e.g. French fries) and some milk-based desserts (e.g. ice cream). Tier 4 foods are 
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not counted towards the total number of food guide servings and thus they were reported 

separately. ‘Other’ foods are foods which fall outside of the four food groups of the Canadian 

food guide and may include, for example, sugar-sweetened beverages, chocolate bars, and salty 

snacks.  

To provide a multidimensional measure of children’s diet quality specific to the school 

context and measure adherence to Canadian national dietary guidelines, I used an adaptation of 

the Canadian Healthy Eating Index (C-HEI (42)) (see table 2 for the components and scoring 

criteria of this index). The C-HEI components are based on daily intake standards (e.g. 2 

servings of milk and alternatives/day recommended for children age 6-8 years) to provide sub-

scores for each of its components. Preliminary analyses were conducted to examine the average 

caloric contribution of foods and beverage consumed during school hours (9:00-14:00) in 2004 

and 2015. The proportion of energy from foods consumed during school hours (± SE) relative to 

whole day intake was 33.6% (± 0.4) in 2004 compared to 34.3% (± 0.4) in 2015 (p-value from t-

test = 0.222). Therefore, the scoring criteria for each component of the School-HEI index were 

scaled by one-third in 2004 and 2015.  

Sociodemographic variables included sex, age, age group, cultural background/origin 

(white/European background vs. non-white), location of residence (urban vs. rural), province of 

residence, parental education level (no post-secondary education vs. some post-secondary 

education) and household food security status. In both 2004 and 2015, food security was based 

on a set of 18 questions to indicate whether households were able to afford the food they needed 

in the previous 12 months. In 2004, this variable captured four situations: food-secure, food-

insecure without hunger, food-insecure (moderate), and food-insecure (severe), reflecting the 
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U.S. model of food security status (151). In 2007, Health Canada introduced a new classification 

for the household food security module of the survey (50). The model for classifying food 

insecurity changed to capture three situations: food-secure, food-insecure (moderate), and food-

insecure (severe). In both 2004 and 2015, respondents were classified as food-secure if they 

provided an affirmative response to 0 or 1 response item on either the child or adult scale 

(152,153). In these analyses, food insecurity was recoded as a dichotomous variable (food-secure 

vs. food-insecure which collapsed the moderate and severely food-insecure children) to facilitate 

comparisons between survey cycles.  

4.2.3 Statistical analyses 

Rao-Scott Chi square tests were used to test whether the characteristics of Canadian school 

children differed from to 2004 to 2015. When making comparisons between the nutrition surveys 

of 2004 and 2015, one must consider potential reasons for differences in demographics over time 

(75). These may include, but are not limited to, demographic changes (e.g., a greater proportion 

of adolescents). Table 11 provides the sample characteristics of Canadian children age 6-17 years 

whose first 24-hour dietary recall fell on a Canadian school day in both survey waves. 

Multivariable regression models were used to compare differences in nutrients, food group 

servings, School-HEI and whole day HEI (C-HEI) scores from 2004 to 2015. All models were 

adjusted for energy intake (school hour or for the whole school day as appropriate), cultural 

background and food security status. 

To test for significant differences in School-HEI scores among sociodemographic sub-

groups (in 2004 and 2015), simple linear models were used with the sociodemographic 
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characteristic (e.g. sex, age group, cultural background, food security status) as the independent 

variable and School-HEI score as the dependent variable. A Bonferroni adjustment was used to 

account for multiple comparisons in models with multiple dummy variables (e.g. province of 

residence).  

To determine whether sociodemographic variables (sex, age group, cultural background, 

residence type, province of residence, household-level education and food security status) 

moderated any change in School-HEI over time, Wald tests for the joint significance of the 

interaction product terms (e.g. survey year X province of residence) were used.  

Missing data (n = 63) were handled with case-wise deletion. Therefore, analytical sample 

sizes varied slightly across analyses. Survey sampling weights were applied to generate 

nationally representative estimates. Each set of the 500 sets of bootstrap weights (2004 and 

2015) supplied by Statistics Canada was used to derive robust standard errors, as recommended 

by Thomas and Wannell (154). All analyses were conducted using Stata 13 (LP Stata Corp, 

Texas, USA), with significance defined as p value < 0.05 (Bonferroni-adjusted p value <0.05/n, 

with n being the number of comparisons). 

4.3 Results 

Table 11 provides the sample characteristics of Canadian children age 6-17 years whose first 

24-hour dietary recall fell on a Canadian school day in both survey waves. The 

sociodemographic profile of the children was similar between both survey cycles. However, the 

proportion of respondents self-identifying as non-white rose from 18% in 2004 to 31% in 2015.  
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Table 12 compares energy and covariate-adjusted mean nutrient intakes consumed 

during school hours in 2004 and 2015. Reported energy intake was, on average, 90 kcal 

lower during school hours in 2015. After adjusting for school hour energy, cultural 

background and food security status, intake of fibre, PUFAs, linoleic fatty acids, cholesterol 

and protein increased from 2004 to 2015, while intake of total sugars and MUFAs 

significantly decreased. Children reported higher intakes of vitamin A, thiamin, niacin, B6, 

DFE, calcium, phosphorus, magnesium, zinc, and potassium during school hours in 2015 

compared to 2004.  
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Table 11 Sample Characteristics of Canadian children age 6-17 years who provided a 24-hour 

dietary recall on a school day in 2004 and 2015 

 CCHS Cycle p-value* 

 2004 2015  

Sample size, n 4,827 2,447  

    

Sex   0.795 

Male 50.6 51.1  

Female 49.5 48.9  

Age, mean years   0.741 

 11.4 11.5  

Age group   0.326 

6-8 years 24.7 25.8  

9-13 years 43.1 40.0  

14-17 years 32.1 34.3  

Cultural/racial background†   <0.001 

Not white  17.6 31.4  

White 82.4 68.6  

Residence type   0.957 

Urban 80.5 80.4  

Rural 19.5 19.6  

Household highest level of 

education‡ 

  0.681 

Secondary school or lower 16.7 16.1  

Some post-secondary school 

education 

83.3 83.9  

Food security status§   0.030 

Food-secure 91.1 88.2  

Food-insecure (moderate or 

severe) 

8.9 11.8  

* Apart from age (continuous variable), all values are survey-weighted percentages. 

Differences in the sociodemographic profile of children between sample years were tested 

using survey-weighted Rao Scott Chi-Square tests. The difference in mean age between 

survey samples was tested using a two-sample t test. † Missing data (don’t know, refusals or 

not stated) for 2 people so n = 7272. ‡ Missing data (don’t know, refusals or not stated) for 

79 people so n = 7195; § Missing data (“not stated”) for 62 respondents so n = 7212. In 

2015, no household sample weight was created for the analysis of the prevalence of food 

security. The prevalence of food insecurity was estimated using respondent (individual) 

sampling survey weights for 2004 and 2015. Hence, the prevalence of food insecurity may 

not be reflective of all the respondents living in the households (and therefore not 

representative of household-level food insecurity status).  

 

 

 

 



79 

 

Table 12 Nutrient intakes from school hours (9:00-14:00) for children aged 6-17 years in 2004 

and 2015 

 CCHS Cycle Year   

 2004 2015   

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β (95% CI) p-value 

Energy, kcal* 746 ± 11 656 ± 11 -90 (-120, -60) <0.001 

Carbohydrates†, g 98.1 ± 0.8 96.6 ± 0.9 -1.5 (-3.9, 0.8) 0.200 

Fibre†, g 4.9 ± 0.1 6.5 ± 0.1 1.6 (1.3, 1.9) <0.001 

Total sugar†, g 45.0 ± 0.8 40.8 ± 0.8 -4.2 (-6.4, -2.0) <0.001 

Total fat†, g 25.0 ± 0.3 24.6 ± 0.3 -0.3 (-1.1, 0.5) 0.426 

Saturated fat†, g 8.4 ± 0.1 8.5 ± 0.2 0.1 (-0.4, 0.5) 0.750 

MUFAs†, g 10.0 ± 0.1 8.6 ± 0.2 -1.3 (-1.7, -0.9) <0.001 

PUFAs†, g 4.3 ± 0.1 5.2 ± 0.1 0.9 (0.6, 1.2) <0.001 

Linoleic fatty acids†, g 3.6 ± 0.1 4.5 ± 0.1 0.9 (0.6, 1.2) <0.001 

Linolenic fatty acids†, g 0.6 ± 0.02 0.6 ± 0.01 -0.01 (-0.1, 0.0) 0.627 

Cholesterol†, mg 60.1 ± 1.5 69 ± 2.5 9 (3, 14) 0.005 

Protein†, g 23.3 ± 0.3 25.6 ± 0.4 2.4 (1.3, 3.4) <0.001 

Vitamin A†, RAE  157 ± 4 194 ± 7 37 (20, 54) <0.001 

Vitamin D†, µg 1.17 ± 0.04 1.28 ± 0.05 0.11 (-0.01, 0.24) 0.075 

Vitamin C†, mg 56.4 ± 1.6 57.6 ± 2.45 1.2 (-4.7, 7.0) 0.693 

Thiamin†, mg 0.57 ± 0.01 0.62 ± 0.01 0.05 (0.01, 0.08) 0.005 

Riboflavin†, mg 0.62 ± 0.01 0.60 ± 0.01 -0.02 (-0.05, 0.01) 0.164 

Niacin†, mg 10.8 ± 0.01 12.4 ± 0.2 1.6 (1.1, 2.1) <0.001 

B6†, mg 0.46 ± 0.01 0.48 ± 0.01 0.02 (0.00, 0.05) 0.031 

B12†, µg 0.99 ± 0.03 1.03 ± 0.04 0.04 (-0.04, 0.13) 0.310 

DFE†  147 ± 2 168 ±3 21 (13, 28) <0.001 

Calcium†, mg 295 ± 6 316 ± 7 21 (2, 40) 0.029 

Phosphorus†, mg 386 ± 5 443 ± 6 58 (42, 74) <0.001 

Magnesium†, mg 81.0 ± 0.9 94.4 ± 1.1 13.4 (10.6, 16.2) <0.001 

Iron†, mg 4.5 ± 0.1 4.6 ± 0.1 0.1 (-0.1, 0.3) 0.262 

Zinc†, mg 3.0 ± 0.0 3.3 ± 0.1 0.3 (0.1, 0.5) 0.005 

Sodium†, mg 1096 ± 19 1077 ± 19 -19 (-74, 36) 0.502 

Potassium†, mg 798 ± 9 867 ± 12 69 (39, 100) <0.001 
* Differences in energy intake between survey cycle tested using a simple linear model, n = 7274 

children. † Differences in covariate-adjusted nutrient intakes were tested using multivariable 

linear models adjusted for school hour energy, cultural background and food security status (n = 

7211 due to missing data for cultural origin and food insecurity). 

 

Table 13 shows covariate-adjusted mean intakes of food groups during school hours by 

Canadian children in 2004 and 2015. Children reported higher intakes of grains, vegetables and 

fruit, milk and meat products in 2015 compared to 2004. At the same time, children also reported 

decreased intakes of Tier 4 vegetable and fruit, milk and meat servings. Energy from minimally 
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nutritious foods (Tier 4 foods and ‘other’ foods) also decreased by approximately 80 kcal from 

2004 to 2015. 

Table 13 Food group intakes from school hours (9:00-14:00) for children aged 6-17 years in 

2004 and 2015 

 CCHS Cycle Year   

 2004 2015   

 Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β (95% CI)* p-value 

Grain products, 

servings† 

1.91 ± 0.03 2.13 ±0.05  0.22 (0.10, 0.35) 0.001 

Grain products, Tier 4 

servings‡ 

0.43 ± 0.02 0.39 ± 0.03 -0.03 (-0.11, 0.04) 0.353 

Vegetables and fruit, 

servings† 

1.35 ± 0.04 1.77 ± 0.06 0.42 (0.28, 0.56) <0.001 

Vegetables and fruit, 

Tier 4 servings ‡ 

0.09 ± 0.01 0.01 ± 0.00 -0.08 (-0.10, 0.06) <0.001 

Milk and alternatives, 

servings† 

0.53 ± 0.02 0.60 ± 0.02 0.07 (0.01, 0.12) 0.018 

Milk and alternatives, 

Tier 4 servings ‡ 

0.08 ±0.01 0.03 ± 0.01 -0.05 (-0.07, -0.04)  <0.001 

Meat and alternatives, 

servings† 

0.43 ± 0.02 0.52 ± 0.03 0.09 (0.03, 0.15) 0.002 

Meat and alternatives, 

Tier 4 servings ‡ 

0.14 ±0.01 0.10 ± 0.01 -0.04 (-0.07, -0.01) 0.004 

Energy from Tier 4 

foods‡, kcal 

124 ± 4 85 ± 4 -39 (-51, -27) <0.001 

Energy from ‘other’ 

foods§, kcal 

147 ± 4 108 ± 5 -40 (-52, -27) <0.001 

Differences in covariate-adjusted intakes were tested using multivariable linear models 

adjusted for school hour energy, cultural background and food security status (n = 7211 

due to missing data for cultural background and food security status). ‡ Servings for each 

food group are defined according the EWCFG (e.g. 1 slice of bread is equivalent to 1 

serving of grain product, 250 ml of milk is equivalent to 1 serving of milk and alternatives) 

(116). A standard portion size variable was given for all foods belonging to the first 3 tiers 

of the 4 core food groups of the 2007 EWCFG. Because Tier 4 foods are minimally 

nutritious food choices within each food group (e.g. French fries in the vegetables and fruit 

food group, donuts and cookies in the grains group), these do not count towards the total 

number of EWCFG servings) (150). § ‘Other’ foods are foods that do not fall within the 

core food groups of the 2007 EWCFG (fats and oils, high calorie beverages, condiments, 

alcoholic beverages, high fat and/or high sugar foods that could not be assigned into one of 

the four food groups as well as high fat/sugar foods that are usually eaten in small 

quantities i.e. not large enough to contribute to a food guide serving). 
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Table 14 compares the covariate-adjusted means from multivariable models with School-HEI 

scores in 2004 and 2015. Total School-HEI scores increased by approximately 6 points from 

2004 to 2015 (out of a possible maximum score of 100 points) (p-value < 0.001). Sub-scores for 

total vegetables and fruit, whole fruit, dark green and orange vegetables, total grains, milk and 

alternatives, meat and alternatives significantly increased over time. Sub-scores for ‘other’ foods 

also improved, indicating that the proportion of school hour energy coming from these minimally 

nutritious foods declined from 2004 to 2015. Indeed, the improvement in sub-scores for ‘other’ 

foods accounted for a substantial proportion of the difference in total School-HEI scores from 

2004 to 2015 (~43% of the total change). Sub-scores for unsaturated fat, saturated fat and 

sodium remained unchanged while sub-scores for whole grains declined. Despite the overall 

improvements, the sub-scores were, in relative terms, very low (defined as being below 50% of 

their maximum possible score) (see figure 2). Sub-scores for whole fruit, dark green and orange 

vegetables, whole grains and milk and alternatives were the farthest from the HEI optimal scores 

in 2004 and 2015. 
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Table 14 The quality of Canadian children’s diet during school hours by cycle year, as measured 

by the School-HEI index* for Canadian children aged 6-17 years 

 Maximum 

points 

CCHS Cycle   

  2004 2015   

  Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β (95% CI) † p-value 

School-HEI adequacy components (higher score indicates higher consumption) 

Total vegetable and 

fruit 

10 4.7 ± 0.1 5.9 ± 0.1 1.2 (0.9, 1.5) <0.001 

Whole fruit 5 1.8 ± 0.1 2.5 ± 0.1 0.7 (0.5, 0.9) <0.001 

Dark green or orange 

vegetable 

5 0.5 ± 0.0 1.1 ± 0.1 0.6 (0.4, 0.7) <0.001 

Grain products 5 3.4 ± 0.0 3.6 ± 0.1 0.2 (0.1, 0.3) 0.007 

Whole grains 5 0.9 ±0.1 0.4 ± 0.0 -0.5 (-0.6, -0.4) <0.001 

Milk & alternatives 10 3.8 ±0.1 4.5 ± 0.1 0.7 (0.4, 1.0) <0.001 

Meat & alternatives 10 4.3 ± 0.1 4.7 ± 0.1 0.4 (0.1, 0.8) 0.012 

Unsaturated fats 10 8.4 ± 0.1 8.4 ± 0.1 0.0 (-0.1, 0.2) 0.816 

School-HEI moderation components (higher score indicates lower consumption) 

Saturated fats 10 6.3 ± 0.1 6.5 ± 0.1 0.2 (-0.1, 0.4) 0.254 

Sodium 10 5.3 ± 0.1 5.3 ± 0.1 0.0 (-0.2, 0.2) 0.974 

% kcal other foods 20 11.8 ± 0.2 14.4 ± 0.2 2.6 (2.0, 3.2) <0.001 

      

Total School-HEI  100 51.2 ± 0.3 57.3 ± 0.5 6.1 (4.9, 7.2)  <0.001 
* The scoring criteria for computing School-HEI scores are presented in table 2. † Differences in 

covariate-adjusted School-HEI total and sub-scores between 2004 and 2015 were tested using 

multivariable linear models adjusted for school hour energy, cultural origin and food security 

status (n = 7211 due to missing data for cultural background and food security status).  
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Figure 2 School-HEI sub-scores for Canadian children aged 6-17 years from 2004 to 2015 

 
Each component score is scaled as a percentage of the maximum score for that component. For 

moderation components (saturated fats, sodium and the percent of calories from other foods), 

higher scores indicate lower consumption. 

Table 15 compares the covariate-adjusted means from multivariable models examining 

changes in whole day HEI total and sub-scores over time. Reported daily energy intake was, on 

average, 289 kcal lower in 2015 compared to 2004 (2250 ± 21 kcal/d and 1961 ± 24 kcal/d in 

2004 and 2015, respectively) (p-value from t-test < 0.001). After adjusting for covariates (school 

day energy, cultural background and food security status), average whole day HEI scores (± SE) 

increased by approximately 4 points, from 51.2 (± 0.3) to 57.3 (± 0.5) points from 2004 to 2015 

(p-value < 0.001). Some of the changes in HEI sub-scores observed during school hours 
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paralleled the changes in whole day HEI sub-scores. For example, during school hours and for 

the whole school day, sub-scores improved for total vegetables and fruit, whole fruit, dark green 

and orange vegetables, and percent energy from ‘other’ foods but declined for whole grains. 

However, school hour HEI sub-scores for unsaturated and saturated fats remained unchanged 

from 2004 to 2015, yet whole day HEI scores improved slightly for unsaturated fats and declined 

slightly for the percent energy from saturated fats. School hour sub-scores for grains, milk 

products and meat products all improved significantly from 2004 to 2015, but there was no 

difference in whole day sub-scores for these dietary components.   

Table 15 The quality of Canadian children’s diet during school days by cycle year, as measured 

by the whole day C-HEI* index for Canadian children aged 6-17 years 

 Maximum 

points 

CCHS Cycle   

  2004 2015   

  Mean ± SE Mean ± SE β (95% CI) † p-value 

Adequacy component (higher score indicates higher consumption) 

Total vegetable and 

fruit 

10 5.7 ± 0.1 6.1 ± 0.1 0.4 (0.1, 0.6) 0.002 

Whole fruit 5 2.6 ± 0.1 3.5 ± 0.1 0.9 (0.7, 1.1) <0.001 

Dark green or orange 

vegetable 

5 1.2 ± 0.0 2.5 ± 0.1 1.3 (1.1, 1.5) <0.001 

Grain products 5 3.8 ± 0.0 3.9 ± 0.0 0.1 (-0.0, 0.2) 0.084 

Whole grains 5 1.3 ± 0.0 1.0 ± 0.1 -0.3 (-0.5, -0.2) <0.001 

Milk & alternatives 10 6.3 ± 0.1 6.5 ± 0.1 0.1 (-0.2, 0.4) 0.380 

Meat & alternatives 10 6.2 ± 0.1 6.4 ± 0.1 0.2 (-0.1, 0.5) 0.190 

Unsaturated fats 10 9.3 ± 0.0 9.4 ± 0.0 0.1 (0.0, 0.2) 0.011 

Moderation component (higher score indicates lower consumption) 

Saturated fats 10 6.5 ± 0.1 5.9 ± 0.1 -0.5 (-0.8, -0.3) <0.001 

Sodium 10 5.3 ± 0.1 5.4 ± 0.1 0.1 (-0.1, 0.3) 0.410 

% kcal other foods 20 12.1 ± 0.1 13.8 ± 0.2 1.7 (1.3, 2.2) <0.001 

      

Whole day C-HEI  100 60.4 ± 0.3 64.5 ± 0.4 4.1 (3.1, 5.1) <0.001 
* The algorithm for the C-HEI is from Garriguet (42) † Differences in covariate-adjusted C-HEI 

scores between 2004 and 2015 were tested using multivariable linear models adjusted for whole 

day energy, cultural background and food security status (n = 7211 due to missing data for 

cultural background and food insecurity).  
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Table 16 shows the mean (unadjusted) School-HEI scores across various sociodemographic 

groups for each survey cycle year. In both survey years, younger children reported higher school 

hour dietary quality compared to older peers. There were provincial-level differences in School-

HEI scores for each survey cycle, but scores improved over time for all provinces. In 2015 (but 

not 2004), children in food-insecure households had significantly lower School-HEI scores 

compared to their peers in food-secure households.  

Table 17 show the beta coefficients and p-values from Wald tests testing the moderating 

effect of various sociodemographic variables on the difference in School-HEI scores from 2004 

to 2015. There was no evidence of a moderation effect for any of the sociodemographic variables 

examined. There was a tendency for some provinces to gain more than others (p-value from 

Wald test joint interaction for the product terms = 0.055) (figure 3). For example, the change in 

School-HEI scores from 2004 to 2015 tended to be greater for provinces such as Ontario and 

Newfoundland and Labrador compared to Saskatchewan and New Brunswick. However, the 

interaction effect was overall not significant. Although significant differences in School-HEI 

scores were observed between food-secure and food-insecure children in 2015 (but not 2004), 

the overall interaction in covariate-adjusted models was not significant. 
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Table 16 The quality of Canadian children’s diet during school hours in 2004 and 2015 

measured by the School-HEI index for Canadian children aged 6-17 years 

 CCHS cycle 

 2004 2015 

 Mean ± SE* Mean ± SE* 

All children 51.4 ± 0.3  57.0 ± 0.5 

Sex   

Male 51.0 ± 0.5 56.8 ± 0.7 

Female 51.9 ± 0.5 57.2 ± 0.7 

Age group   

6-8 years 56.1a ± 0.6 62.7a ± 0.9 

9-13 years 51.3b ± 0.5 57.3b ± 0.7 

14-17 years 48.0c ± 0.6 52.4c ± 0.8 

Cultural/racial origin   

Not white 51.2 ± 0.8 57.0 ± 0.9 

White 51.4 ± 0.4 57.1 ± 0.5 

Residence location   

Rural 52.1 ± 0.8 57.7 ± 1.2 

Urban 51.3 ± 0.4 56.9 ± 0.5 

Province of residence   

Newfoundland & LB 47.6a ± 0.9 54.0ab ± 1.4 

PEI 52.4ab ± 1.3 55.9ab ± 1.7 

Nova Scotia 50.1ab ± 1.4 55.1ab ± 1.7 

New-Brunswick 52.6b ± 1.2 54.6ab ± 1.3 

Quebec 53.5b ± 0.9 59.5b ± 1.0 

Ontario 50.3ab ± 0.5 57.5ab ± 0.9 

Manitoba 50.8ab ± 0.8 54.5ab ± 1.2 

Saskatchewan 51.7ab ± 1.2 53.8a ± 1.4 

Alberta 51.0ab ± 1.2 55.6ab ± 1.2 

BC 52.4b ± 0.8 55.4ab ± 1.2 

Household-level of education   

Secondary school or lower 50.3 ± 0.8 55.6 ± 1.0 

Some post-secondary school 

education 

51.7 ± 0.4 57.3 ± 0.5 

Household food security status   

Food-secure 51.4 ± 0.4 57.4a ± 0.5 

Food-insecure (moderate or severe) 51.2 ± 1.2 54.2b ± 0.9 
* Differences in School-HEI scores across sub-groups were tested using survey-weighted 

simple linear models with a Bonferroni correction for variables with more than 2 levels in 

both cycle years (n = 4827 for 2004 and n = 2447 for 2015). However, sample sizes may 

vary slightly due to missing data for household-level education and food security status). 

Means sharing a group letter (a, b, c) are not significantly different within each survey year 

(each column). Values for School-HEI scores for 2004 are all slightly lower than those 

presented in chapter Two (Table 6) due to a change in the classification system for foods into 

food guide servings. In 2014, Health Canada introduced a new classification system whereby 
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Tier 4 foods from each of the four food groups were excluded from the total number of 

EWCFG servings. These foods are thus not counted towards the total number of servings 

within a food group.  

 

 

 

Table 17 The p-value from Wald tests determining whether adding interaction product terms 

improved the overall fit of the multivariable linear regression models with survey year as the 

focal independent variable, sociodemographic variables as moderating variables, and School-

HEI score as the outcome variable among Canadian children aged 6-17 years* 

 p-value testing the joint significance of the 

interaction product terms 

Sex  0.521 

Age group  0.092 

Cultural origin  0.875 

Residence location  0.868 

Province of residence  0.055 

Parental education  0.831 

Food security status 0.088 
* Sample size for these models is slightly smaller (n = 7211) due to missing data on cultural 

origin and food security status in multivariable linear models adjusted for school hour energy, 

cultural background and food security status.  
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Figure 3 Interaction plot showing covariate-adjusted mean School-HEI scores with 95% CI by province in 2004 and 2015 
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4.4 Discussion 

The dietary quality of Canadian children and adolescents during school hours and on school 

days improved from 2004 to 2015, but the magnitude of the change was modest, and the dietary 

quality of foods consumed on school days remains below national dietary recommendations. 

Gaps in dietary quality among younger and older children were similar both in 2004 and 2015. 

Finally, school hour dietary quality improved similarly across all provinces.  

Improvement in multiple dietary components, including increased intakes of vegetables and 

fruit, milk and meat products, and fewer calories from minimally nutritious foods (Tier 4 foods 

and ‘other’ foods) led to an overall improvement in school hour and school day dietary quality. 

Within the School-HEI sub-scores, the components that showed more meaningful improvement 

over time were total vegetables and fruit (increased intakes) as well as the percent of energy from 

other foods (decreased intake). The improvement in total scores for dietary quality are consistent 

with a U.S. study reporting improvement in children’s entire day dietary quality from 1999 to 

2012 (106). A 9-point increase in U.S. 2010-HEI scores (for the whole day) was reported in a 

nationally representative sample of children age 2-18 years. Although this U.S. study used a 

different diet quality index, the magnitude of the difference (9 points) appears to be larger 

compared to what was observed among Canadian children (only a 4-point increase over an 11-

year period). Similarly to Gu and Tucker who reported that a reduction in minimally nutritious 

calories accounted for one-third of the improvement in scores (106), I found that a reduction in 

the proportion of other foods accounted for 43% of the change in School-HEI scores. It is 

possible that provincial, regional and local policies regarding the sale of ‘junk’ foods in schools 

may have had an impact, although the repeated cross-sectional nature of this study does not 
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allow an examination of the impact of such policies. Since the majority of children in Canada 

obtain their lunch foods from home (155), it is also possible that nutrition education campaigns 

and public dialogues could have led to increased awareness from parents of the health risk of 

minimally nutritious foods, leading them to pack more healthful foods in children’s lunch boxes.  

These findings are consistent with other Canadian studies that have demonstrated 

improvement in some (but not all) dietary components following the introduction of school 

nutrition policies (22,72,156). In Nova Scotia, children’s dietary intakes were compared before 

(2003) and after the implementation of a provincial level school nutrition policy (2011) (22). 

This policy included nutrition-based criteria for foods sold in schools, mandatory policies 

regarding the sale of food and beverages in schools, regulations on advertising and price 

interventions to promote the affordability of school meals. From 2003 to 2011, children reported 

lower daily intakes of SSBs (-0.20 cans per day, 95% CI: -0.27, -0.12), with concurrent increases 

in milk product (+0.24 servings/day, 95% CI: 0.18, 0.31) (22). However, there were no changes 

in reported daily intake of vegetable and fruit. A PEI study reported differences in students’ 

dietary intakes before and after a school nutrition policy issued in 2006 which addressed issues 

of food availability, student access to food, food used in school fundraising initiatives, food 

safety, and nutrition education (72). Compared to grade 5-6 students surveyed in 2001, students 

surveyed in 2007 were more likely to meet their recommended number of daily servings of 

vegetables and fruit recommended in the EWCFG, and less likely to consumed more than three 

servings a day of minimally nutritious foods. Similarly, I found that Canadian children reported 

significantly higher amounts of vegetables and fruit but less energy from minimally nutritious 

foods over an eleven-year period (both during school hours and for the whole school day).  
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In unadjusted models, I found few significant differences in School-HEI sub-scores between 

sociodemographic sub-groups. However, younger children had significantly higher school hour 

dietary quality compared to older children, both in 2004 and 2015. I also found significant 

differences in School-HEI scores across provinces in 2004 and 2015. Although the interaction 

effect approached significance, all provinces saw similar improvement in school hour diet 

quality from 2004 to 2015. While variation in the content and implementation of provincial 

school nutrition policies has been reported in the literature (63,73,102), it appears that Canadian 

children’s school hour dietary quality has improved similarly across all provinces.  

Among the sociodemographic variables examined here, there was little evidence of a 

disparity in school hour dietary practices among sub-groups of children. In unadjusted models, I 

also found that children from food-insecure households had significantly lower school hour 

dietary quality compared to their peers in food-secure households in 2015, but not 2004. 

However, the magnitude of the difference between children from food-secure and food-insecure 

households was small (a difference of ~3 points). In a nationally representative U.S. sample, 

NSLP participants reported slightly lower U.S. 2010-HEI scores (a 2-3 point difference 

depending on the NHANES cycle year) compared to non-NSLP participants (p-value < 0.05) 

(106). Canadian children living in food-insecure households may have access to charity-based 

local school meals in some regions, but their expected impact on overall diet remains unclear. 

The CCHS 2.2 and CCHS 2015 - Nutrition did not include any questions on children’s 

participation in any form of food assistance program that could have allowed me to examine 

their potentially buffering effect. 
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Strengths of this study included its large nationally representative sample. However, there 

are important limitations that should be acknowledged. There are important limitations to this 

study. There were differences in the execution of the survey (e.g. different sample sizes, response 

rates, changes to the food booklet used to collect dietary intakes) and data processing (e.g. 

changes to the nutrient databases used to analyze the 24-hour dietary recalls) between survey 

cycles, which could have implications when comparing dietary intakes between survey years 

(75). For example, a smaller response rate (61.6% in 2015 compared to 76% in 2004) increases 

the potential for non-response bias. Additionally, differences in misreporting (specifically 

increases in energy under-reporting from 2004 to 2015 (157)) could alter these findings. A study 

assessing the prevalence of energy misreporting from 2004 to 2015 suggests that while the 

prevalence of plausible energy reporters did not change, the proportion of energy under-reporters 

increased while the prevalence of over-reporters decreased from 2004 to 2015 (157). Recent 

analyses from the 2004 and 2015 CCHS suggest that self-reported energy intake has decreased 

substantially in almost all age groups (158). Within Canadian children, the percentage decreases 

in reported energy intake ranged from 9% to 18% depending on age and sex groups (highest 

among male adolescents), suggesting again that energy intake was more under-reported in 2015 

compared to 2004. Greater energy under-reporting in 2015 could mean that intakes of nutrients 

and foods (e.g. sugar-sweetened beverages) would also be under-reported, although controlling 

for energy intake difference should help in mitigating the effect of increased energy under-

reporting over time. Finally, nutrition education policies and campaigns could have resulted in 

respondents’ tendency to minimize the reporting of minimally nutritious foods (and/or 

exaggerate the reporting of healthy foods such as fruit and vegetables), thereby leading to an 

overestimation of the improvement observed in school hour dietary quality.  
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4.5 Conclusions 

The dietary quality of Canadian children and adolescents during school hours and on school 

days has improved modestly from 2004 to 2015 but remains below national dietary standards. 

These findings suggest that more effective efforts are needed to improve the quality of foods 

consumed by Canadian children during school hours and on school days. Interventions which 

aim to increase children’s consumption of vegetables and fruit, whole grains, and dairy products 

have the potential of helping Canadian children move closer towards national dietary 

recommendations.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusion, Discussion and Future Research Directions 

Childhood and adolescence are critical windows for shaping eating practices that can affect 

long-term adult dietary behaviours, with long-term implications for weight status and chronic 

disease risk. Schools have the potential to contribute to obesity prevention by promoting healthy 

eating and physical activity, but studies examining children’s dietary practices in the school 

context are limited in Canada. The studies in this thesis point to the need for additional public 

health action to help Canadian children meet the national dietary guidelines for key dietary 

components (vegetables and fruit, whole grains, dairy products). In this chapter, I review key 

findings of my research and discuss their implication for future school-based nutrition 

interventions. I then elaborate on the strengths and limitations and potential avenues for future 

research.  

5.1 Key findings 

5.1.1 The dietary contributions of foods consumed during school hours by Canadian 

children  

Prior to this research, no nation-wide Canadian study had examined what children eat during 

school hours or whether foods consumed during school hours improved (or reduced) children’s 

overall dietary quality. Understanding the dietary contribution of foods consumed at school can 

inform the design of effective school-based interventions by identifying salient areas of concern 

(potentially modifiable loci for interventions) and help policy makers prioritize settings for 

health promotion efforts.  
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My findings suggest there is room to improve the nutritional quality of foods and beverages 

consumed during school hours (in relation to national dietary standards). This finding was not 

surprising and reflects nutritional concerns which have been previously reported regarding the 

diet of Canadian children. For example, previous research has reported that a substantial 

proportion of Canadian children do not meet the national dietary recommendations for 

vegetables, fruit and dairy products (8).  

In this first study, I found that the school hour dietary contributions of vitamins A, D, B12, 

calcium, and dairy products were all relatively lower than the average energy contribution. 

Meanwhile, the school hour contribution from minimally nutritious foods was relatively higher 

than the average school hour energy contribution. Therefore, school-based interventions aimed at 

increasing the consumption of milk products and decreasing intakes of minimally nutritious 

foods and beverages (such as SSBs) have the potential of improving Canadian children’s overall 

diet quality.   

In the U.S., findings from the SNDA III studies have reported that NSLP participants have  

dietary contributions from vitamin A, B12, calcium, magnesium and phosphorus, and potassium 

which mirror the caloric contributions from foods consumed for lunch (~30% of the daily 

calories consumed) (41). Although it is not possible to directly compare my findings to the 

dietary contributions reported in the U.S. SNDA studies due to methodological differences on 

how dietary contributions were defined (contributions from the lunch meal vs. all foods 

consumed during school hours), it is interesting to note that the dietary contributions of calcium, 

magnesium and phosphorus among NSLP non-participants is lower than NSLP participants. 
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Indeed, the average proportion of TDIs for calcium, magnesium and phosphorus more closely 

resembles those reported by Canadian children in the first study.  

5.1.2 Factors associated with school hour diet quality 

5.1.2.1 Sociodemographic factors  

Apart from age group, few of the sociodemographic characteristics examined here explained 

a substantial amount of variation in school hour dietary quality among Canadian children in 

2004. Differences in school hour dietary quality between younger and older children persisted 

from 2004 to 2015. In both 2004 and 2015, school hour diet quality varied provincially, but the 

differences were modest (see Table 16). In 2004, Quebec, New Brunswick, PEI and BC had the 

highest school hour diet quality scores. In 2015, Quebec and Ontario had the highest scores. 

There were no significant differences across provinces except between Quebec and 

Newfoundland & LB (in 2004) and between Quebec and Saskatchewan (in 2015). Small regional 

variations in Canadian’s eating habits has been previously reported (8). For example, national-

level analyses suggest regional differences in fruit and vegetable consumption patterns between 

regions, with the Atlantic provinces and the Prairies having relatively higher proportions of 

children eating fewer than five daily servings of vegetables and fruit (the minimum 

recommended number of servings from the older 1992 version of the Canadian Food Guide) (8). 

In 2004, the proportion of children and adolescents who consumed fewer than five servings of 

vegetables and fruit daily were 79% in the Atlantic region and 75% for the Prairies compared to 

64% for Canada overall (8). Quebec had the lowest percentage of children and youth having 

fewer than five daily servings of vegetables and fruit (51% of children and adolescents) (8).  
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To assess whether dietary inequities existed within the school context, I explored whether 

SES measures were significant correlates of school hour dietary quality. In 2004, SES factors 

examined (household-level income, parental education and food security status) were not 

meaningful correlates of school hour dietary quality. That is, none of the SES characteristics 

explained a large proportion of the variation in School-HEI scores. It is possible that the 

association between SES and diet quality may develop with age (such that the impact of SES on 

diet may only be meaningful in older adolescents).  

The finding that in 2015 (but not 2004), Canadian children living in food-insecure 

households had slightly (but significantly) lower school hour diet quality scores compared to 

their peers living in food-secure households is worrisome. Recent research has suggested that 

Canadian families experiencing food insecurity may not be actively seeking access to subsidized 

school meal programs (though not always available)  and some families may choose to send their 

child to school with food or money to purchase lunch so as to not appear different from other 

children (159). My findings suggest that current school-based interventions could be more 

effective to reach the most nutritional vulnerable students who, in 2015, are at a higher risk of 

lower diet quality during school hours compared to their peers coming from food-secure 

households. 

5.1.2.2 Lunch-time food source and dietary quality  

Prior to this work, no study had examined where Canadian children acquired food from 

during school hours, and whether lunch-time food source behaviours (obtaining lunch foods 

from home, schools or off-campus locations) was associated with differences in dietary quality at 
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the national level. In 2004, most children reported bringing lunch from home for their lunch 

meal, while fewer students obtained lunch from off-campus locations or schools. Among 

children age 9 years and older, the nutritional quality of home-packed lunches was more 

desirable compared to foods obtained from off-campus locations while the nutritional profile of 

foods obtained from schools resembled that of foods obtained from off-campus locations. I found 

no evidence of an association between lunch-time food source and school hour dietary quality 

among children aged 6-8 years.    

These findings contrast with previous U.S. and U.K studies reporting that school meal 

participants have more desirable lunch-time nutrient intakes, including higher intakes of fibre 

(53,129,138), protein (38,61,130,138), and key micronutrients such as vitamin A, D and calcium 

(61,129,138) compared to students bringing foods from home. U.S. and U.K-based studies have 

also reported that children consuming meals from schools have higher intakes of fruit 

(58,60,61,97), vegetables (38,57,58,60,97,131), milk and dairy products (16,57,58,60,97,131), 

and whole grains (57,58,97) compared to children eating home-packed lunches. The vastly 

different school meal contexts across countries could potentially explain why my findings differ 

from the current (largely U.S. and U.K.-based) body of research. Since the CCHS did not ask 

respondents if they were participating in a local school meal program, it is impossible to 

distinguish foods which were bought from school food vending operations (which could have 

offered less healthy food choices to students depending on municipal school nutrition policies) 

vs. those from a school meal program (i.e. a government or charity-based organisation seeking to 

provide free or subsidized meals which may or may not adhere to nutritional criteria for foods 

served).  
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My findings align with previous Canadian research which has documented that Canadian 

youth who bring a home-packed lunch to school have more desirable nutritional intake profiles 

compared to their peers who obtain foods off-campus during school hours (29,63). A recent 

study surveying secondary school students in Alberta and Ontario in 2013-2014 reported that 

purchasing lunch or snacks at school or from an off-campus location was positively associated 

with higher frequency of SSBs consumption on week days; in contrast, eating a home-packed 

lunch was protective against SSBs consumption (63). My findings, coupled with recent evidence 

documenting the availability of less healthful foods and beverages available for sale in Canadian 

schools (33–35), suggest there is room to improve the Canadian school food environment. 

Potential interventions could include limiting students’ access to off-campus food outlets during 

school hours and increasing the availability of healthier choices through school meal programs 

with nutrition standards for foods being offered.  

Unfortunately, it is not possible to examine whether the same differences across lunch-time 

food source groups were present among Canadian children in 2015 since the CCHS-2015 

Nutrition did not include a ‘location of food preparation’ variable as in the CCHS 2.2 (75). There 

has been limited research in Canada examining how food source relates to dietary outcomes in 

children, which reflects a priority for future research.   

5.1.3 Differences in school hour and school day dietary quality from 2004 to 2015 

Studies examining temporal trends in children’s dietary intake patterns are scarce in Canada. 

The last study in this thesis characterised the quality of Canadian children’s diet on school days 

in 2004 and 2015. The dietary quality of Canadian children during school hours improved 
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modestly from 2004 to 2015, from 51 to 57 points (p-value < 0.001). Findings also suggest while 

some aspects of the diet improved, others remained unchanged and even worsened from 2004 to 

2015. On the positive side, Canadian children increased their intake of vegetables and fruit and 

decreased the proportion of energy coming from other foods (both during school hours and for 

the whole school day). However, there were no improvements for other dietary components. For 

example, there were no increases in whole day milk intake and no reduction in school hour or 

school day sodium intake. Some dietary sub-scores decreased from 2004 to 2015 (e.g. whole 

grains) during school hours and for the whole school day. Moreover, for both 2004 and 2015, 

many dietary components (whole fruit, dark green and orange vegetables, whole grains, and milk 

products) were relatively low in relation to national dietary standards. The modest improvement 

observed over an 11-year period suggest that more effective strategies are needed to improve the 

dietary quality of Canadian children.  

5.2 Strengths and limitations 

Key strengths of these studies include the use of large, nationally representative dietary 

surveys and the use of 24-hour dietary recall to capture dietary intake patterns on school days. 

Nationally representative 24-hour dietary recall data are rarely collected in Canada – prior to the 

CCHS 2.2, the last dietary survey went back to 1970 (74). An advantage of this method is that 

the respondent is asked for detailed information (e.g. quantify consumed) of foods and beverages 

consumed (as opposed to frequency of consumption) (83). In addition, contextual data such as 

meal occasion, time and place of consumption can be collected.   
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There are important limitations to the three studies presented here that deserve 

consideration. The data drawn upon are cross-sectional, making causal inference impossible. For 

example, it is not possible to know whether the changes observed in school hour dietary quality 

are due to the recent adoption of school nutrition policies and guidelines adopted by the various 

provinces over the last decade. There are issues around the generalizability of the CCHS. 

Although the survey is representative of the Canadian population in terms of age, sex, geography 

and SES, the target population in the CCHS 2.2 and CCHS 2015 Nutrition did not include 

individuals who lived in the Territories, on reserves or other First Nation settlements (74,75). 

These analyses likely included some days or time periods when some children were not 

physically in school (for example, spring break), as the CCHS 2.2 did not include a question 

asking respondents where food was consumed. However, I limited the potential to include such 

days by eliminating any reporting days which occurred on a Canadian national holiday or 

possible school break. 

I used an adaptation of the C-HEI (42) to assess the quality of foods and beverages 

consumed by Canadian children during school hours. However, this index (and its categorical 

scale for “poor”, “require improvement” and “good” diet quality ratings) has not been validated 

against specific health outcomes among children or compared to nutritional criteria for school 

meals (to my knowledge, no such standards currently exist in Canada). The scaling of the scoring 

criteria in one-third assumes that to obtain a perfect score, individuals would need to eat 

perfectly balanced meals (including all dietary components) for each eating occasion. That is, to 

get a perfect School-HEI score, usual intake of foods consumed during school hours should meet 

each of the 11 nutrition criteria in the index (e.g. ~1/2 dark green and orange vegetable serving, 
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~1 whole grain serving, etc.). However, this way of assigning scores may not may not be realistic 

or reflect cultural norms around the composition of foods consumed for breakfast, lunch and 

dinner.    

Under-reporting of energy is a major issue in dietary surveys, and studies conducted among 

children suggest substantial under-reporting (80,123). In 2004, Garriguet found that average 

under-reporting of energy was approximately 10% for the whole sample (160). Moreover, some 

studies have suggested increases in energy under-reporting among children over time (161,162) 

which could in part due to increasing prevalence of children with high BMI. An increase in 

energy under-reporting from 2004 to 2015 could complicate findings presented in chapter 4. A 

study assessing the prevalence of energy misreporting from 2004 to 2015 suggests that while the 

prevalence of plausible energy reporters did not change, the proportion of energy under-reporters 

increased while the prevalence of over-reporters decreased from 2004 to 2015 (157). Recent 

analyses comparing reported energy intake from the 2004 and 2015 CCHS suggest that reported 

energy intake decreased substantially in almost all age groups (158). Within Canadian children, 

the percentage of decreases in energy reported ranged from 9% to 18% (highest among male 

adolescents). This suggests that energy intake was under-reported to a greater extent in 2015 

(compared to 2004). Greater energy under-reporting in 2015 could mean that intakes of nutrients 

(e.g. sodium) and foods (e.g. SSBs) would also be under-reported (although controlling for 

energy intake difference should help when attempting to compare nutrient intake between survey 

years). 

Dietary recall methods can be affected by social desirability bias, a type of systematic error 

when subjects selectively misreport certain foods due to their norms and beliefs about what they 
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should eat (85). It is reasonable to believe that both the recall and social desirability biases would 

be similarly distributed during school and non-school hours for older children who completed the 

recall without any parental assistance. Yet for children aged 6-11 years who completed the recall 

with parental assistance, the presence of a parent could have been a selective confounder. The 

parent would know what was in a home-packed lunch, but the child might have been reluctant to 

report that he/she had not eaten part of the lunch. When examining differences in diet quality 

across lunch-time food source, the issue of misreporting would not likely pose a problem unless 

the social desirability bias differed across lunch-time food source groups. When comparing 

dietary intakes between survey cycles (chapter 4), it is possible that nutrition education programs 

would have heightened children’s awareness of health risks of minimally nutritious foods (e.g. 

SSBs), which could have encouraged respondents to underreport ‘junk’ foods while over 

reporting more healthful foods to a greater extent in 2015 (compared to in 2004 where less social 

stigma was perhaps associated with the consumption of ‘junk’ foods) (161). So, it is possible that 

social desirability bias increased, which could exaggerate the improvement in School-HEI scores 

from 2004 to 2015.   

There are methodologic differences between the two surveys which could have implications 

when examining differences in dietary intakes from 2004 to 2015. For example, lower response 

rates could increase the potential for non-response bias. This lack of response, or poor 

compliance, could result in a non-response bias if non-respondents have characteristics (e.g. 

lower SES, older children) that differ from those who responded. For example, if more 

adolescents declined to participate in the survey in 2015, then this could result in an 

overestimation of the mean School-HEI scores for Canadian children.  
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Finally, there are some limitations to the analytical methods used in these studies. First, I did 

not use an approach to exclude implausible respondents (163). While Garriguet proposed an 

approach to identify implausible respondents in the CCHS 2.2 by comparing estimated energy 

requirements to reported energy intakes using physical and sedentary activity coefficients, it was 

not possible to use this method among children below age 12 since these questions were not 

asked among younger respondents in 2004 (160,163). Moreover in the CCHS 2015, the detailed 

questions which would have allowed an estimation of physical activity levels were not asked for 

participants under 18 years (75). To my knowledge there is no known cutoff with which to 

identify implausible school-hour intake, as students who skip lunch or report low school-hour 

intake may indeed be valid reporters regardless of energy needs. I opted to drop extreme energy 

reporters (24-hour recall where either very little or very large amounts of calories were reported 

on a school day) and those children who consumed 0 kcal during school hours. However, it is 

possible that individuals might have fasted while at school and remain ‘plausible’ energy 

reporters. Under-reporting is also not a consistent occurrence across individuals or across 

nutrients, making it difficult to assess (74,160). By including implausible reporters in these 

analyses, I increased the risk of biasing HEI estimates downwards (assuming that these 

implausible reporters tended to under-report energy intake). Second, nutrient intake data are 

known to be non-normally distributed and therefore, nutrients are often power transformed to 

comply with assumption of normality and homoscedasticity. For example, I used multivariable 

linear regression models when comparing nutrients intakes between school and non-school hours 

(chapter 2) and between 2004 and 2015 (chapter 4). When conducting ordinary least square 

regression, the dependent variables do not need to be normally distributed by themselves – only 

the prediction errors (i.e. residuals) need to be normally distributed (164). Due to my large 
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sample size and energy adjustment within my regression models, I believe that the normality of 

the dependent variables was not a concern for these analyses.  

5.3 Significance and contribution of the research 

Diet is an important risk factor for chronic disease prevention in Canada (165). Examining 

children’s dietary patterns in the school context at the national level provides insights to inform 

the design of effective strategies to improve their diet and ultimately, their health.  

The first study pointed to nutritional quality differences between school hour and non-school 

hours in Canada (relatively lower intakes of milk products and higher intakes of minimally 

nutritious foods during school hours compared to non-school hours). Since many Canadian 

children and adolescents do not meet the national dietary guidelines for milk products (8) and 

more than 10% of Canadian youth (9-17 years) have inadequate intakes of vitamin A, D, calcium 

and magnesium (10), the school context provides an opportunity to correct for these shortfalls. 

School-based interventions focused on increasing intakes of milk products (e.g. subsidised 

school milk programs) while reducing intakes of minimally nutritious foods (e.g. bans on the sale 

of SSBs) have the potential of improving children’s overall dietary quality. Improving students’ 

intake of milk products at school appears to be particularly relevant since there has been no 

improvement in Canadian children’s consumption of milk products from 2004 to 2015 (see 

chapter 4).   

If schools are going to tackle food and nutrition issues, it is also important to ask whether 

certain sub-groups of children are more nutritionally vulnerable, or for example, at what grade or 

age interventions should be targeted. Prior to this work, no national-level analysis had examined 
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whether dietary inequities were present among sub-groups of children in the school hour context. 

As part of the first and third study, I examined whether any sociodemographic factors were 

associated with differences in school hour dietary quality among children sub-groups. From 2004 

to 2015, there was no reduction in the gaps in dietary quality between younger and older 

children. Much of the school-based health promotion interventions have been geared towards the 

elementary school-aged children population (166). Future school-based interventions should aim 

not only at younger but also older age groups who often experience a decline in diet quality 

when transitioning into adolescence  (167,168). 

The second study examined the associations between school hour and school day diet 

quality and lunch-time food source in a large, nationally representative sample – which was 

novel in the Canadian context. Although home-packed lunches are exempt from school nutrition 

policies, they appeared to be (at least in 2004) more nutritious than lunches obtained from off-

campus and school locations among adolescents. Moreover, among adolescents, the nutritional 

quality of foods obtained from school was similar to that of foods obtained off-campus. These 

findings reflect the absence of a national school lunch program and/or inadequate access to 

nutritious options at school for Canadian children and underscore the need for more effective 

actions to change school food environments in Canada to promote more healthful dietary 

behaviours. Since most Canadian children bring home-packed lunches to school, adolescents 

should be encouraged to prepare healthy home-packed lunches. Schools also need to provide 

supportive environments to consume healthy foods (for example, giving children sufficient time 

to eat, providing access to fridges and microwaves). Nutrition education programs could provide 
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students with the opportunity to develop the food skills to prepare healthy meals (e.g. in-school 

cooking classes). 

 The third study suggests modest improvements in school hour dietary quality over time 

among Canadian children, highlighting the need for more effective strategies to improve 

children’s dietary quality on school days. I found that the improvement in School-HEI scores 

from 2004 to 2015 was largely driven by less energy from minimally nutritious foods and higher 

intakes of vegetables and fruit. In the past decade, many school jurisdictions have taken action to 

reduce the sale of less healthful foods on school grounds (69). Considerable resources have been 

aimed at limiting the consumption of minimally nutritious beverages (e.g. SSBs) by provincial 

governments (e.g. Sip Smart BC (169), Going the Healthy Route at School in Québec (170)). 

Some governments such as BC and Manitoba have implemented school fruit and vegetable 

programs (171). It is not possible to quantify the true impact of these interventions because of the 

cross-sectional design of the studies conducted in this thesis. Nevertheless, the modest 

improvement seen over an eleven-year period suggests that more effective efforts are needed to 

help Canadian children meet national dietary standards.  

5.4 Future research directions 

Based on the results of the three studies presented, there are several opportunities for future 

research. The findings that Canadian children have room to improve their overall dietary quality 

on school days (both in 2004 and 2015) calls for additional action to address the barriers in 

consuming nutritious foods while at school.  
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The cross-sectional nature of this work limits the ability to determine the potential drivers 

behind children’s dietary practices during school hours as well as our understanding of the 

potential impact of school-based nutrition interventions on children’s diet. My findings suggest 

that school-based interventions targeting milk products could have the potential of increasing 

overall dietary quality. Critical knowledge gaps remain, including more in-depth analyses of 

beverage intake consumption patterns of Canadian children at school. For example, it would be 

interesting to examine whether children who consumed milk regularly at school have overall 

better dietary quality and are at a lower risk of inadequate intakes of nutrients such as calcium, 

vitamin D and magnesium (key nutrients of concerns among Canadian children). Future 

intervention research could also evaluate whether students who are provided free or subsidised 

milk at school ‘compensate’ by reducing their consumption of milk products outside of school 

hours. Answering these questions could help determine whether large scale school-based milk 

programs merit consideration for future funding or evaluation.  

In Canada, school meal programs are often run by charity-based organisations (e.g. School 

Breakfast Club of Canada, the School Lunch Association in Newfoundland and LB (172)) and 

administered at the school board, or even the individual school level. There is no national 

database or registry documenting their reach or their impact on students’ dietary outcomes. This 

contrasts with the U.S. which has conducted several national-level studies to examine the impact 

of school meal participation status on student’s dietary quality (via the School Nutrition Dietary 

Studies since the early 1990’s) (53). Some academics and advocacy groups are lobbying for a 

national, standardized school meal program to improve population-level diet quality among 

children (24,27,102,173,174). Understanding the reach and impact of current school meal 
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programs in Canada could help provide foundational knowledge to inform debates around 

whether Canada should invest into a universal school meal program for its children.  

In Denmark, the OPUS school meal study, a randomised controlled trial assessing the 

impact of serving school meals based on the New Nordic Diet suggests an improvement in 

children’s diet as a result of introducing a universal school meal program (126). Within the 

Canadian context, limited research has explored the potential for school meal programs to 

ameliorate students’ dietary outcomes (142,175,176), reflecting a priority for future research. To 

my knowledge, there has been no work testing the impact of free or subsidized lunches on 

Canadian children’s dietary quality and no studies have compared the nutritional intakes of 

students who receive school meals with those who bring home-packed lunches to school. Finally, 

little research has explored whether school-based interventions (e.g. school bans on SSB sales) 

result in compensatory behaviours in other contexts (increases in SSBs consumption at home). 

Such research would be helpful to design effective school-based interventions to improve 

Canadian children’s overall dietary quality.  

Few studies have targeted home-packed lunches as a means of improving dietary outcomes 

of children on school days (177,178). Since most Canadian children bring a home-packed lunch 

to school, it makes sense for nutrition education to target meal preparation and eating behaviours 

at home. In the U.K., the SMART lunch bag randomized control trial consisted of providing 

households with supportive material (e.g. lunch bags, wall chart ideas for lunch items) with the 

overall aim of encouraging households to provide foods from five main food groups (starches, 

protein, dairy, vegetables and fruit). However, this trial did not provide food to families. Parents 

in the SMART lunch box intervention group increased the amount of fruit and vegetables and 
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dairy food provided to children, but the magnitude of the difference was small and aside from 

vitamin A and folate, no other changes in the other dietary outcome measures were observed. In 

the U.S., the Lunch is in the Bag 5-week intervention trial aimed at preschoolers (3-5 years) 

increased the prevalence of parents packing fruit (+5.5%, SE 2.4), vegetables (+21.3%, SE 4.7) 

and whole grains (+12.1%, SE 5.4) while decreasing the prevalence of salty snacks (-12.8 %, 

SE = 5.0%) and sweets (-6.6%, SE 4.7) for a 6-week follow-up period (178). This latter 

intervention included ‘boosters’ which acted as prompts to remind parents of healthy lunch-

packing behaviours several months after the intervention (178) which could explain why this 

intervention appeared more successful than the earlier trial conducted in the U.K. (177). To my 

knowledge, no nutrition education interventions aimed at improving the healthfulness of home-

packed lunches have been conducted in the Canadian context (even though many Canadian 

children bring a home-packed lunch to school), providing an opportunity for future research.    

5.5 Conclusions 

There is increased interest in Canada in developing policies to improve children’s eating 

habits and reduce their long-term risk of chronic diseases (7,9,179). The studies presented in this 

thesis provide empirical evidence to inform the development of future strategies to improve 

Canadian children’s dietary quality on school days. The modest improvement observed from 

2004 to 2015 suggests the need for more effective efforts to improve Canadian children’s eating 

habits. To promote population-level changes in Canadian children’s dietary quality, future 

strategies will need to be tailored to children’s eating behaviours in various contexts (e.g. 

schools, home, restaurants). School-based strategies aimed at increasing intakes of vegetables, 
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whole fruit, dairy products and whole grains have the potential of improving Canadian children’s 

dietary quality on school days. 



112 

 

Bibliography 

1.  World Health Organisation. WHO Recommendations for child health. Geneva, 

Switzerland; 2017.  

2.  Herman KM, Craig CL, Gauvin L, Katzmarzyk PT. Tracking of obesity and physical 

activity from childhood to adulthood: The Physical Activity Longitudinal Study. Int J Ped 

Obes. 2009;4(4):281–8.  

3.  Frieden TR, Dietz W, Collins J. Reducing childhood obesity through policy change: 

acting now to prevent obesity. Health Affairs. 2010;29(3):357–63.  

4.  Singh AS, Mulder C, Twisk JWR, Van Mechelen W, Chinapaw MJM. Tracking of 

childhood overweight into adulthood: A systematic review of the literature. Obes Rev. 

2008;9(5):474–88.  

5.  Craigie AM, Lake AA, Kelly SA, Adamson AJ, Mathers JC. Tracking of obesity-related 

behaviours from childhood to adulthood: A systematic review. Maturitas. 

2011;70(3):266–84.  

6.  World Health Organisation. Diet, nutrition and the prevention of chronic diseases: report 

of the joint WHO/FAO expert consultation. Geneva, Switzerland; 2003.  

7.  Government of Canada. Health Canada’s heatlhy eating strategy [Internet]. 2017 [cited 

2018 May 1]. Available from: 

https://www.canada.ca/en/services/health/campaigns/vision-healthy-canada/healthy-

eating.html#a1 

8.  Garriguet D. Canadians’ eating habits. Health Rep. 2006;18(2):17–32.  

9.  Jessri M, Nishi SK, L’Abbe MR. Assessing the nutritional quality of diets of Canadian 

children and adolescents using the 2014 Health Canada Surveillance Tool Tier System. 



113 

 

BMC Pub Health. 2016;16(1):381.  

10.  Health Canada. Do Canadian adolescent meet their nutrient requirements through food 

alone? Ottawa, ON; 2012.  

11.  Bronfenbrenner U. The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press; 1979.  

12.  Story M, Kaphingst KM, Robinson-O’Brien R, Glanz K. Creating healthy food and eating 

environments: policy and environmental approaches. Ann Rev Pub Health. 

2008;29(1):253–72.  

13.  Pan-Canadian Joint Consortium for School Health. The 4 components of comprehensive 

school health [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2016 Oct 20]. Available from: http://www.jcsh-

cces.ca/index.php/about/comprehensive-school-health/4-pillars-explained 

14.  World Health Organisation. Promoting health through schools: report of a WHO expert 

committee on comprehensive school health education and promotion. Montreux, 

Switzerland; 1997.  

15.  World Health Organisation. What is a Health Promoting School? [Internet]. 2016 [cited 

2016 Oct 15]. Available from: http://www.who.int/school_youth_health/gshi/hps/en/ 

16.  Condon EM, Crepinsek MK, Fox MK. School meals: types of foods offered to and 

consumed by children at lunch and breakfast. J Am Diet Assoc. 2009;109(Suppl 2):67–78.  

17.  Cullen KW, Chen T-A, Dave JM, Jensen H. Differential improvements in student fruit 

and vegetable selection and consumption in response to the new National School Lunch 

Program regulations: a pilot study. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2015;115(5):743–50.  

18.  Pérez-Rodrigo C, Aranceta J. School-based nutrition education: lessons learned and new 

perspectives. Pub Health Nutr. 2001;4(1):131–9.  



114 

 

19.  Veugelers PJ, Fitzgerald AL. Effectiveness of school programs in preventing childhood 

obesity: a multilevel comparison. Am J Pub Health. 2005;95(3):432–5.  

20.  Story M, Nanney MS, Schwartz MB. Schools and obesity prevention: creating school 

environments and policies to promote healthy eating and physical activity. Milbank Q. 

2009;87(1):71–100.  

21.  Lee R, Gortmaker S. Health dissemination and implementation within schools. In: 

Brownson RC, Colditz G., Proctor EK, editors. Dissemination and implementation 

research in health: translating science to practice. New York, NY: Oxford University 

Press; 2012. p. 419–36.  

22.  Fung C, McIsaac J-LD, Kuhle S, Kirk SFL, Veugelers PJ. The impact of a population-

level school food and nutrition policy on dietary intake and body weights of Canadian 

children. Prev Med. 2013;57(6):934–40.  

23.  Center for Science and the Public Interest (CSPI). Backgrounder: a national nutritious 

school meal program for Canadian children [Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 2009 [cited 2018 May 

29]. Available from: https://tfss.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/child-nutrition-

backgrounder-jan2009-budget.pdf 

24.  Kimmett C. On nutrition, Canada’s schools are out to lunch [Internet]. The Tyee. 

Vancouver, BC: The Tyee; 2011 [cited 2018 May 29]. Available from: 

https://thetyee.ca/News/2011/09/07/Canada-School-Lunches/ 

25.  Raine K, McIntyre L, Dayle JB. The failure of charitable school- and community-based 

nutrition programmes to feed hungry children. Crit Pub Heal. 2003 Jun;13(2):155–69.  

26.  Dayle JB, McIntyre L, Raine-Travers KD. The dragnet of children’s feeding programs in 

Atlantic Canada. Soc Sci Med. 2000;51(12):1783–93.  



115 

 

27.  Collier R. Free lunch is a good thing for children. CMAJ. 2015;187(1):E11.  

28.  Government of Canada. Government of Canada wants to hear from Canadians in 

developing a food policy for Canada [Internet]. Agriculture and Agri-food Canada. 2017 

[cited 2017 Jun 23]. Available from: https://www.canada.ca/en/agriculture-agri-

food/news/2017/06/government_of_canadawantstohearfromcanadiansindevelopingafoodp

ol.html 

29.  Woodruff K, Hanning R, McGoldrick. The influence of physical and social contexts of 

eating on lunch-time food intake among Southern Ontario, Canada, middle school 

students. J Sch Health. 2010;80(9):421–8.  

30.  Ahmadi N, Black JL, Velazquez CE, Chapman GE, Veenstra G. Associations between 

socio-economic status and school-day dietary intake in a sample of grade 5-8 students in 

Vancouver, Canada. Pub Health Nutr. 2015;18(5):764–73.  

31.  Velazquez CE, Black JL, Billette J-M, Ahmadi N, Chapman GE. A comparison of dietary 

practices at or en route to school between elementary and secondary school students in 

Vancouver, Canada. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2015;115(8):1308–17.  

32.  Taylor J, Hernandez K, Caiger J, Giberson D, Maclellan D, Sweeney-Nixon M, et al. 

Nutritional quality of children’s school lunches: differences according to food source. Pub 

Health Nutr. 2012;15(12):2259–64.  

33.  Vine MM, Elliott SJ, Raine KD. Exploring implementation of the Ontario School Food 

and Beverage Policy at the secondary-school level: A qualitative study. Can J Diet Pract 

Res. 2014 Sep 15;75(03):118–24.  

34.  Vine MM, Harrington DW, Butler A, Patte K, Godin K, Leatherdale ST. Compliance with 

school nutrition policies in Ontario and Alberta: an assessment of secondary school 



116 

 

vending machine data from the COMPASS study. Can J Pub Health. 2017;108(1):e43–8.  

35.  Orava T, Manske S, Hanning R. Beverages and snacks available in vending machines 

from a subset of Ontario secondary schools: do offerings align with provincial nutrition 

standards? Can J Pub Health. 2016;107(4–5):e417–23.  

36.  Government of British Columbia. Guidelines for food and beverage sales in BC schools. 

Victoria, BC; 2013.  

37.  Osowski CP, Lindroos AK, Barbieri HE, Becker W. The contribution of school meals to 

energy and nutrient intake of Swedish children in relation to dietary guidelines. Food Nutr 

Res. 2015;59:27563.  

38.  Prynne CJ, Handford C, Dunn V, Bamber D, Goodyer IM, Stephen AM. The quality of 

midday meals eaten at school by adolescents: school lunches compared with packed 

lunches and their contribution to total energy and nutrient intakes. Pub Health Nutr. 

2013;16(6):1118–25.  

39.  Nelson M, Lowes K, Hwang V. The contribution of school meals to food consumption 

and nutrient intakes of young people aged 4-18 years in England. Pub Health Nutr. 

2007;10(7):652–62.  

40.  Stevens L, Nelson M. The contribution of school meals and packed lunch to food 

consumption and nutrient intakes in UK primary school children from a low income 

population. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2011;24(3):223–32.  

41.  Gordon A, Fox M, Clark M, Nogales R, Condon E, Gleason P, et al. School Nutrition 

Dietary Assessment Study III (Volume II - student participation and dietary intakes). 

Alexandria, VA; 2007.  

42.  Garriguet D. Diet quality in Canada. Health Rep. 2009;20(3):41–52.  



117 

 

43.  Riediger ND, Shooshtari S, Moghadasian MH. The influence of sociodemographic factors 

on patterns of fruit and vegetable consumption in Canadian adolescents. J Am Diet Assoc. 

2007;107(9):1511–8.  

44.  Mark S, Lambert M, O’Loughlin J, Gray-Donald K. Household income, food insecurity 

and nutrition in Canadian youth. Can J Pub Health. 2012;103(2):94–9.  

45.  Shatenstein B, Ghadirian P. Nutrient patterns and nutritional adequacy among French-

Canadian children in Montreal. J Am Coll Nutr. 1996;15(3):264–72.  

46.  Attorp A, Scott JE, Yew AC, Rhodes RE, Barr SI, Naylor P-J. Associations between 

socioeconomic, parental and home environment factors and fruit and vegetable 

consumption of children in grades five and six in British Columbia, Canada. BMC Pub 

Health. 2014;14(1):150: 1-9.  

47.  Currie C, Molcho M, Boyce W, Holstein B, Torsheim T, Richter M. Researching health 

inequalities in adolescents: The development of the Health Behaviour in School-Aged 

Children (HBSC) Family Affluence Scale. Soc Sci Med. 2008;66(6):1429–36.  

48.  Williams PL, McIntyre L, Glanville NT. Milk insecurity: accounts of a food insecurity 

phenomenon in Canada and its relation to public policy. J Hunger Envr Nutr. 

2010;5(2):142–57.  

49.  Glanville NT, Mcintyre L. Diet quality of atlantic families headed by single mothers. Can 

J Diet Pract Res. 2006;67(1):28–35.  

50.  Health Canada. Income-related household food security in Canada [Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 

2007 [cited 2018 Jun 13]. Available from: https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-

sc/migration/hc-sc/fn-an/alt_formats/hpfb-dgpsa/pdf/surveill/income_food_sec-sec_alim-

eng.pdf 



118 

 

51.  Dachner N, Ricciuto L, Kirkpatrick SI, Tarasuk V. Food purchasing and food insecurity 

among low-income families in Toronto. Can J Diet Pract Res. 2010;71(3):50–6.  

52.  Kirkpatrick SI, Tarasuk V. Food insecurity is associated with nutrient inadequacies among 

Canadian adults and adolescents. J Nutr. 2008;138(3):604–12.  

53.  Clark MA, Fox MK. Nutritional quality of the diets of US public school children and the 

role of the school meal programs. J Am Diet Assoc. 2009;109(Suppl 2):44–56.  

54.  Gleason PM, Suitor CW. Eating at school: How the National School Lunch Program 

affects children’s diets. Am J Agric Econ. 2003;85(4):1047–61.  

55.  Farris AR, Misyak S, Duffey KJ, Davis GC, Hosig K, Atzaba-Poria N, et al. Nutritional 

comparison of packed and school lunches in pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten children 

following the implementation of the 2012–2013 National School Lunch Program 

Standards. J Nutr Educ Behav. 2014 Nov 11;46(6):621–6.  

56.  Briefel RR, Wilson A, Gleason PM. Consumption of low-nutrient, energy-dense foods 

and beverages at school, home, and other locations among school lunch participants and 

nonparticipants. J Am Diet Assoc. 2009;109(2):79–90.  

57.  Hanson KL, Olson CM. School meals participation and weekday dietary quality were 

associated after controlling for weekend eating among U.S. school children aged 6 to 17 

years. J Nutr. 2013;143(5):714–21.  

58.  Caruso ML, Cullen KW. Quality and cost of student lunches brought from home. JAMA 

Pediatr. 2014;169(1):86–90.  

59.  Hubbard KL, Must A, Eliasziw M, Folta SC, Goldberg J. What’s in children’s backpacks: 

foods brought from home. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2014;114(9):1424–31.  

60.  Johnston CA, Moreno JP, El-Mubasher A, Woehler D. School lunches and lunches 



119 

 

brought from home: a comparative analysis. Child Obes. 2012;8(4):364–8.  

61.  Hur I, Burgess-Champoux T, Reicks M. Higher quality intake from school lunch meals 

compared with bagged lunches. Infant Child Adolesc Nutr. 2011;3(2):70–5.  

62.  Evans CEL, Cleghorn CL, Greenwood DC, Cade JE. A comparison of British school 

meals and packed lunches from 1990 to 2007: meta-analysis by lunch type. Br J Nutr. 

2010 Aug 1;104(04):474–87.  

63.  Godin KM, Chaurasia A, Hammond D, Leatherdale ST. Food purchasing behaviors and 

sugar-sweetened beverage consumption among Canadian secondary school students in the 

COMPASS study. J Nutr Educ Behav. 2018;Feb 23.  

64.  Flynn MAT, McNeil DA, Maloff B, Mutasingwa D, Wu M, Ford C, et al. Reducing 

obesity and related chronic disease risk in children and youth: a synthesis of evidence with 

“best practice” recommendations. Obes Rev. 2006;7(Supp 1):7–66.  

65.  School Breakfast Club of Canada. School nutrition policies and guidelines [Internet]. 2015 

[cited 2018 May 21]. Available from: http://www.breakfastclubcanada.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/03/P52-53_BTU_NutritionPoliciesGuidelines_.pdf 

66.  Browning HF, Laxer RE, Janssen I. Food and eating environments in Canadian schools. 

Can J Diet Pract Res. 2013;74(4):160–6.  

67.  Dietitians of Canada. School nutrition policy [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2016 Oct 4]. 

Available from: http://www.dietitians.ca/Dietitians-Views/Children-and-Teens/School-

Nutrition.aspx 

68.  Stephens TA, Black JL, Chapman GE, Velazquez CE, Rojas A. Participation in school 

food and nutrition activities among grade 6–8 students in Vancouver. Can J Diet Pract 

Res. 2016;77(3):148–53.  



120 

 

69.  Leonard PSJ. Do school junk food bans improve student health? Evidence from Canada. 

Can Public Policy. 2017;43(2):1–15.  

70.  Government of Ontario. No time to wait: the healthy kids strategy. Toronto, ON; 2013.  

71.  Government of Newfoundland & Labrador. Newfoundland and Labrador poverty 

reduction strategy progress report June 2014. St-John’s; 2014.  

72.  Mullally ML, Taylor JP, Kuhle S, Bryanton J, Hernandez KJ, MacLellan DL, et al. A 

province-wide school nutrition policy and food consumption in elementary school 

children in Prince Edward Island. Can J Pub Health. 2010;101(1):40–3.  

73.  Godin KM, Kirkpatrick SI, Hanning RM, Stapleton J, Leatherdale ST. Examining 

guidelines for school-based breakfast programs in Canada: a systematic review of the grey 

literature. Can J Diet Pract Res. 2017;78(2):92–100.  

74.  Health Canada. Canadian Community Health Survey Cycle 2.2, Nutrition (2004): a guide 

to accessing and interpreting the data [Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 2006 [cited 2018 Jun 13]. p. 

140. Available from: https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-sc/migration/hc-sc/fn-

an/alt_formats/hpfb-dgpsa/pdf/surveill/cchs-guide-escc-eng.pdf 

75.  Health Canada. Reference guide to understanding and using the data - 2015 Canadian 

Community Health Survey (Nutrition) [Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 2017 [cited 2017 Jun 13]. 

Available from: https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-sc/documents/services/food-

nutrition/food-nutrition-surveillance/ReferenceGuide2015CCHS-

Nutr_Eng_Final_06192017.pdf 

76.  Tugault-Lafleur CN, Black JL, Barr SI. A systematic review of methods to assess 

children’s diets in the school context. Adv Nutr. 2017;8:63–79.  

77.  Statistics Canada. Canadian Community Health Survey - Nutrition (CCHS) Detailed 



121 

 

Information for 2015 [Internet]. 2014 [cited 2017 Jun 1]. Available from: 

http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=5049 

78.  Baxter SD. Cognitive processes in children’s dietary recalls: insight from methodological 

studies. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2009;63(Suppl.1):19–32.  

79.  Livingstone MB, Robson PJ, Wallace JM. Issues in dietary intake assessment of children 

and adolescents. Brit J Nutr. 2004;92(Supplement):S213-22.  

80.  Burrows TL, Martin RJ, Collins CE. A systematic review of the validity of dietary 

assessment methods in children when compared with the method to doubly labeled water. 

J Am Diet Assoc. 2010;110(10):1501–10.  

81.  Sharman SJ, Skouteris H, Powell MB, Watson B. Factors related to the accuracy of self-

reported dietary intake of children aged 6 to 12 years elicited with interviews: a systematic 

review. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2016;116(1):76–114.  

82.  National Cancer Institute (NCI). Types of Measurement Error | Dietary Assessment 

Primer [Internet]. [cited 2018 Feb 21]. Available from: 

https://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/concepts/error/error-types.html 

83.  National Cancer Institute. 24-hour dietary recall (24HR) at a glance [Internet]. [cited 2017 

May 2]. Available from: https://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/profiles/recall/ 

84.  Kipnis V, Subar AF, Midthune D, Freedman LS, Ballard-Barbash R, Troiano RP, et al. 

Structure of dietary measurement error: Results of the OPEN biomarker study. Am J 

Epidem. 2003;158(1):14–21.  

85.  Hébert JR. Social desirability trait: biaser or driver of self-reported dietary intake? J Acad 

Nutr Diet. 2016;116(12):1895–8.  

86.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO, Davis HC, Johnson MH. Impact of gender, ethnicity, meal 



122 

 

component, and time interval between eating and reporting on accuracy of fourth-graders’ 

self-reports of school lunch. J Am Diet Assoc. 1997;97(11):1293–8.  

87.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO, Litaker MS, Frye FHA, Guinn CH. Low accuracy and low 

consistency of fourth-graders’ school breakfast and school lunch recalls. J Am Diet Assoc. 

2002;102(3):386–95.  

88.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO, Litaker MS, Guinn CH, Frye FHA, Baglio ML, et al. 

Accuracy of fourth-graders’ dietary recalls of school breakfast and school lunch validated 

with observations: in-person versus telephone interviews. J Nutr Educ Behav. 

2003;35(3):124–34.  

89.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO, Smith AF, Litaker MS, Yin Z, Frye FHA, et al. Reverse 

versus forward order reporting and the accuracy of fourth-graders’ recalls of school 

breakfast and school lunch. Prev Med. 2003;36(5):601–14.  

90.  Paxton A, Baxter SD, Fleming P, Ammerman A. Validation of the school lunch recall 

questionnaire to capture school lunch intake of third- to fifth-grade students. J Am Diet 

Assoc. 2011;111(3):419–24.  

91.  Baxter SD, Guinn CH, Royer JA, Hardin JW, Smith AF. Shortening the retention interval 

of 24-hour dietary recalls increases fourth-grade children’s accuracy for reporting energy 

and macronutrient intake at school meals. J Am Diet Assoc. 2010;110(8):1178–88.  

92.  Guinn CH, Baxter SD, Royer JA, Hardin JW, Mackelprang AJ, Smith AF. Fourth-grade 

children’s dietary recall accuracy for energy intake at school meals differs by social 

desirability and body mass index percentile in a study concerning retention interval. J 

Health Psychol. 2010;15(4):505–14.  

93.  Sabinsky MS, Toft U, Andersen KK, Tetens I. Development and validation of a Meal 



123 

 

Index of dietary Quality (Meal IQ) to assess the dietary quality of school lunches. Pub 

Health Nutr. 2012;15(11):2091–9.  

94.  Tilles-Tirkkonen T, Pentikäinen S, Lappi J, Karhunen L, Poutanen K, Mykkänen H. The 

quality of school lunch consumed reflects overall eating patterns in 11-16-year-old school 

children in Finland. Pub Health Nutr. 2011;14(12):2092–8.  

95.  Shatenstein B, Nadon S, Godin C, Ferland G. Diet quality of Montreal-area adults needs 

improvement: Estimates from a self-administered food frequency questionnaire furnishing 

a dietary indicator score. J Am Diet Assoc. 2005;105(8):1251–60.  

96.  Woodruff SJ, Hanning RM. Development and implications of a revised Canadian Healthy 

Eating Index (HEIC-2009). Pub Health Nutr. 2010;13(6):820–5.  

97.  Cullen KW, Watson KB, Dave JM. Middle-school students’ school lunch consumption 

does not meet the new Institute of Medicine’s National School Lunch Program 

recommendations. Pub Health Nutr. 2011;14(10):1876–81.  

98.  Schwartz MB, Henderson KE, Read M, Danna N, Ickovics JR. New school meal 

regulations increase fruit consumption and do not increase total plate waste. Child Obes. 

2015;11(3):242–7.  

99.  Amin SA, Yon BA, Taylor JC, Johnson RK. Impact of the National School Lunch 

Program on fruit and vegetable selection in northeastern elementary schoolchildren, 2012-

2013. Pub Health Rep. 2015;130(5):453–7.  

100.  World Health Organisation. Nutrition-Friendly School Initiative. Montreux, Switzerland; 

2006.  

101.  Coalition for Healthy School Food. For a universal healthy school food program 

[Internet]. 2016 [cited 2018 May 31]. p. 4. Available from: 



124 

 

http://foodsecurecanada.org/sites/foodsecurecanada.org/files/coalitionforhealthyschoolfoo

d.sm_.pdf 

102.  Jeffery B, Leo A. Are schools making the grade? School nutrition policies accross Canada 

[Internet]. Ottawa, ON: Center for Science and the Public Interest; 2007 [cited 2018 Jun 

13]. Available from: https://www.ctf-fce.ca/Research-Library/Issue5_Article4_EN.pdf 

103.  Serra-Majem L, Ribas L, Ngo J, Ortega RM, Garcia A, Perez-Rodrigo C, et al. Food, 

youth and the Mediterranean diet in Spain: development of KIDMED, Mediterranean Diet 

Quality Index in children and adolescents. Pub Health Nutr. 2004;7(7):931–5.  

104.  Vereecken C, De Henauw S, Maes L. Adolescents’ food habits: results of the Health 

Behaviour in School-aged Children survey. Brit J Nutr. 2005;94(3):423–31.  

105.  Wong JE, Parnell WR, Howe AS, Lubransky AC, Black KE, Skidmore PM. Diet quality 

is associated with measures of body fat in adolescents from Otago, New Zealand. Pub 

Health Nutr. 2014;18(8):1453–60.  

106.  Gu X, Tucker KL. Dietary quality of the US child and adolescent population: trends from 

1999 to 2012 and associations with the use of federal nutrition assistance programs. Am J 

Clin Nutr. 2017;105(1):194–202.  

107.  Neilson LJ, Macaskill LA, Luk JMH, Sharma N, Killip SM, Salvadori MI, et al. Students’ 

food intake from home-packed lunches in the traditional versus balanced school day. Can 

J Diet Prac Res. 2016;77(4):1–8.  

108.  Larson NI, Neumark-Sztainer D, Hannan PJ, Story M. Trends in adolescent fruit and 

vegetable consumption, 1999–2004. Am J Prev Med. 2007;32(2):147–50.  

109.  Golley RK, Hendrie GA, McNaughton SA. Scores on the dietary guideline index for 

children and adolescents are associated with nutrient intake and socio-economic position 



125 

 

but not adiposity. J Nutr. 2011;141(7):1340–7.  

110.  Statistics Canada. Canadian Community Health Survey Cycle 2.2 Nutrition – General 

health (including vitamin & mineral supplements) & 24-Hour dietary recall components 

user guide. Ottawa, ON; 2008.  

111.  United States Department of Agriculture. AMPM - USDA Automated Multiple Pass 

Method [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2018 May 21]. Available from: 

www.ars.usda.gov/Services/docs.htm?docid=7710 

112.  Freedman LS, Guenther PM, Krebs-Smith SM, Kott PS. A population’s mean Healthy 

Eating Index-2005 scores are best estimated by the score of the population ratio when one 

24-hour recall is available. J Nutr. 2008 Sep;138(9):1725–9.  

113.  Sheehy T, Kolahdooz F, Schaefer SE, Douglas DN, Corriveau A, Sharma S. Traditional 

food patterns are associated with better diet quality and improved dietary adequacy in 

Aboriginal peoples in the Northwest Territories, Canada. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2015 

Jun;28(3):262–71.  

114.  Government of Canada. Elementary and secondary education [Internet]. 2009 [cited 2018 

May 23]. Available from: http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/newcomers/before-education-

schools.asp 

115.  Guenther PM, Reedy J, Krebs-Smith SM, Reeve BB. Evaluation of the Healthy Eating 

Index-2005. J Am Diet Assoc. 2008 Nov;108(11):1896–901.  

116.  Health Canada. Eating Well with Canada’s Food Guide. Ottawa, ON; 2007.  

117.  United States Department of Agriculture. Nutrition standards in the National School 

Lunch and School Breakfast Programs. Washington D.C.: Department of Agriculture, 

Food and Nutrition Service; 2012.  



126 

 

118.  Fulgoni VL, Keast DR, Drewnowski A. Development and validation of the nutrient-rich 

foods index: a tool to measure nutritional quality of foods. J Nutr. 2009;139(8):1549–54.  

119.  Nansel TR, Lipsky LM, Liu A, Laffel LMB, Mehta SN. Contextual factors are associated 

with diet quality in youth with type 1 diabetes mellitus. J Acad Nutr Diet. 

2014;114(8):1223–9.  

120.  Au LE, Rosen NJ, Fenton K, Hecht K, Ritchie LD. Eating school lunch is associated with 

higher diet quality among elementary school students. J Acad Nutr Diet. 

2016;116(11):1817–24.  

121.  Fram MS, Frongillo EA, Jones SJ, Williams RC, Burke MP, DeLoach KP, et al. Children 

are aware of food insecurity and take responsibility for managing food resources. J Nutr. 

2011;141(6):1114–9.  

122.  Lazarou C, Newby PK. Use of dietary indexes among children in developed countries. 

Adv Nutr. 2011 Jul 1;2(4):295–303.  

123.  McPherson RS, Hoelscher DM, Alexander M, Scanlon KS, Serdula MK. Dietary 

assessment methods among school-aged children: validity and reliability. Prev Med. 

2000;31(2):S11–33.  

124.  Cullen KW, Chen T-A. The contribution of the USDA school breakfast and lunch 

program meals to student daily dietary intake. Prev Med Rep. 2017;5:82–5.  

125.  United States Department of Agriculture. National School Lunch Program (NSLP) fact 

sheet. Alexandria, VA; 2013.  

126.  Andersen R, Biltoft-Jensen A, Christensen T, Andersen EW, Ege M, Thorsen A V, et al. 

Dietary effects of introducing school meals based on the New Nordic Diet - a randomised 

controlled trial in Danish children: the OPUS School Meal Study. Br J Nutr. 



127 

 

2014;111(11):1–10.  

127.  Golley RK, Pearce J, Nelson M. Children’s lunchtime food choices following the 

introduction of food-based standards for school meals: observations from six primary 

schools in Sheffield. Pub Health Nutr. 2010;14(2):271–8.  

128.  Evans CEL, Greenwood DC, Thomas JD, Cade JE. A cross-sectional survey of children’s 

packed lunches in the UK: food- and nutrient-based results. J Epidemiol Community 

Health. 2010;64(11):977–83.  

129.  Stevens L, Nicholas J, Wood L, Nelson M. School lunches v. packed lunches: a 

comparison of secondary schools in England following the introduction of compulsory 

school food standards. Pub Health Nutr. 2013;16(6):1037–42.  

130.  Pearce J, Wood L, Nelson M. Lunchtime food and nutrient intakes of secondary-school 

pupils: a comparison of school lunches and packed lunches following the introduction of 

mandatory food-based standards for school lunch. Pub Health Nutr. 2013;16(6):1126–31.  

131.  Harrison F, Jennings A, Jones A, Welch A, van Sluijs E, Griffin S, et al. Food and drink 

consumption at school lunchtime: the impact of lunch type and contribution to overall 

intake in British 9-10-year-old children. Pub Health Nutr. 2013;16(6):1132–9.  

132.  Statistics Canada. CCHS 2.2 Data Dictionnary [Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 2005. Available 

from: http://data.library.utoronto.ca/datapub/codebooks/cstdli/cchs/cycle2_2/dict_e.pdf 

133.  Mancino L, Todd JE, Guthrie J, Lin B-H. Food away from home and childhood obesity. 

Curr Obes Rep. 2014;3(4):459–69.  

134.  Poti JM, Popkin BM. Trends in energy intake among US children by eating location and 

food source, 1977-2006. J Am Diet Assoc. 2011;111(8):1156–64.  

135.  UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group. How can I perform the likelihood ratio, Wald, and 



128 

 

Lagrange multiplier (score) test in Stata? [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2016 Nov 1]. Available 

from: https://stats.idre.ucla.edu/stata/faq/how-can-i-perform-the-likelihood-ratio-wald-

and-lagrange-multiplier-score-test-in-stata/ 

136.  McIntyre L, Dayle JB. Exploratory analysis of children’s nutrition programs in Canada. 

Soc Sci Med. 1992;35(9):1123–9.  

137.  Tarasuk V, Davis B. Responses to food insecurity in the changing Canadian welfare state. 

J Nutr Educ. 1996;28(2):71–5.  

138.  Johnson C, Bednar C, Kwon J, Gustof A. Comparison of nutrient content and cost of 

home-packed lunches to reimbursable school lunch nutrient standards and prices. J Child 

Nutr Manag. 2009;33(2):1–8.  

139.  Larson NI, Neumark-Sztainer D, Harnack L, Wall M, Story M, Eisenberg ME. Calcium 

and dairy intake: longitudinal trends during the transition to young adulthood and 

correlates of calcium intake. J Nutr Educ Behav. 2009;41(4):254–60.  

140.  Seliske L, Pickett W, Rosu A, Janssen I. The number and type of food retailers 

surrounding schools and their association with lunchtime eating behaviours in students. Int 

J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2013;10(19):1–9.  

141.  He M, Tucker P, Gilliland J, Irwin JD, Larsen K, Hess P. The influence of local food 

environments on adolescents’ food purchasing behaviors. Int J Envr Res Pub Health. 

2012;9(4):1458–71.  

142.  Henry C, Whiting SJ, Phillips T, Finch SL, Zello GA, Vatanparast H. Impact of the 

removal of chocolate milk from school milk programs for children in Saskatoon, Canada. 

Appl Physiol Nutr Metab. 2015 Mar;40(3):245–50.  

143.  Baranowski T. 24-Hour recall and diet record methods. In: Nutritional Epidemiology. 



129 

 

New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2012. p. 1–33.  

144.  McGinnis JM, Harrell JA, Meyers LD. Nutrition monitoring: interface of science and 

policy. J Nutr. 1990;120 Suppl:1437–9.  

145.  Woteki CE, National Health and Nutrition Examination Survery. Integrated NHANES: 

uses in national policy. J Nutr. 2003;133(2):582S–584S.  

146.  Ahluwalia N, Dwyer J, Terry A, Moshfegh A, Johnson C. Update on NHANES dietary 

data: focus on collection, release, analytical considerations, and uses to inform public 

policy. Adv Nutr. 2016;7(1):121–34.  

147.  Tugault-Lafleur CN, Black JL, Barr SI. Examining school day dietary intake among 

Canadian children. Appl Physiol Nutr Metab. 2017;42(10):1064–72.  

148.  Government of Alberta. Alberta nutrition guidelines for children and youth: a childcare, 

school and recreation/community centre resource manual [Internet]. 2012 [cited 2018 Jun 

13]. Available from: https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/1c291796-4eb0-4073-be8e-

bce2d331f9ce/resource/3319786c-1df1-43ca-8693-067f733682dc/download/Nutrition-

Guidelines-AB-Children-Youth.pdf 

149.  Government of Ontario. Policy/Program Memorandum No. 150 [Internet]. Government of 

Ontario; 2011 [cited 2018 Feb 27]. Available from: 

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/extra/eng/ppm/150.html 

150.  Health Canada. The development and use of a surveillance tool: the classification of foods 

in the Canadian Nutrient File according to Eating Well with Canada’s Food Guide 

[Internet]. Ottawa, ON; 2014 [cited 2018 Jun 13]. Available from: 

http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2014/sc-hc/H164-158-2-2014-eng.pdf 

151.  Bickel G, Nord M, Price C, Hamilton W, Cook J. Guide to measuring household food 



130 

 

security (revised 2000). Alexandria, VA; 2000.  

152.  Statistics Canada. Canadian Community Health Survey Cycle 2.2 (2004) - Derived 

Variables Documentation. Ottawa, ON; 2008.  

153.  Statistics Canada. 2015 Canadian Community Health Survey (Nutrition) Derived 

Variables Specifications. Ottawa, ON; 2017.  

154.  Thomas S, Wannell B. Combining cycles of the Canadian Community Health Survey 

[Internet]. Vol. 20, Health Rep. 2009 [cited 2018 May 15]. Available from: 

https://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/82-003-x/2009001/article/10795/findings-resultats-eng.htm 

155.  Tugault-Lafleur CN, Black JL, Barr SI. Lunch-time food source is associated with school 

hour and school day dietary quality. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2018;31(1):96–107.  

156.  Cullen KW, Watson K, Zakeri I, Ralston K. Exploring changes in middle-school student 

lunch consumption after local school food service policy modifications. Pub Health Nutr. 

2005;9(6):814–20.  

157.  Garriguet D. Accounting for misreporting when comparing energy intake across time in 

Canada. Health Rep. 2018;29(5):3–12.  

158.  Statistics Canada. The Daily — Canadian Community Health Survey – Nutrition: Nutrient 

intakes from food and nutritional supplements [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2018 Feb 25]. 

Available from: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/170620/dq170620b-eng.htm 

159.  McIsaac J-LD, Read K, Williams PL, Raine KD, Veugelers PJ, Kirk SF l. Reproducing or 

Reducing Inequity? Considerations for School Food Programs. Can J Diet Pract Res. 

2017;1–5.  

160.  Garriguet D, Garriguet. Under-reporting of energy intake in the Canadian Community 

Health Survey. Health Rep. 2008 Dec;19(4):47–55.  



131 

 

161.  Rennie KL, Jebb SA, Wright A, Coward WA. Secular trends in under-reporting in young 

people. Brit J Nutr. 2005;93(241–247).  

162.  Murakami K, Livingstone MBE. Prevalence and characteristics of misreporting of energy 

intake in US children and adolescents: National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey 

(NHANES) 2003–2012. Brit J Nutr. 2016 Jan 3;115(02):294–304.  

163.  Garriguet. Impact of identifying plausible respondents on the under-reporting of energy 

intake in the Canadian Community Health Survey. Health Rep. 2008;19(4):47–55.  

164.  Vittinghoff E, Glidden D, Shiboski S, McCulloch C. Regression methods in biostatistics: 

linear, logistic, survival, and repeated measures models. Springer-Verlag New York; 

2012.  

165.  Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation. Global burden of disease (GBD) profile: 

Canada [Internet]. Seattle, WA; 2015 [cited 2017 Apr 24]. Available from: 

http://www.healthdata.org/canada 

166.  Sharma M. International school-based interventions for preventing obesity in children. 

Obes Rev. 2007;8(2):155–67.  

167.  Kelder SH, Perry CL, Klepp KI, Lytle LL. Longitudinal tracking of adolescent smoking, 

physical activity, and food choice behaviors. Am J Public Health. 1994;84(7):1121–6.  

168.  Larson NI, Neumark-Sztainer D, Story M. Weight control behaviors and dietary intake 

among adolescents and young adults: longitudinal findings from Project EAT. J Am Diet 

Assoc. 2009 Nov;109(11):1869–77.  

169.  Velazquez CE, Black JL, Ahmadi N. Food and beverage promotions in Vancouver 

schools: a study of the prevalence and characteristics of in-school advertising, messaging, 

and signage. Prev Med Reports. 2015;2:757–64.  



132 

 

170.  Ministère de la Santé et des Services sociaux. Framework policy on healthy eating and 

active living - Information Sheet. Quebec; 2009.  

171.  Food Secure Canada. Webinar: A journey into school fruits and vegetables programs in 

MB and BC | Food Secure Canada [Internet]. 2015 [cited 2018 Jan 31]. Available from: 

https://foodsecurecanada.org/resources-news/webinars-podcasts/healthy-eating-schools-

how-manitoba-and-bc-are-doing 

172.  The School Lunch Association of Newfoundland. School Lunch association of 

Newfoundland [Internet]. 2018 [cited 2018 Jan 31]. Available from: 

https://schoollunch.ca/ 

173.  Hyslop K. Does Canada need a national school food program? [Internet]. The Tyee. The 

Tyee; 2014 [cited 2015 Jan 27]. Available from: 

http://thetyee.ca/News/2014/10/13/Canada-School-Food-Program/ 

174.  Picard A. Why Canada needs to make sure kids don’t go to school hungry [Internet]. The 

Globe and Mail. 2013 [cited 2016 Oct 10]. Available from: 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/life/parenting/back-to-school/why-canada-needs-to-

make-sure-kids-dont-go-to-school-hungry/article14016777/ 

175.  Gates M, Hanning RM, Gates A, McCarthy DD, Tsuji LJS. Assessing the impact of pilot 

school snack programs on milk and alternatives intake in 2 remote First Nation 

communities in northern Ontario, Canada. J Sch Health. 2013;83(2):69–76.  

176.  Skinner K, Hanning RM, Metatawabin J, Martin ID, Tsuji LJS. Impact of a school snack 

program on the dietary intake of grade six to ten First Nation students living in a remote 

community in northern Ontario, Canada. Rural Remote Health. 2012;12(2122):1–17.  

177.  Evans CEL, Greenwood DC, Thomas JD, Cleghorn CL, Kitchen MS, Cade JE. SMART 



133 

 

lunch box intervention to improve the food and nutrient content of children’s packed 

lunches: UK wide cluster randomised controlled trial. J Epidemiol Community Health. 

2010 Nov 1;64(11):970–6.  

178.  Roberts-Gray C, Briley ME, Ranjit N, Byrd-Williams CE, Sweitzer SJ, Sharma S V., et al. 

Efficacy of the Lunch is in the Bag intervention to increase parents’ packing of healthy 

bag lunches for young children: a cluster-randomized trial in early care and education 

centers. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2016;13(1):3.  

179.  Labonté M-È, Poon T, Mulligan C, Bernstein JT, Franco-Arellano B, L’Abbé MR. 

Comparison of global nutrient profiling systems for restricting the commercial marketing 

of foods and beverages of low nutritional quality to children in Canada. Am J Clin Nutr. 

2017;106(6):1471–81.  

180.  Nicklas T, Johnson R, American Dietetic Association (AND). Position of the American 

Dietetic Association: Dietary guidance for healthy children ages 2 to 11 years. J Am Diet 

Assoc. 2008;108(6):1038–47.  

181.  Institute of Medicine (IOM). School meals: building blocks for healthy children. Stallings 

V, Suitor CW, Taylor C, editors. Washington D.C.: National Academy Press; 2010.  

182.  World Health Organization (WHO). The Nutrition-Friendly Schools Initiative (NFSI). 

World Health Organization (WHO). Montreux, Switzerland; 2006.  

183.  Storey K, Hanning R, Lambraki I, Driezen P, Fraser S, McCargar L. Determinants of diet 

quality among Canadian adolescents. Can J Diet Pract Res. 2009;70(2):58–65.  

184.  Potamites E, Gordon A. Children’s food security and intakes from school meals. 

Princeton, NJ.; 2010.  

185.  Petralias A, Papadimitriou E, Riza E, Karagas MR, Zagouras AB, Linos A. The impact of 



134 

 

a school food aid program on household food insecurity. Eur J Public Health. 

2016;26(2):290–6.  

186.  Government of Ontario. Healthy food for healthy schools act [Internet]. Ottawa, ON: 

Ontario Ministry of Education; 2008. Available from: http://www.e-

laws.gov.on.ca/html/source/statutes/english/2008/elaws_src_s08002_e.htm 

187.  Rideout K, Levy-Milne R, Martin C, Ostry AS. Food sales outlets, food availability, and 

the extent of nutrition policy implementation in schools in British Columbia. Can J Public 

Health. 2007;98(4):246–50.  

188.  Nelson M. School food cost-benefits: England. Pub Health Nutr. 2013;16(6):1006–11.  

189.  Gleason PM, Harris J, Sheean PM, Boushey CJ, Bruemmer B. Publishing nutrition 

research: Validity, reliability, and diagnostic test assessment in nutrition-related research. 

J Am Diet Assoc. 2010;110(3):409–19.  

190.  Kremer P, Bell C, Swinburn B. Calibration and reliability of a School Food Checklist: a 

new tool for assessing school food and beverage consumption. Asia Pac J Clin Nutr. 

2006;15(4):465–73.  

191.  Schoeller DA. How accurate is self-reported dietary energy intake? Nutr Rev. 

1990;48(10):373–9.  

192.  Trabulsi J, Schoeller DA. Evaluation of dietary assessment instruments against doubly 

labeled water, a biomarker of habitual energy intake. Am J Physiol Endocrinol Metab. 

2001;281(5):891–9.  

193.  Kirkpatrick SI, Reedy J, Butler EN, Dodd KW, Subar AF, Thompson FE, et al. Dietary 

assessment in food environment research. Am J Prev Med. 2014;46(1):94–102.  

194.  Bell LK, Golley RK, Magarey AM. Short tools to assess young children’s dietary intake: a 



135 

 

systematic review focusing on application to dietary index research. J Obes. 

2013;709626:1–17.  

195.  Rockett HRH, Berkey CS, Colditz GA. Evaluation of dietary assessment instruments in 

adolescents. Curr Opin Clin Nutr Metab Care. 2003;6(5):557–62.  

196.  Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al. Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 

statement. Syst Rev. 2015;4(1):1–9.  

197.  Shrout PE, Fleiss JL. Intraclass correlations: uses in assessing rater reliability. Psychol 

Bull. 1979;86(2):420–8.  

198.  Baglio ML, Baxter SD, Guinn CH, Thompson WO, Shaffer NM, Frye FHA. Assessment 

of interobserver reliability in nutrition studies that use direct observation of school meals. 

J Am Diet Assoc. 2004;104(9):1385–92.  

199.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO, Davis HC. Prompting methods affect the accuracy of 

children’s school lunch recalls. J Am Diet Assoc. 2000;100(8):911–8.  

200.  Subar AF, Kirkpatrick SI, Mittl B, Zimmerman TP, Thompson FE, Bingley C, et al. The 

Automated Self-Administered 24-hour dietary recall (ASA24): a resource for researchers, 

clinicians, and educators from the National Cancer Institute. J Acad Nutr Diet. 

2012;112(8):1134–7.  

201.  Baxter SD, Guinn CH, Royer JA, Hardin JW, Mackelprang AJ, Smith AF. Accuracy of 

children’s school-breakfast reports and school-lunch reports (in 24-h dietary recalls) 

differs by retention interval. Eur J Clini Nutr. 2009;63(12):1394–403.  

202.  Biltoft-Jensen A, Bysted A, Trolle E, Christensen T, Knuthsen P, Damsgaard CT, et al. 

Evaluation of Web-based Dietary Assessment Software for Children: comparing reported 



136 

 

fruit, juice and vegetable intakes with plasma carotenoid concentration and school lunch 

observations. Br J Nutr. 2013;110(1):186–95.  

203.  Biltoft-Jensen A, Damsgaard CT, Andersen R, Ygil KH, Andersen EW, Ege M, et al. 

Accuracy of self-reported intake of signature foods in a school meal intervention study: 

comparison between control and intervention period. Br J Nutr. 2015;114(4):635–44.  

204.  Hunsberger M, Pena P, Lissner L, Grafström L, Vanaelst B, Börnhorst C, et al. Validity of 

self-reported lunch recalls in Swedish school children aged 6-8 years. Nutr J. 

2013;12(129):1–7.  

205.  Lyng N, Fagt S, Davidsen M, Hoppe C, Holstein B, Tetens I. Reporting accuracy of 

packed lunch consumption among Danish 11-year-olds differ by gender. Food Nutr Res. 

2013;57(19621):1–7.  

206.  Medin AC. Evaluation of a web-based food record for children using direct unobtrusive 

lunch observations: a validation study. J Med Internet Res. 2015;17(12):e273.  

207.  Warren JM, Henry CJK, Livingstone MBE, Lightowler HJ, Bradshaw SM, Perwaiz S. 

How well do children aged 5-7 years recall food eaten at school lunch? Pub Health Nutr. 

2003;6(1):41–7.  

208.  Domel SB, Baranowski T, Leonard SB, Davis H, Riley P, Baranowski J. Accuracy of 

fourth- and fifth-grade students’ food records compared with school-lunch observations. 

Am J Clin Nutr. 1994;59(Suppl 1):218–20.  

209.  Neuhouser ML, Lilley S, Lund A, Johnson DB. Development and validation of a beverage 

and snack questionnaire for use in evaluation of school nutrition policies. J Am Diet 

Assoc. 2009;109(9):1587–92.  

210.  Richter SL, Vandervet LM, Macaskill LA, Salvadori MI, Seabrook JA, Dworatzek PDN. 



137 

 

Accuracy and reliability of direct observations of home-packed lunches in elementary 

schools by trained nutrition students. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2012;112(10):1603–7.  

211.  Sabinsky MS, Toft U, Andersen KK, Tetens I. Validation of a digital photographic 

method for assessment of dietary quality of school lunch sandwiches brought from home. 

Food Nutr Res. 2013;57(20243):1–9.  

212.  Taylor JC, Yon BA, Johnson RK. Reliability and validity of digital imaging as a measure 

of schoolchildren’s fruit and vegetable consumption. J Acad Nutr Diet. 

2014;114(9):1359–66.  

213.  Mitchell SA, Miles CL, Brennan L, Matthews J. Reliability of the School Food Checklist 

for in-school audits and photograph analysis of children’s packed lunches. J Hum Nutr 

Diet. 2010;23(1):48–53.  

214.  Baxter SD, Hardin JW, Smith AF, Royer JA, Guinn CH, Mackelprang AJ. Twenty-four 

hour dietary recalls by fourth-grade children were not influenced by observations of 

school meals. J Clin Epidemiol. 2009;62(8):878–85.  

215.  Stumbo PJ. New technology in dietary assessment: a review of digital methods in 

improving food record accuracy. Proc Nutr Soc. 2013;72(01):70–6.  

216.  Illner A-K, Freisling H, Boeing H, Huybrechts I, Crispim SP, Slimani N. Review and 

evaluation of innovative technologies for measuring diet in nutritional epidemiology. Int J 

Epidemiol. 2012;41(4):1187–203.  

217.  Madden AM, Harrex R, Radalowicz J, Boaden DC, Lim J, Ash R. A kitchen-based 

intervention to improve nutritional intake from school lunches in children aged 12-16 

years. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2013;26(3):243–51.  

218.  Miller N, Reicks M, Redden JP, Mann T, Mykerezi E, Vickers Z. Increasing portion sizes 



138 

 

of fruits and vegetables in an elementary school lunch program can increase fruit and 

vegetable consumption. Appetite. 2015;91:426–30.  

219.  Templeton SB, Marlette MA, Panemangalore M. Competitive foods increase the intake of 

energy and decrease the intake of certain nutrients by adolescents consuming school 

lunch. J Am Diet Assoc. 2005;105(2):215–20.  

220.  Upton D, Upton P, Taylor C. Fruit and vegetable intake of primary school children: a 

study of school meals. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2012;25(6):557–62.  

221.  Cohen JFW, Smit LA, Parker E, Austin SB, Frazier AL, Economos CD, et al. Long-term 

impact of a chef on school lunch consumption: findings from a 2-year pilot study in 

Boston middle schools. J Am Diet Assoc. 2012;112(6):927–33.  

222.  Briefel RR, Crepinsek MK, Cabili C, Wilson A, Gleason PM. School food environments 

and practices affect dietary behaviors of US public school children. J Am Diet Assoc. 

2009;109(Suppl 1):91–107.  

223.  Moore L, Tapper K. The impact of school fruit tuck shops and school food policies on 

children’s fruit consumption: a cluster randomised trial of schools in deprived areas. J 

Epidemiol Community Health. 2008;62(10):926–31.  

224.  Robinson-O’Brien R, Burgess-Champoux T, Haines J, Hannan PJ, Neumark-Sztainer D. 

Associations between school meals offered through the National School Lunch Program 

and the School Breakfast Program and fruit and vegetable intake among ethnically 

diverse, low-income children. J Sch Health. 2010;80(10):487–92.  

225.  Baxter SD, Thompson WO. Fourth-grade children’s consumption of fruit and vegetable 

items available as part of school lunches is closely related to preferences. J Nutr Educ 

Behav. 2002;34(3):166–71.  



139 

 

226.  Rainville A. Nutritional quality of reimbursable school lunches compared to lunches 

brought from home in elementary schools in two southeastern Michigan districts. J Child 

Nutr Manag. 2001;25(1):13–8.  

227.  Rees GA, Richards CJ, Gregory J. Food and nutrient intakes of primary school children: a 

comparison of school meals and packed lunches. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2008;21(5):420–7.  

228.  Sanigorski AM, Bell AC, Kremer PJ, Swinburn BA. Lunchbox contents of Australian 

school children: room for improvement. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2005;59(11):1310–6.  

229.  Spence S, Delve J, Stamp E, Matthews JNS, White M, Adamson AJ. Did school food and 

nutrient-based standards in England impact on 11-12Y olds nutrient intake at lunchtime 

and in total diet? Repeat cross-sectional study. PLoS One. 2014;9(11):e112648.  

230.  Dubuisson C, Lioret S, Dufour A, Calamassi-Tran G, Volatier J-L, Lafay L, et al. The 

relationship between school lunch attendance and the food intakes of French school 

children aged 3-17 years. Pub Health Nutr. 2015;18(9):1647–57.  

231.  Rogers IS, Ness AR, Hebditch K, Jones LR, Emmett PM. Quality of food eaten in English 

primary schools: school dinners vs packed lunches. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2007;61(7):856–64.  

232.  Losasso C, Cappa V, Neuhouser ML, Giaccone V, Andrighetto I, Ricci A. Students’ 

consumption of beverages and snacks at school and away from school: a case study in the 

north east of Italy. Front Nutr. 2015;2(30):1–8.  

233.  Wordell D, Butkus SN, Mandal B, Daratha K, Bindler R. Changes in a middle school food 

environment affect food behavior and food choices. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2012;112(1):137–

41.  

234.  Smith SL, Cunningham-Sabo L. Food choice, plate waste and nutrient intake of 

elementary- and middle-school students participating in the US National School Lunch 



140 

 

Program. Pub Health Nutr. 2014;17(6):1255–63.  

235.  Dodd KW, Guenther PM, Freedman LS, Subar AF, Kipnis V, Midthune D, et al. 

Statistical methods for estimating usual intake of nutrients and foods: A review of the 

theory. J Am Diet Assoc. 2006;106(1):1640–50.  

236.  Institute of Medicine (IOM). Nutrition standards and meal requirements for National 

School Lunch and Breakfast Programs: Phase I. Stallings VA, Taylor CL, editors. 

Washington D.C.: The National Academies Press; 2008. 192 p.  

237.  Hanning RM, Royall D, Toews JE, Blashill L, Wegener J, Driezen P. Web-based Food 

Behaviour Questionnaire: Validation with grades six to eight students. Can J Diet Pract 

Res. 2009;70(4):172–8.  

238.  Willet W, Lenart E. Reproducibility and validity of Food-Frequency Questionnaires. In: 

Willet W, editor. Nutritional Epidemiology. Oxford University Press; 2012. p. e1-49.  

239.  Subar AF, Freedman LS, Tooze JA, Kirkpatrick SI, Boushey C, Neuhouser ML, et al. 

Addressing current criticism regarding the value of self-report dietary data. J Nutr. 

2015;145(12):2639–45.  

240.  Jacko C, Dellava J, Ensle K, Hoffmann D. Use of the plate-waste method to measure food 

intake in children. J Ext. 2007;45(6).  

241.  Kirks BA, Wolff HK. A comparison of methods for plate waste determinations. J Am Diet 

Assoc. 1985;85(3):328–31.  

242.  Kant AK. Indexes of overall diet quality: a review. J Am Diet Assoc. 1996;96(8):785–91.  

243.  Kant AK. Dietary patterns and health outcomes. J Am Diet Assoc. 2004;104(4):615–35.  

244.  Ocke MC. Evaluation of methodologies for assessing the overall diet: dietary quality 

scores and dietary pattern analysis. Proc Nutr Soc. 2013;72(1):191–9.  



141 

 

245.  Guenther PM, Casavale KO, Reedy J, Kirkpatrick SI, Hiza HAB, Kuczynski KJ, et al. 

Update of the Healthy Eating Index: HEI-2010. J Acad Nutr Diet. 2013;113(4):569–80.  

246.  Olstad DL, Raine KD, Nykiforuk CIJ. Development of a report card on healthy food 

environments and nutrition for children in Canada. Prev Med. 2014;69(1):287–95.  

247.  National Academy Press. Recommended Dietary Allowances. 10th Ed. Washington D.C.; 

1989.  

 



142 

 

Appendices 

 

Appendix A  : A Systematic Review of Methods to Assess Children’s Diets in 

the School Context 

 

Acknowledgement: A version of Appendix A has been published. Tugault-Lafleur C.N., Black 

J.L., Barr S.I. A systematic review of methods to assess children’s diets in the school context. 

Advances in Nutrition. 2017;8:63–79. 

 

A.1 Summary 

To evaluate the impact of school-based nutrition interventions, accurate and reliable 

methods are needed to assess what children eat at school. The primary objective of this study 

was to systematically review methodological evidence on the relative accuracy and reliability of 

dietary assessment methods used in the school context. The secondary objective was to assess 

the frequency of methods and analytical approaches used in studies reporting in-school dietary 

outcomes. Three health databases were searched for full-text English-language studies. Twenty-

two methodological studies were reviewed. For school meal recalls, the majority of studies 

(n=8/12) reported poor accuracy when accuracy was measured using frequencies of misreported 

foods. However, when energy report rates were used as a measure of accuracy, studies suggested 

that children were able to accurately report energy intake as a group. Results regarding the 

accuracy of Food Frequency Questionnaires (FFQs) and Food Records (FRs) were promising but 

limited to a single study each. Meal Observations (MOs) offered consistently good inter-rater 
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reliability across all studies reviewed (n=11). Studies reporting in-school dietary outcomes 

(n=47) used a broad range of methods, but the most frequently used methods included weighed 

FRs (n=12), school meal recalls (n=10), MOs by trained raters (n=8) and estimated FRs (n=7). 

The range of dietary components was greater among studies relying on school meal recalls and 

FRs compared to studies using FFQs. Overall, few studies have measured the accuracy of dietary 

assessment methods in the school context. Understanding the methodological characteristics 

associated with dietary instruments is vital for improving the quality of the evidence used to 

inform and evaluate the impact of school-based nutrition policies and programs. 

 

A.2 Introduction 

Given growing concerns about nutrition-related chronic diseases among children 

(64,180), there is now strong international interest in evaluating and improving children’s 

diets within school settings (181,182). Schools are a proposed site for public health action to 

improve children’s diet quality because schools reach a large number of children, can 

facilitate nutrition education and health promotion programs, and can influence dietary 

behaviours (18,21,183). For example, school meal and snack programs have been promoted 

as a means to reduce food insecurity for children living in poverty (176,184,185) and to 

improve diet quality at the population level (53,102,126).  In Canada, some jurisdictions 

have also implemented food policies such as school food and beverage sales guidelines 

aiming to improve nutrition environments and promote healthier dietary choices (186,187).  

Given that implementing school meal programs and policies require substantial investments 

to implement and sustain (125,188), evidence is needed to assess whether and how they 
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impact children’s overall diet quality, which in turn, requires an accurate assessment of both 

dietary intakes in the school setting and during the remainder of the school day.  

Evaluating the impact of school-based nutrition interventions requires both valid and reliable 

instruments. Validity broadly refers to the ability of a method to measure true intake and to 

reflect the aspect of the diet it is proposed to measure (143,189) while reliability refers to the 

ability of an instrument to produce consistent results (143,189). There are several types of both 

validity and reliability that must be considered when developing approaches for measuring diets 

in the school context.  In the nutritional methodological literature, one of the most frequently 

discussed types of validity is criterion validity, which involves comparing a tool’s assessment of 

dietary intakes with results obtained using a reference instrument. While there is no agreed-upon 

gold standard in nutrition assessment, a reference instrument is thought to hold a greater degree 

of demonstrated validity, even if it is not an exact measure of the underlying concept (189). Test-

retest reliability (sometimes referred to as reproducibility (189)) refers to an instrument’s ability 

to produce consistent results with repeated measurements. Inter-rater reliability examines the 

extent to which different ‘raters’ (or observers) provide similar estimates while intra-rater 

reliability refers to how consistent results are for repeated ratings by a given rater.  

Approaches to measure dietary intakes within school settings can be broadly categorized as 

self-reported approaches and observational techniques. Self-reported instruments include meal-

specific recalls, estimated food records (FRs) (or food diaries), food frequency questionnaires 

(FFQs) and diet screeners. In contrast, observational methods all involve an observer or rater 

evaluating dietary consumption of study participants in real time. Observational techniques 

include direct meal observations, weighed food records, digital photography (DP) methods and 
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the School Food Checklist (SFC). The SFC is a one-page form listing 29 food and beverage 

items commonly found in students’ lunches. Meal observers filling in the SFC also indicate the 

approximate portion size consumed for each food or beverage; total energy is estimated from the 

lunch meal (190). 24-hour dietary recall methods and diet records are often used in large, 

population-based dietary surveys, as they are typically less labour intensive and thus less 

expensive to conduct compared to observational tools (143). However, validation studies 

have confirmed important measurement errors inherent to self-reported instruments 

(80,191,192). Understanding the extent and type of measurement error associated with self-

reported tools is crucial for appropriately interpreting study results (193).  

While several reviews have examined the validity of dietary assessment instruments for 

use among children (80,123,194,195) no comprehensive review has focused specifically on 

eating contexts such as schools, and the validity of adapting current dietary assessment tools 

to evaluate diet quality in these contexts. Schools present both unique methodological 

challenges and opportunities for collecting dietary data. For example, parents are not present 

to assist in reporting food intakes and foods may come from different sources (home, school 

vending operations and off-campus locations). On the other hand, dietary intakes can be 

observed more easily since consumption typically occurs in large groups at set times. To 

appropriately measure the impact of school-based nutrition interventions (such as school 

lunch programs or regulations regarding the sales of ‘unhealthy’ foods and beverages on 

school grounds), researchers and practitioners need to know which tools are most 

appropriate, including their strengths, limitations, type(s) of measurement error, and which 

outcomes can be assessed most effectively using a given instrument.  
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 This review therefore aims to fill current gaps by: 1) describing the strengths, limitations, 

and sources of measurement errors of dietary instruments commonly used to evaluate in-school 

dietary intakes; 2) assessing methodological evidence on the criterion validity and inter-

reliability of each instrument; 3) examining whether the use of various diet quality indicators 

differs across dietary instruments; and 4) describing key gaps and proposing next steps for 

measuring diet quality in the school context.  

A.3 Methods 

The review process was informed by the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and 

Meta-analyses (PRISMA) 2015 framework (196).  

Eligibility and exclusion criteria 

The search strategy aimed to identify papers that developed, validated, or applied dietary 

assessment instruments to characterise in-school dietary intakes. Participants were school-age 

children (6-17 years) who participated in experimental or observational studies that measured 

food and beverage consumption in the school context such as lunches or snacks consumed at 

school. Studies were excluded if they focused on childcare/daycare settings, included only 

preschool-age children, took place in low-income countries, did not specify whether dietary 

intakes were consumed at school or elsewhere, or only included measures of food availability or 

sales but not actual intake. Commentary and editorial papers were also excluded.  

Information and search strategy 

Three health databases (MEDLINE Complete, CINAHL Complete, and PubMed) were 

searched for full-text English-language publications published in 2015 or prior using  keywords 
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("school meal*6" OR "school diet*" OR "school intake*" OR "school dietary intake*" OR 

"school nutrient* intake*" OR "school food*" OR "school lunch*" OR "packed lunch*" OR 

"bagged lunch*" OR “school snack*” OR “school breakfast*”) AND (children OR youth OR 

adolescent* OR student*) AND (tool* OR measure* OR assessment* OR instrument* OR 

indicator* OR index). Reference lists were further screened to identify additional studies.  

Study selection and classification 

Articles were assessed for eligibility independently by the first author in consultation 

with co-authors. Studies were classified into two groups based on their main purpose: 1) 

methodological studies evaluating criterion validity and/or reliability of dietary instruments 

(e.g. school meal recalls) used in the school context compared to a reference instrument (e.g. 

weighed food records); and 2) studies whose primary outcome(s) were measures of in-

school dietary intakes and/or overall diet quality.  

Approach for evaluating relative accuracy and reliability 

Studies were first categorized based on whether they used a self-reported or observational 

tool. Key characteristics of each study including the study reference, context, sample 

characteristics, test and reference instrument used, statistical approach, and study results 

measuring validity and/or reliability were extracted into summary tables by the first author and 

checked for accuracy and completion by co-authors. 

Table A-1 describes the key measures for evaluating criterion validity and reliability and the 

scoring criteria to appraise each methodological study. Common approaches used in the 

                                                

6 The * symbol was used at the end of key search terms to any additional characters for a key word search (for e.g. 

“school meal” and “school meals”). 
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literature included omission, intrusion and match rates used to assess misreporting for the types 

of foods reported (regardless if amounts were accurate) whereas arithmetic and absolute 

differences were used to assess validity in terms of amounts7 reported for matched foods. There 

are currently no established cut-offs classifying dietary instruments as having ‘acceptable’ or 

‘poor’ validity. To facilitate the interpretation and comparison in findings across methodological 

studies, new scoring criteria and cut-offs were used. These cut-offs were based on previous 

standards used in the methodological literature (88). Statistical assessments of criterion validity 

also included two-sample t-tests to compare means, correlation coefficients comparing amounts 

from the test and reference measures and energy report rates. The scoring criteria for these 

measures also align with a previous review on dietary assessment methodologies for use in 

children (123) and  cut-offs for energy report rates were based on previous approaches (80,123). 

Cut-points for defining ‘poor’, ‘acceptable’ and ‘good’ test-retest reliability and inter- and intra-

rater reliability were derived from methodological literature on reliability (197,198). 

Types of diet quality indicators used in relation to dietary instruments  

Using the second group of studies, study reference, context, sample characteristics, type of 

dietary instrument used, dietary outcome(s) variables and key findings were extracted into 

summary tables for each type of dietary instrument identified. For each study, we examined 

whether authors captured diet quality using single, multiple dietary components (e.g. absolute 

amounts of micronutrients and/or foods, proportion of energy from macronutrients) or whether 

studies used more complex analytical methods (e.g. use of a composite diet quality index). We 

                                                

7 When assessing the precision of a self-report method (meal recalls) compared to visual estimation from trained 

raters, precision was assessed up to 0.1 servings.  
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examined the frequency of instrument use across diet quality indicators to examine whether the 

use of specific instruments was associated with more frequent measures of in-school diet quality.  

Table A- 1 Measures used for evaluating the relative accuracy and reliability of dietary instruments used 

for assessing dietary intakes in school settings 

 Definitions Cut-offs for assessing relative 

accuracy and reliability 

Measures of relative accuracy Poor/Failing Acceptable 

Omission rate A measure of reporting error that reflects the rate of 

foods reported relative to all foods observed. 
Calculated as the sum of weighted values* for omitted 

foods / (sum of weighted values for matched foods + 

sum of weighted values for omitted foods). Ranges 
from 0 to 100%.  

>15% ≤ 15% 

Intrusion rate A measure of reporting error that reflects the rate of 

foods reported but not observed. Calculated as the sum 
of weighted values* for intrusion† foods / (sum of 

weighted values for matched foods + sum of weighted 

values for intrusion foods). Ranges from 0 to 100%. 

>15% ≤15% 

Match rate The ratio of foods reported to be consumed over foods 
that were consumed. Ranges from 0 to 100%. 

< 85% ≥85% 

Arithmetic 

difference‡ 

The difference (expressed in servings) between 

observed and reported amounts for matched foods, but 
under- and over- reports can offset one another. These 

differences for each meal item are multiplied by a 

statistical weight1 and then summed up for each meal 
for each child.  The sign of the arithmetic difference 

provides an indication as to whether on average, 

children tend to over- or under- report foods and 

beverages consumed. 

< -0.5 or > 0.5 

servings/meal 

≥ -0.5 to ≤ 

0.5 servings 
/meal 

Absolute 

difference‡ 

The difference (expressed in servings) between 

observed and reported amounts for matched foods, but 

under- and over- reports do not cancel each other. 
These differences for each meal item are multiplied by 

a statistical weight* and then summed up for each 

child. This represents the average number of servings 

misreported in each meal for a group of children. 

>1 servings 

/meal 

≤ 1 servings 

/meal 

Two-sample 

t-test 

A statistical test used to assess the difference between 

two means (obtained from the reference and test 

instrument). 

Significant 

difference  

No 

significant 

difference  
Energy report 

rate 

The percent of reported energy consumed by the total 

observed energy consumed. The closer to 100%, the 

more valid the instrument. 
 

<85% or >115%  85-115% 

Correlation 

coefficient 

Measures the agreement between individual values 

between a test and reference method§ 
 

r < 0.6  r ≥ 0.6  
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* Subjective weights are used when adding each meal component to generate an omission or intrusion rate 
for the whole meal: meal entrée=2, condiments=0.33 and other meal items=1 (87,89,199). † Intrusion 

foods are foods that were not observed by raters/observers but reported by children (also sometimes 

referred to as ‘phantom’ foods). ‡ A limitation of arithmetic and absolute difference measures is that that 

they are serving-based, but serving sizes vary greatly across different types of foods. A 0.1 serving 
difference in reporting of a food with low energy density (such as lettuce) or a food typically consumed in 

small portions (such as ketchup) have a very different impact on the accuracy of total reported intake 

compared to 0.1 servings of a food that is energy dense (such as pizza or a chocolate bar). § Correlation 
coefficients only provide an indirect measure of accuracy. A correlation coefficient measures the 

agreement between individual values for two methods. For example, the individual values for protein 

intakes obtained by a 24-hour dietary recall and a food frequency questionnaire designed to measure usual 
daily protein intake could be highly correlated but the absolute difference in individual values estimated 

via each method could substantially differ. ¶ Cut-offs for defining ‘poor’, ‘acceptable’ and ‘good’ test-

retest reliability and inter- and intra-rater reliability were derived from methodological literature on 

reliability (197,198). 

 

A.4 Results  

Figure A-1 outlines the article identification and selection process. A total of 436 unique 

references were identified, of which 59 were selected for qualitative synthesis. An additional 10 

papers were identified after screening reference lists from reviewed studies in the primary search 

(n=69 studies in the final review). Twenty-two studies were classified as methodological studies 

and 47 included at least one outcome measure describing in-school dietary intakes. No study fell 

into both categories; hence all 69 papers were considered unique records.   

Measures of reliability
¶
 Poor/Failing Acceptable 

Cohen’s 
Kappa 

coefficient 

Statistical measure of the amount of agreement 
between two measures of the same concept (can be 

used to assess test-retest or inter-rater reliability). 

<0.6 0.6-0.8: 
acceptable 

>0.8: good 

Intra-class 
Correlation 

Coefficient 

A statistical test that measures intra-rater reliability 
(how similar the ratings are for a given observer over 

time). 

<0.6 0.6-0.8: 
acceptable 

>0.8: good 

Percent 

agreement 
between 

raters 

A statistical test to measure inter-rater reliability (how 

different observers rate the same observation). 

<60% 60-80%: 

acceptable 
>80%: good 
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Figure A-1 PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process. PRISMA, Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (196). 

 

Table A-2 provides descriptive information on each of the dietary assessment instruments used 

in the school context, outlining key strengths, limitations, sources of measurement error and an 

overall summary grade for validity and reliability. Table A-3 synthesizes key details of 

methodological studies sorted by instrument type.  

 

Methodological evidence on the relative accuracy and reliability of dietary assessment tools 

School meal recalls (n=15 studies). Adapted from the 24-hour dietary recall method, school 

meal recalls rely on children’s memories and reporting of all foods and beverages consumed at 
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school (breakfast and/or lunches) often using specific prompting methods to elicit detailed 

information on the types and amounts of foods consumed. This method poses minimal burden on 

children and is designed to collect detailed, contextual information about consumption patterns 

(e.g. where was the food consumed and with whom). The main drawbacks of the 24-hour dietary 

recall are the high labor costs associated with interviewer administration of the recall. However, 

technological advances making this instrument both web-based and self-administered (e.g. the 

Automated Self-Administered 24-hour dietary recall or ‘ASA24’) have made this approach more 

cost-effective (200). The ASA24 is a fully automated, web-based, self-administered 24-hour 

dietary recall that provides a complete system for probing, coding and calculating nutrient and 

food group intakes (200). The ASA24 has been available at no cost to extramural investigators, 

clinicians and educators since 2009, is updated on a regular basis, and modified versions 

currently exist for use with children (ASA24-KIDS) and Canadian participants (200).  
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Table A-2 Key characteristics of dietary instruments to measure in-school diet quality among children (n = 22 studies)  

Dietary 

instrument 

Strengths Limitations Evidence of relative 

accuracy* 

Evidence of 

reliability† 

Self-report methods 

School meal 

recalls  

Opportunity to probe for detailed 

dietary information and portion 

sizes, low burden on subjects 

Costly if interviewer-

administered; relies on 

memory; subject to 

misreporting, social 

desirability bias 

Poor accuracy for individual 

foods reported (n = 8/12 

studies); acceptable accuracy 

when reporting amounts 

consumed (n = 4/5 studies), 

acceptable energy report 

rates (n = 2/3 studies)  

N/A 

Estimated food 

records (by 

study subjects) 

Detailed dietary information 

(quantities and types of food), 

self-administered, does not rely 

on memory 

Higher burden on subjects, 

prone to reactivity and 

social desirability bias 

Acceptable accuracy with 

daily monitoring; poor when 

children only monitored on a 

weekly basis (n = 1 study) 

N/A 

Food 

frequency 

questionnaires  

Can provide estimates of usual 

intakes, self-administered (so 

lower costs) 

Finite food list, lower 

precision for amounts 

consumed; difficult to 

capture contextual 

information (e.g. time and 

place of consumption); 

cognitively challenging for 

younger age groups; 

subject to misreporting, 

social desirability bias 

Acceptable accuracy for 

measuring select beverages 

and snack foods (n = 1 study) 

N/A 

Observational methods 

In-person meal 

observations 

Precise information about 

amounts and types of foods; 

lowest burden on subjects, more 

‘objective’ method  

Costly; labor-intensive; 

potentially intrusive 

Acceptable (n = 1 study) Good  

(n = 11 studies) 
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Dietary 

instrument 

Strengths Limitations Evidence of relative 

accuracy* 

Evidence of 

reliability† 

Weighted food 

records (by 

research staff) 

Precise information about 

amounts and types of foods; 

lowest burden on subjects, more 

‘objective’ method 

Most costly method; labor-

intensive; not well suited 

for environments where 

students bring home-

packed lunches 

No evidence‡ No evidence 

Digital 

photography 

methods 

Low burden on participants; 

quick to administer, can be self-

administered (so lower cost), 

more ‘objective’ method 

Costly (labor-intensive for 

dietary data entry); difficult 

to capture hidden, wasted, 

spilled or traded foods; can 

be challenging to interpret 

data from photos 

Acceptable (n = 2 studies) Acceptable  

(n = 2 studies) 

School Food 

Checklist 

Only validated to measure 

energy intake for a group; quick 

to administer (~3 min per child), 

more ‘objective’ method 

Finite food list; labor-

intensive; potentially 

intrusive; not validated to 

assess the quality of intake 

(only energy) 

Unknown Acceptable 

(n = 2 studies) 

*A measure of accuracy was expressed using categorical ratings (poor/failing vs. acceptable) defined with cut-offs shown in Table 1.  
† Inter-rater and intra-rater reliability is applicable to observational tools only. ‡ There is no gold standard in dietary assessment 

methodology but weighed food records by trained raters/observers are regarded as the closest to a gold standard. We found no 

methodological study testing the relative accuracy of the weighed food record. The ‘plate waste method’ (a form of weighed food 

record in which weights of foods remaining on the plate at the end of the meal are subtracted from the amounts served) is an 

adaptation of the weighed food record.  
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Table A-3 Summary of methodological studies evaluating dietary instruments for measuring in-school consumption (n=22 studies) 

Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

School meal specific recalls§ (n = 15 studies) 

Baxter et 

al. 2002 

(87), U.S. 

Breakfast and lunch 

recall (school meals), 

same day (evening), 

no parental assistance 

MOs 104 children, 

(10 years) 

Omission rate: 41%  

Intrusion rate: 24% 

Absolute difference: 0.24 svgs. 

Arithmetic difference: −0.08 svgs. 

89% agreement across raters for 

within ¼ of a serving for reference 

method 

Poor accuracy for types of 

foods reported. However, 

children were able to report 

amounts consumed for 

matched foods with 

acceptable accurately. Good 

inter-rater reliability for in-

person meal observations 

Baxter et 

al. 2003 

(88), U.S. 

Breakfast and lunch 

recalls (school 

meals), same day 

(evening) via person 

and telephone, no 

parental assistance, 

multiple pass 

protocol 

MOs 69 children,  

(10 years) 

For in-person and via telephone 

recalls, respectively: 

Omission rates: 34% & 32%  

Intrusion rates: 19% &16%  

Absolute difference: 0.28 & 0.19 

svgs. 

Arithmetic difference: -0.09 & 0 

svgs. 

93% agreement across raters for 

within ¼ of a serving for the 

reference method 

Poor accuracy for types of 

foods reported, regardless of 

telephone vs. in-person 

interview. However, children 

were able to report amounts 

consumed for matched foods 

with acceptable accuracy.  

Good inter-rater reliability 

for the reference method. 

Baxter et 

al. 2003 

(89), U.S. 

Breakfast and lunch 

recall (school meals), 

next morning, no 

parental assistance, 

multiple pass 

protocol (4 passes) 

MOs 121 children 

(10 years) 

For reverse and forward recalls, 

respectively:  

Omission rates: 57% & 56% 

Intrusion rates: 32% & 39% 

Absolute difference: 0.23 & 0.24 

svgs. Arithmetic difference: -0.08 & -

0.08 servings. 90% agreement across 

raters for within ¼ of a serving for 

the reference method. 

Poor accuracy for foods 

reported, regardless of the 

recall order. However, 

children were accurate at 

reporting amounts for 

matched foods. Good inter-

rater reliability for the 

reference method. 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

Baxter et 

al. 2009 

(201), 

U.S.  

Breakfast and lunch 

recall (school meals), 

same and next day 

(different retention 

intervals), no parental 

assistance 

MOs 374 children 

(10 years) 

For lunch recalls (rates for different 

time retention periods, ranges): 

Omission rates: 28%-55% 

Intrusion rates: 16%- 49% 

Energy report rates: 78%-88% 

Reported good inter-rater reliability 

for meal observations but percent 

agreement not reported by authors 

Poor accuracy for types of 

foods reported (both on same 

day and next day). Poor 

accuracy for energy reported 

when recall occurred on the 

next day but acceptable 

accuracy when recall 

occurred on the same day.  

Baxter et 

al. 2010 

(91), U.S. 

Breakfast and lunch 

recall (school meals), 

different retention 

intervals, no parental 

assistance 

MOs 374 children 

(10 years) 

Energy report rates: 85%  

Protein report rates: 105%  

Carbohydrates report rates: 86%  

Fat report rates: 97%  

94-97% agreement across raters for 

the reference method 

Acceptable accuracy for 

energy report, protein, 

carbohydrates and fat report 

rates; report rates varied by 

nutrient. Children tended to 

under-report energy and 

under-report carbohydrates. 

Fat and protein were 

accurately reported. Good 

inter-rater reliability for 

reference method. 

Baxter et 

al. 2000 

(199), 

U.S. 

Lunch recalls (school 

meals), morning of 

the next day, no 

parental assistance, 

with and without 

prompting 

MOs 96 children, 

(mean 7.2 and 

10.1 years) 

Next day, no prompting: 

Total inaccuracy§: 2.7 svgs. (grade 1) 

Total inaccuracy§: 1.7 svgs. (grade 4) 

Next day, with prompting,  

Total inaccuracy§: 2.6 svgs. (grade 1) 

Total inaccuracy§: 1.8 svgs. (grade 4) 

Accuracy described as poor 

for both grades, but accuracy 

measures were higher for 

grade 4 compared to grade 1 

students.  

Baxter et 

al. 1997 

(86), U.S. 

Lunch recall (school 

meals), same day and 

next day, no parental 

assistance 

MOs 260 children, 

(10 years) 

Rates for same day and next day, 

respectively: 

Omission rates: 16%, 32%  

Intrusion rates: 5%, 13% 

Poor accuracy for types of 

foods reported but omission 

and intrusion rates improved 

when recall was conducted 

on same day as the lunch 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

Absolute difference: 0.10 & 0.14 

svgs. Arithmetic difference: -0.02 & -

0.01 svgs.  

meal. Good accuracy for 

amounts consumed. 

Biltoft-

Jensen et 

al. 2013 

(202), 

Denmark 

Lunch recall (school 

meals), same day 

(evening), web-based 

software 

(WebDASC), 

parental assistance 

Weighed 

FRs and 

DP 

method 

81 children, 

 (8-11 years)  

Omission rate: 3% 

Intrusion rate: 14% 

 

Acceptable accuracy for 

types of foods reported 

Biltoft-

Jensen et 

al. 2015 

(203), 

Denmark 

Lunch recall (school 

meals), same day 

(evening), web-based 

software 

(WebDASC), 

parental assistance 

Weighed 

FRs and 

DP 

method  

193 children (8-

11 years)  

Omission rates: 9% 

Intrusion rate: 6% 

 

Acceptable accuracy for 

types of foods reported 

Guinn et 

al. 2010 

(92), U.S. 

School meal recall, 

same day and 

previous day, no 

parental assistance 

MOs 327 children 

(10 years) 

Mean energy report rate: 88%.  

Report rates for energy decreased 

with increasing points on the social 

desirability scale and BMI percentiles 

categories.  

>90% inter-rater agreement for the 

reference method 

 

Acceptable accuracy for 

energy report rates. 

Accuracy was inversely 

associated with social 

desirability bias and BMI. 

Good inter-rater reliability 

for the reference method. 

Hunsberg

er et al. 

2013 

(204), 

Sweden 

School meal recall, 

previous day, RD 

administered using a 

web-based dietary 

recall software 

Weighed 

FRs 

25 children (6-8 

years) 

Overall match rate: 90% (range: 67-

100%). Difference in child-reported 

energy and observed energy: 7 kcals 

(SD=50) (p-value=0.49); strong 

correlation (r=0.92, p-value<0.001) 

between children’s recall and 

reference method.  

Acceptable accuracy for 

reporting individual foods 

and for estimating energy 

intake of the group 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

 

Lyng et 

al. 2013 

(205), 

Denmark 

Lunch recall (home-

packed lunches), 

same day (PM), no 

parental assistance 

DP 

method 

114 children 

(11 years) 

For girls and boys, respectively: 

Match rates: 78% & 74% 

Omission rates: 22% & 26% 

Intrusion rates: 18% & 24% 

 

Poor accuracy for reported 

food items  

Medin et 

al. 2015 

(206), 

Norway 

Lunch recall (school 

meals), web-based 

self-administered 

recall, same day, with 

parental assistance 

MOs 117 children (8-

9 years) 

Match rate: 73% 

Omission rate: 27% 

Mean intrusion rate: 19%  

Higher parental education associated 

with better accuracy (77% vs. 52% 

match rate) (P-value=0.008).  

92% agreement across raters for the 

reference method. 

 

Poor accuracy for reported 

foods. Good inter-rater 

reliability. 

Paxton et 

al. 2011 

(90), U.S. 

Lunch recall (school 

meals), paper and 

pencil questionnaire, 

same day, no parental 

assistance 

MOs 18 children (8-

10 years) 

6% mean omission rate 

10% mean intrusion rate 

Absolute difference: 0.06 svgs. 

Arithmetic difference: 0.01 svgs. 

85% agreement between raters for the 

reference method. 

 

Acceptable accuracy for both 

reported food items and for 

amounts of foods reported.  

Good inter-rater reliability 

for reference method. 

Warren et 

al. 2003 

(207), 

U.K. 

Lunch recalls (school 

meals and home-

packed lunches), 

same day (2h post 

meal), no parental 

assistance 

MOs 303 children, 5-

7 years 

Home-packed and school lunches, 

respectively: 

Match rates: 70% & 58% 

Intrusion rates: 22% & 8% 

Prompting significantly increased 

match rates which increased from 

66% to 80% for the whole sample.  

Poor accuracy for reported 

food items, regardless of 

lunch type. Non-directive 

prompts increased recall 

accuracy. 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

Inter-rater reliability not reported for 

the reference method. 

Estimated FRs (n =1 study) 

Domel et 

al. 1994 

(208), 

U.S.  

Estimated lunch-time 

FRs, no parental 

assistance 

MOs 24 students (9-

10 years) 

Using a daily monitoring approach 

(students were prompted by data 

collectors to complete their FRs), 

Pearson’s r ranged from 0.16-0.85 

for different meal components 

(mean r = 0.66). However, using the 

weekly monitoring approach, 

Pearson r’s dropped: range -0.21-

0.69 (mean r = 0.25).  

90% agreement between raters for 

the reference method.  

Overall school meal accuracy 

was acceptable only for 

children who were monitored 

on a daily basis to complete 

their FRs (but not among 

children on the weekly 

monitoring group). Accuracy 

varied also considerably 

depending on the meal 

component.  

Good inter-rater reliability for 

the reference method 

FFQs (n =1 study) 

Neuhouse

r et al. 

2008 

(209), 

U.S. 

19-item Beverage 

and Snack FFQ 

(recall period: past 

week) 

Estimated 

4-day FRs 

(administe

red one 

week 

before 

FFQ) 

46 children, 

(mean age 12.7 

years) 

Pearson r = 0.71, 0.70 and 0.69 for 

beverages, snacks and total fruit and 

vegetables, respectively.  

Test-retest reliability r > 0.7 for 19 

items  

Acceptable accuracy 

Acceptable test-retest 

reliability 

In-person meal observations (n =1 study) 

Richter et 

al. 2012 

(210), 

Canada 

In-person meal 

observation (by 

nutrition students)  

Weighed 

FRs 

32 children 

(elementary, no 

age provided) 

Raters accurately identified 86% of 

pre-measured lunches (within ¼ of a 

serving) and over- or under- 

reported amounts for the other meal 

items in 14% of the lunches. 

Majority of ICCs >0.8 

Acceptable accuracy 

Good inter-rater reliability 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

 

 

DP methods (n =2 studies) 

Sabinsky 

et al 2013 

(211), 

Denmark 

DP for home-packed 

lunches 

Weighed 

FRs 

191 children (7-

13 years) 

Spearman r range: 0.89-0.97 for 

amounts of meal items. No 

statistical difference between 

amounts of fish, fat, starch, whole 

grains, and overall lunch meal 

quality index scores (Meal IQ) 

between the test and reference 

instrument.  

Bland–Altman analyses suggest 

negligible bias (mean bias for fruit: -

4.27g; LOA -29.4 to +20.8g) (mean 

bias for vegetables -6.19g; LOA -

34.5 to + 22.2g). Kappa coefficients: 

0.59-0.82  

Acceptable accuracy. Bland-

Altman plots suggest a 

tendency for the DP method 

to underestimate fruit and 

vegetable consumption. 

Acceptable inter-rater 

reliability. 

Taylor et 

al. 2014 

(212), 

U.S. 

DP assessing only 

fruit and vegetable 

intake from home-

packed lunches  

Weighed 

FRs 

958 children (8-

10 years) 

Pearson r range: 0.59-0.98 for 

amounts of meal items, all r above 

0.8 except for leafy greens (r=0.59) 

Mean fruit and vegetable 

consumption using photography (97 

g) was within 1.0 g of reference 

method and not significantly 

different from reference method (P-

value=0.56).  

LOA for individual-tray fruit and 

vegetable consumption were –32.9.0 

to 31.3 g.  96% percent agreement 

across raters; mean ICC was 0.92. 

Acceptable accuracy. DP was 

accurate at estimating 

amounts eaten at the group 

level. There was no evidence 

of bias from Bland-Altman 

analyses. Good inter-rater 

reliability. 
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Study, 

Country 

Dietary instrument Reference 

method 

Sample 

characteristics 

Results*  

 

Key Findings† 

 

 

SFC (n=2 studies) 

Kremer et 

al. 2006 

(190), 

Australia 

SFC  Weighed 

FRs 

106 children (5-

12 years) 

Relative accuracy for energy 

measured using mean difference 

between test and reference 

instrument:  

Mean difference 15 kJ (95% CI: -

107 kJ to +138 kJ) (P-value>0.05). 

Kappa coefficient: 0.51 

The SFC provides acceptable 

accuracy to measure energy 

intake for the group. Inter-

rater reliability was poor. 

Mitchell 

et al. 2009 

(213), 

Australia 

SFC, home-packed 

lunches, SFC + meal 

observations and SFC 

+ DP method 

No 

reference 

measure¶ 

176 children (5-

8 years) 

ICCs range for different lunch items 

Using the SCF with meal 

observations: 

ICCs=0.78–1 (intra-rater reliability)  

ICCs = 0.50–0.95 (inter-rater 

reliability) 

Using the SCF with DP: 

ICCs=0.57–0.92 (intra-rater 

reliability)  

ICCs= 0.32-0.92 (inter-rater 

reliability) 

(majority ICCs >0.7 except for 

leftovers where ICC=0.32) 

The SFC has good intra-rater 

reliability; acceptable inter- 

rater reliability. Accuracy 

measures were higher when 

the SFC was used with in-

person MOs rather than DP 

methods. 

Digital Photography, DP. Food Frequency Questionnaires, FFQs. Food Records, FRs. Intraclass Correlation Coefficients, ICCs. Limits 

of Agreements, LOA. Meal Observations, MOs. School Food Checklist, SFC. * Results presented are group means unless specified 

otherwise. † To provide an overall rating for relative accuracy and reliability (where relevant), we used cut-off points for measures of 

relative accuracy. Those measures of accuracy and reliability are presented in Table 1. ‡ Unless specified, the school meal recall method 

was interviewer-administered. § Total inaccuracy combines both the type of error from misreporting meal items with measures of 

accuracy (199). Total inaccuracy is calculated as: (absolute difference between amounts reported and observed eaten for each match × 

statistical weight) + (each omitted amount × statistical weight) + (each intruded amount × statistical weight) summed over all items for a 
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given meal for each child. There is no upper limit for total inaccuracy and this measure of reporting can be sensitive to the number and 

types of meal components. For example, a meal with multiple small entrees may result in greater total inaccuracy values compared to a 

meal with only one entrée. Thus, total inaccuracy is not appropriate to compare the accuracy of different instrument as these measures 

may vary depending on the meal context. Hence, this indicator was not selected as a criterion for comparing accuracy between types of 

instruments. ¶ The study goal was to test intra- and inter-rater reliability for estimating energy intake from lunches using the SFC. 
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Methodological studies using an adaptation of the 24-hour dietary recall method for 

assessing intakes from meals consumed at school are outlined in Table A-3 (n=15 studies). 

All studies were conducted with elementary school children, the majority of whom were age 

9-10 years. The validity of school meal recalls was compared to an observational method, 

either in-person meal observations (n=11), digital photography methods (n=3) or weighed 

food records (n=1). The validity of children’s descriptions of reported foods varied across 

studies, reflecting the influence of interview conditions on children’s ability to recall their 

lunch meal. Omission rates ranged from 0% (202) to 57% (89) and intrusion rates ranged 

from 5% (86) to 49% (214).  When the school meal recall was conducted the same day as 

the lunch meal (afternoon or evening), 8 of the 11 studies reporting omission, intrusion 

and/or match rates reported acceptable criterion validity with the reference instrument 

(86,90,201–203,205–207). Two studies which conducted school meal recalls the same day 

(in the evening, without parental assistance) reported poor criterion validity using the same 

measures of reporting error (87,88). Overall, 11 of the 15 methodological studies testing the 

validity of school meal recalls reported acceptable criterion validity – regardless of the 

measure of criterion validity used and the interview conditions.  

The recall retention period8 emerged as an important determinant of school meal recall 

validity in all studies reviewed. This is not surprising given that a recent review found that 

24-hour dietary recall methods can vary greatly in accuracy depending upon interview 

conditions including retention period, type of prompting and use (or not) of parental 

                                                

8 The retention period is the length of time elapsed between the eating occasion and the time when a child is asked to 

report dietary intake.  
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assistance (81). Among the studies reviewed, a shorter retention interval (recall conducted on the 

afternoon or evening on the same day of lunch consumption) was consistently associated with 

better recall validity. Findings related to the impact of prompting methods on recall validity for 

school meals were mixed. One study reported improved omission and intrusion rates with 

prompting (207) while another reported less reporting error (lower intrusion and omission rates), 

but only in the older age group (199). 

The five studies reporting absolute and arithmetic differences (between amounts reported 

and amounts observed to be consumed by observers) suggest that children were able to correctly 

report amounts consumed, with arithmetic differences often being ≤0.1 servings per meal for 

foods reported at lunch (86–90). In all but the Paxton study (90), arithmetic differences in 

amounts were slightly negative, suggesting that children tended to slightly under-report (rather 

than over-report) amounts consumed. When pooling the energy report rate as a measure of 

validity across studies using this measure (91,92,201), the average energy report rate was 85%. 

Another study also confirmed that as a group, energy reported by children from school meal 

recalls did not significantly differ from estimates using weighed food records (204). These 

findings suggest that as a group, children are reasonably able to report energy consumed – yet 

studies using energy report rates indicate that children (similarly to adults) tend to under-report 

energy consumed. 

 Two studies evaluated the validity of reported meal items (fruit and vegetables, fish) with 

biological biomarkers. In Denmark, the school meal recall method was validated for assessing 

usual intake of fruit and vegetables (202) as well as fish (203) consumed at lunch in a sample of 

81 children age 8-11 years. Dietary intake was assessed using a web-based dietary lunch meal 

recall for five consecutive school days in conjunction with the digital photography (DP) method 
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to optimize the validity of the recall. In the first study, reported fruit and vegetable intakes 

were correlated with plasma carotenoids concentrations (mean r = 0.49, p<0.01, adjusted for 

sex, BMI and energy intake) (202). In their second study, fish consumption was significantly 

and moderately correlated with whole blood eicosapentaenoic acid (EPA) and 

docosahexaenoic acid (DHA) concentrations (mean r = 0.30, p<0.001, adjusted for sex, 

grade, household education, BMI and fish oil supplement) (203).  

Limitations of the school meal recall method include the reliance on children’s memory 

and the high labour costs associated with interviewer-administered recalls (Table 2). 

However, three studies demonstrated acceptable criterion validity using cost-saving methods 

such as self-reported paper and pencil school meal recall questionnaires (90) and  school 

meal recalls using a 24h dietary recall software (202,203). A web-based self-administered 

school meal recall instrument could potentially generate a valid estimate of the mean dietary 

intakes during school hours for a group at relatively low cost. Provided that the target recall 

period is minimised (i.e. the recall occurs in the afternoon or evening after lunch 

consumption), the overall evidence suggested that as a group, children age 9 to 10 years 

appear to be able to accurately report the majority of meal items (≥70% of items consumed), 

are fairly competent energy reporters (although like adults, they also tend to under-report 

energy), and can generally estimate amounts within ¼ of a serving.  

Estimated lunch-time food records (n=1 study). The food record is a self-administered 

instrument where children are asked to record all foods consumed during the lunch period. Since 

they are self-administered, estimated food records are less expensive to conduct than interview-

administered dietary recall methods or observational instruments. Estimated food records can 

provide detailed information about foods consumed without relying on children’s memory 
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(Table 2). However, this tool is thought to hold more reactive bias9 since the acts of recording 

and eating occurs at the same time.  

One study drawing from a small, low socioeconomic status (SES) sample (n=24 children, 

age 9-10 years) tested the criterion validity of estimated food records at lunch-time (test 

instrument) compared with in-person meal observations for a two week period (reference 

instrument) (208). Students were reminded to fill out their food records either on a daily or a 

weekly basis by research assistants during school visits. Children were prompted for any missing 

items either on a daily or weekly basis. Criterion validity was measured using Pearson’s 

correlation coefficients for different meal components. Among students who were monitored 

daily, criterion validity was acceptable for most of meal items (r > 0.6, p<0.001 for 6 out of 8 

meal items). However, among students who were monitored on a weekly basis, validity dropped 

significantly (r >0.6 for only 2 out of the 8 meal items). These findings suggest that children can 

reasonably report foods consumed at lunch-time using food records if there is regular daily 

monitoring. However, this was the only methodological study using food records, thus there is a 

clear need for more studies with larger sample sizes to establish the estimated food record as a 

valid instrument. Unlike other contexts, food diaries completed at school cannot be modified by 

parents who are not present to observe dietary intake during school hours.  

Food Frequency Questionnaires (n=1 study). Designed to evaluate usual dietary consumption, 

FFQs typically include a finite list of food groupings and/or categories and ask respondents to 

report usual frequency of consumption of each food category over a specific time (e.g. one 

                                                

9 Reactivity bias is a type of systematic error occurring when the respondent changes his/her eating behavior because 

of the act of recording their food intake. 



167 

 

month or shorter among children due to the difficulty associated with estimating usual intakes 

over time). FFQs hold the benefit of being a self-report instrument which is low cost and is 

designed to assess habitual or usual dietary intakes (Table 2). However, FFQs and diet screeners 

can be prone to systematic error (or bias)10 due to difficulty in estimating intake over longer 

periods of time.  

Only one methodological study assessed the validity of a 19 item FFQ (a beverage and 

snacks questionnaire or screener) developed to measure both in-school and out-of-school 

snack and beverage consumption patterns in U.S. middle-school children (209) (Table 3). 

This screener, which queries intake over a 1-week period, was administered on two 

occasions to assess test-retest reliability, separated by 4 to 6 weeks. During the week prior to 

the second screener administration, participants completed a 4-day food record. Criterion 

validity was assessed using correlation coefficients between the test instrument (diet 

screener) and average intakes from the 4-day food record. The majority of 19 questionnaire 

items were significantly associated with the reference measure (for in-school beverages, 

mean r=0.71; snacks and sweets, mean r=0.70; total fruit and vegetables, mean r=0.69, p-

values<0.05). However, there were several limitations to this study. First, the test instrument 

was not compared to a more ‘objective’ or observational reference instrument (both the 

screener and the food records were prone to reporting error). Second, interpreting the test-

retest reliability of the screener is challenging given that it captured different time periods 

for which dietary patterns could be reasonably be different due to intra-individual variability 

                                                

10 Systematic error (or bias) is a type of measurement error in which measurements consistently depart from the true 

value in the same direction. Unlike random error which can be reduced by taking multiple repeated measurements, 

systematic error is not reduced when multiple repeated observations are averaged.   
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in dietary intakes in a 4-6-week period. Finally, it is possible that the act of recording foods using 

a food diary may have helped children respond more accurately subsequently to the screener 

when administered a second time. Therefore, the validity of using the screener to measure in-

school dietary patterns remains unclear, especially in younger children who might experience 

more difficulty remembering past consumption patterns (78,123) for specific time reference 

periods (school hours on school days). Lastly, FFQs and diet screeners have not been validated 

to measure amounts consumed during school hours, only types of foods and beverages 

consumed.  

Meal observations by trained raters (n=11 studies). Meal observation is a method in which 

trained raters visually estimate amounts of foods consumed at lunch-time from children in group 

settings. Unlike self-report tools, meal observations by trained raters avoid the misreporting 

errors associated with recall of past dietary consumption. Like the school meal recall and food 

record, meal observations provide detailed information on the types and amounts of food and 

beverages consumed, but this method can also be labour-intensive requiring extensive training 

on visual estimation of food consumption and is potentially intrusive to children (Table 2).  

Meal observation was the most commonly used reference method among methodological 

studies reviewed. Only one study assessed the criterion validity of the meal observation method 

by comparing visually estimated amounts from trained raters (dietetics students) to pre-measured 

home-packed lunches (210). The criterion validity of the method was deemed acceptable, with 

raters able to accurately estimate amounts consumed for 86% of the lunches (n=32 lunches) 

(Table 3). In contrast, the inter-rater reliability of this observational tool has been more 

extensively investigated and measures of inter-rater reliability were reported in 11 studies (Table 

3). Inter-rater reliability was consistently good or very good, with percent agreements for 
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amounts consumed across raters ranging from 85% to 97% (87–92,201,206,208). Intra-rater 

reliability was also good and Intra-class Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) reported in one study 

were all above 0.8 (210). Collectively, these findings support the meal observation as both a 

valid and reliable method for estimating types and amounts of food consumed in school 

settings. 

Digital photography methods (n=2 studies). Digital photography (DP) captures food intake 

through cameras before and after consumption. Trained staff take digital images of the lunch 

meal following a standardised protocol (e.g. taking pictures before and after consumption from 

different camera angles to capture depth) and research staff (typically dietitians) use these 

images to estimate consumption (215,216). DP offers similar strengths as in-person meal 

observations but is potentially lower in costs as more lunch meals can be captured by a single 

photographer (Table 2). However, data entry can still be labour-intensive and requires trained 

staff to translate photos to estimated intakes. This method can omit foods that are spilled, traded, 

wasted or not easily visible (for example, margarine spread on bread, milk in opaque containers). 

Finally, the criterion validity may vary greatly depending on whether children consume school 

meals (of known portions and nutrient composition) versus home-packed lunches, or whether 

children take photos themselves (e.g. using cameras from mobile phones) as opposed to trained 

research staff.  

A limited number of studies suggest that DP can be a valid method to assess the content 

of school meals (Table 3). In Denmark, the criterion validity of DP to measure the content of 

students’ packed lunches from home was evaluated against weighed food records using 

correlation coefficients, two-sample t-tests for differences in means, and Bland-Altman plots 

(211). Correlation coefficients were strong and positive (ranging from 0.89 to 0.97) and no 
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statistically significant differences were found in mean amounts for different lunch meal 

components estimated using the DP and the reference method. Bland–Altman analyses 

suggested a tendency to slightly under-estimate fruit (mean bias -4.27 g; Limits of Agreement 

(LOA): -29.4 to +20.8 g) and vegetables (mean bias -6.19 g; LOA -34.5 to + 22.2 g). When 

measuring meal quality using the Meal IQ (a composite diet quality index for the lunch meal 

with scores ranging from 0 to 28, and 28 being a perfect score), the Bland-Altman plots 

suggested no evidence of bias (0.07; LOA -2.26 to 2.40). In another study conducted in the U.S., 

the accuracy of the DP method was tested using weighed food records (212).  Criterion validity 

was measured using correlation coefficients, two-sample t-tests for differences in group means, 

and Bland-Altman plots. All 11 meal items had a correlation coefficient above 0.7 (range 0.76-

0.98) except for leafy greens (r=0.59) and lasagna (r=0.62). The group mean for fruit and 

vegetable intake was within 1 gram of the reference method and there were no statistical 

differences in group means for other meal components and no evidence of bias in Bland-Altman 

analyses. Both of these studies suggest the potential of the DP method to provide a valid method 

for estimating dietary intakes (in terms of the types of food consumed and also the amounts 

consumed) in the context of home-packed lunches (211) as well as school meals (212).   

The School Food Checklist (n=2 studies). The SFC was designed to facilitate data collection 

for meal observations conducted in Australian elementary schools (Table 2) (190). The SFC is a 

one-page form listing 29 food and beverage items commonly found in Australian students’ 

lunches (e.g., bread, spreads, cheese, packaged snacks, yogurt, milk, water, soda). Trained 

observers monitor children at meal time, typically one observer per 4-5 students. Portion sizes 

are estimated using predefined standard portion sizes (e.g. 1 tbsp of peanut butter, 1 slice of 

bread). The mean difference in estimated energy intake between the weighed food record and the 
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SFC was 15 kJ (95% CI, -107 kJ to 138 kJ). However, the limits of agreement (±2 standard 

deviations) were large (± 1270 kJ). The SFC overestimated the energy from breads and fruit 

drinks and under-estimated energy from fat spreads, crackers, granola bars and fruit. Findings 

suggested the SFC with meal observations by trained raters demonstrated moderate inter-rater 

reliability, with a mean Kappa coefficient of 0.51 (190). In a more recent study comparing the 

intra- and inter- rater reliability of the SFC when used with in-person meal observation and the 

DP method, ICCs for intra-rater reliability ranged from 0.32 to 0.95 for different meal 

components (213). ICCs for inter-rater reliability were high (ICC>0.7) apart from left-overs 

(ICC=0.34). There are many limitations to this instrument, the most important one being that it 

does not ‘stand-alone’ and still requires either DP or in-person meal observers to measure intake. 

Moreover, the SFC has a finite food list and may miss other foods not listed in the SFC.  

 

Frequency of instrument use and dietary outcomes assessed in school contexts 

Table A-4 lists the frequency of dietary assessment instruments used in studies 

examining dietary outcomes in the school context. Detailed information from each study is 

provided in the supplemental tables11.  

 

 

 

                                                

11 Supplemental Tables 1–7 are available from the “Online Supporting Material” link in the online posting of the 

article and from the same link in the online table of content at http://advances.nutrition.org. 
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Table A-4 Frequency of dietary instruments used, and types of dietary outcomes used to assess 

dietary intakes in the school context (n = 47 studies) 

 Meal 

recalls 

Estimated 

FRs 

FFQs 

 

Weighed 

FRs 

MOs DP SFC 

All studies (n = 

47)* 

10 7 5 12 8 5 2 

Studies using specific analytical methods to measure in-school dietary intakes 

Multiple dietary 

components*, 

n=44 studies 

8 8 4 12 8 4 2 

Dietary 

components†, n 

(range) 

17  

(1-58) 

28 

(19-64) 

11 

(7-19) 

17 

(1-34) 

13 

(1-27) 

8 

(1-26) 

13 

(13) 

Macronutrients, 

amounts and/or 

densities, n=22 

studies 

2 7 0 9 3 1 0 

Energy density, 

n= 3 studies 

1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Micronutrients, 

amounts and/or 

densities, n=19 

studies 

1 6 0 8 3 1 0 

Fruit and/or 

vegetable intake 

exclusively, n=5 

studies 

1 0 0 2 1 1 0 

Food groups‡, 

n=32 studies  

5 6 3 8 5 3 2 

Composite diet 

quality index, n=3 

studies 

1 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Digital Photography, DP. Food Frequency Questionnaires, FFQs. Food Records, FRs. Meal 

observations, MOs. School Food Checklist, SFC. *Some studies used more than one instrument, 

so the row total does not match the number of studies reviewed. Two studies used 2 instruments 

to assess overall diet quality in the school context. † Values are mean (range) number of dietary 

components among studies.  ‡ These studies included a wide range of food group outcomes. 

Outcomes were expressed as the proportion of children consuming specific types of food groups 

and/or amount in servings of specific food groups. Some studies also reported on either 

frequency of intake of absolute intake of food groups considered ‘minimally nutritious’ such as 

sugar-sweetened beverages, low-nutrient energy dense foods, ‘fast foods’, 

desserts/pastries/confections, minimally nutritious packaged snacks. 
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Overall, observational instruments (n=27/47 studies) were slightly more common than 

self-report instruments (n=22/47 studies), with 2 studies using more than one method. The 

most common instruments were weighed food records (n=12 studies) 

(39,58,220,221,61,127–130,217–219), followed by school meal recalls (n=10 studies) 

(16,29,32,40,56,57,222–224), in-person meal observations (n=8 studies) (17,60,138,225–

229), estimated food records (n=7 studies) (37,38,97,131,156,230,231), FFQs (n= 5 studies) 

(30,31,94,232,233), DP methods (n=5 studies) (59,93,98,99,234), and the SFC (n=2 studies) 

(59,228). 

Ninety-four percent of studies (n=44/47) used multiple, single dietary components to 

describe in-school diet quality. The number of components varied greatly, ranging from a 

single food group or nutrient to 64 dietary components (mean=18, SD=14). The mean 

number of dietary components was higher for instruments eliciting more detailed 

information about types of foods and amounts consumed. For example, the mean number of 

dietary components was 28 for estimated food records. In contrast, the mean number of 

dietary components was 11 for FFQs and included only food-based outcomes. There was no 

clear pattern between the type of dietary assessment instrument and type of diet quality 

indicator used. However, studies using FFQs and the SFC reported only food-based (and not 

nutrient-based) outcomes. Five studies solely measured fruit and vegetables intake 

(99,218,221,224,225).  

Only 3/47 studies reviewed developed or applied a composite measure to evaluate the 

overall quality of the lunch meal in the school context (57,93,94). A composite diet quality 

index (The Meal Index of dietary Quality or ‘Meal IQ’) was developed, validated and 

applied to measure the quality of foods in home-packed lunches for Danish children 7-13 
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years (93). Seven dietary components (fat, saturated fat, snacks, whole grains, fish, fruit, and 

vegetables intake) were used to provide a composite score (ranging from 0 to 28 points) to 

reflect adequacy, balance and moderation. This composite measure is based on the Danish 

dietary guidelines for school-age children and was validated by correlating composite index 

scores with energy and nutrient densities. Meal IQ scores were associated with lower energy 

density (r=-0.61), lower intakes of added sugars (r= -0.22) and higher intakes of fiber (r= 0.54) 

and vitamins C, E, K, B6, and folic acid (r ranging from 0.32-0.47) (p<0.001). However, Meal 

IQ scores were not associated with vitamin A, vitamin D, calcium and iron (r ≤ 0.2 and p≥ 0.05) 

– all key nutrients of public health importance for children (117). 

 In Finland, researchers used a simpler measure of meal-based diet quality based on the 

‘balance’ dimension of diet quality (94). Usual dietary patterns were assessed using a web-based 

questionnaire which included a 37-item FFQ using the school week as reference period. Children 

were classified as ‘balanced’ or ‘unbalanced’ eaters based on whether they reported consuming 

three meal components (main dish, salad and bread) from school lunches on most school days in 

a week. The school lunch was ‘balanced’ in 47% of the children in their sample. Daily, 

‘balanced’ eaters were more likely to consume fruit and dairy products and less likely to 

consume salty packaged foods and sugar-sweetened beverages for snacks (p-value < 0.05). On a 

weekly basis, ‘balanced’ eaters consumed foods such as pizzas, meat pies, and sugar-sweetened 

beverages less frequently (p<0.05).   

In the U.S., the 2005 Healthy Eating Index (HEI-2005) is a validated composite diet quality 

index which reflects dimensions of adequacy, balance and moderation (115). The U.S. HEI-2005 

was used to evaluate diet quality during school hours and to examine temporal variations in diet 

quality between school days and weekend days (57). Using a single 24-hour dietary recall data 
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from a large, nationally-representative dietary survey, the scoring standards of the HEI-2005 

(which expressed ideal amounts per 1,000 kcal consumed) were applied to derive HEI total 

scores and sub-scores during and outside of school hours on school days and on weekend 

days. Although the U.S. HEI was originally developed to assess diet quality based on a 

whole day, it can potentially be applied to a portion of the school day because its scoring 

standards are expressed on an energy density basis. 

 

A.5 Discussion 

Lessons learned about school-based dietary instruments  

Assessing dietary intakes in school has a unique set of challenges and opportunities and 

is methodologically difficult, from the perspectives of both data collection and data analysis. 

A study’s goals and specific dietary outcomes of interest should be taken into consideration 

when choosing the appropriate dietary instrument, as each tool offers trade-offs between the 

ability of the instrument to provide details on quantity of foods and nutrients consumed, 

costs and ease of administration (largely affected by whether the tool is self-administered or 

not), and measurement error – which in turn, affects the tool’s validity and reliability. 

School lunch recalls, food diaries and meal observations can each offer rich details about the 

types of foods and amounts consumed. The main limitation of the school meal recall method 

is that it provides detailed information on short-term consumption patterns (e.g., intake at a 

single school meal) and does not reflect usual consumption patterns (235). However, in 

many instances researchers are interested in estimating the distribution of usual intakes for 

the group.  This can be accomplished by incorporating a second recall within a subset of the 
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population to remove the intra-individual variability (random error or day-to-day variability) in 

dietary intakes (235).  

Although subject to misreporting, validation studies conducted on the school meal recall 

method suggest children can reasonably report energy intake at the group level (i.e., within the 

range of 85 – 115%). However, these studies also indicate that children (similarly to adults) tend 

to under-report energy obtained from lunches eaten at school. Evidence also suggests that 

children can vary in terms of their ability to report foods consumed in one meal (as shown by 

variable omission and intrusion rates) which reflects the influence of the interviewing conditions 

on the validity of this method. However, for matched foods, children can accurately report 

amounts consumed. Because school meal recalls are designed to assess not only types of foods 

consumed but also amounts, the dietary data generated from meal recalls is more ‘flexible’ in 

terms of being operationalized into various outcome measures for diet quality. For example, 

dietary data from meal recalls can be compared against specific meal-based standards (181,236). 

Dietary data from school meal recalls has also been used to examine overall diet quality using an 

a priori diet quality index (the U.S. HEI-2005) between National School Lunch Program (NSLP) 

and non-NSLP participants (57).  

Until recently, food records, FFQs and diet screeners were more cost-effective than dietary 

recalls since the former were self-administered. However, web-based dietary recalls now exist 

for use in the school environments (202,204,237). FFQs have the added advantage of being 

designed to measure usual dietary exposure. However, dietary data from FFQs are subject to bias 

or systematic error (238). Unlike random error driven by day-to-day variability in dietary 

intakes, bias or systematic error is difficult to correct or account for (239). Random error can, 

however, be reduced by repeated administrations of the school meal recall method or multiple 
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days of estimated food records. The validity of using an FFQ for assessing usual dietary 

intake patterns at school was only explored in one study (209). Given that FFQs are not well 

suited to measure food and nutrient quantities consumed and the limited methodological 

evidence testing FFQ validity in the school context, dietary data from FFQs are ill suited to 

be compared against specific nutrient and food-based intake standards such as those 

established by the NSLP. More research on the validity of FFQs for assessing in-school 

dietary intakes (preferably using observational instruments as reference instruments) is 

needed for future application of FFQ-based approaches to examine population-level dietary 

intake in the school context.  

While food records present some benefits similar to school meal recalls in terms of 

details about the types and amounts of foods consumed whilst being low cost instruments, 

evidence regarding the validity of their use for school contexts remains limited. In this 

review, only one study assessed the validity of this method (208). There may be 

considerable variation in the validity of using food records to assess dietary intakes in the 

school context depending upon the study conditions and characteristics of the population. 

Overall, the methodological evidence on food records and FFQs or diet screeners is limited. 

More studies in larger, diverse samples are recommended before recommending these tools 

for capturing in-school dietary intake.  

Across all studies reviewed, observational instruments such as weighed food records 

and meal observations were regarded as gold standards. Observational instruments are being 

more objective since they are not subject to reporting error. The ease of applying 

observational instruments may vary depending upon specific conditions within the school 

context. For example, lunch source (where most children obtain their lunch food from) 
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appears to play a decisive role when deciding on a dietary assessment instrument. It is not 

surprising that weighed food records were commonly used in U.S. studies, where a 

substantial proportion of children participate in the NSLP (184). The plate waste method, which 

is a form of weighed food record in which amounts of unconsumed food are subtracted from the 

amounts served, can be an effective, non-obtrusive way of estimating consumption (240,241). 

This works well in school contexts where most children obtain their meals from school vending 

operations where standardised menus are in place. However, in school contexts such as Canada 

(which does not have national school lunch program and where students commonly bring a 

home-packed lunch) (29), the plate waste method is not well suited since nutritional information 

on meals offered and served is not easy to obtain.  

 

Lessons learned on dietary outcome measures to evaluate diet quality at school  

This review found that measures to evaluate in-school diet quality are heterogeneous. Although 

dietary pattern analyses (multiple dietary components operationalized as a single exposure) have 

gained popularity to estimate whole day diet quality (242–244), studies most commonly used 

multiple single dietary components to capture in-school diet quality. Developing a valid 

analytical measure of overall diet quality is complex and no consensus exists on the ‘best’ diet 

quality indicator. Moreover, most of diet quality indicators are based on national dietary 

guidelines which change over time and differ across countries. Using multiple, single 

components to assess overall diet quality is also easier when there are food-based standards 

available to provide a nutritional ‘benchmark’ for evaluation. 
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 In the U.S., federal agencies such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the 

Institute of Medicine have established nutritional standards for school meals offered through 

the NSLP. The 2012 US national school meal guidelines stipulate that school lunches must 

include a minimum of ½ cup of whole fruit, ¾ cup of vegetables, 1 oz of grain without 

added sugars, 1 oz of meat/meat alternate and 1 cup fluid milk (117). In the U.S., the HEI-

2005 (115) (and its more recent update the HEI-2010 (245)) can both be used to assess 

overall diet quality for school meals since their components are scaled for energy intake. In 

Canada, there are no national food-based dietary guidelines for school meals and 

considerable variability across provinces in school-meal guidelines and policies (102,246), 

which make assessing school meal diet quality as a whole difficult. In Canada, several 

adaptations of the HEI have been developed  (42,95,96). However, none are scalable at the 

meal level since the scoring system for each index component is based on dietary intakes for 

the entire day. A composite diet quality index to assess the quality of meals and snacks 

consumed in the school context could provide a simple and easy to interpret measure of diet 

quality.  

 

A.6 Summary and directions for future research 

This review suggests that future school-based studies would be best served by applying either 

school meal recalls (if using a self-report measure) or observational tools when collecting dietary 

intakes in school settings. If school meal recalls are used, the quality of measures can be 

improved by implementing recalls on the same day to optimize the accuracy of dietary intakes. 

Within self-report tools, school meal recalls demonstrated the highest and most consistent 

criterion validity and have been more extensively tested for validity. Among observational tools 
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reviewed, meal observations by trained raters appear to offer the best criterion validity and good 

inter-rater reliability. Digital photography offers promising opportunities, but this method is also 

limited in that it can be difficult to capture hidden foods. Technological advances to improve the 

validity and reduce costs of conducting school meal recalls, in-person meal observations and 

digital photography methods are warranted. Finally, researchers should ensure the tool chosen 

for their study fits their stated goals and is appropriate for their specific study context. A tool 

deemed to be ‘valid’ in one study may be inappropriate in another context where the sample, 

school context or research questions substantially differ. Understanding the advantages, 

limitations, type of measurement error and dietary outcomes associated with dietary assessment 

methods is vital for improving the quality of the evidence used to inform and evaluate the impact 

of school-based nutrition policies and programs. 

Assessing diet quality is complex and there is no consensus on a best approach. Indeed, 

studies reviewed included a wide range of different dietary components to capture overall diet 

quality. The HEI-2010 has potential for assessing overall diet quality in the U.S. school context. 

However, no single composite measure of diet quality has been developed and validated 

specifically for the school context. Such an index could be used to monitor secular trends and to 

measure the impacts of school-based nutrition interventions aimed at improving the quality of 

meals and snacks consumed in schools.  
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Appendix B  Dietary intakes from lunch only by Canadian school-aged 

children estimated from survey-weighted multivariable linear models 

Table A-5 Dietary intakes from lunch only by Canadian children by lunch-time food source 

 Home School Off-campus 

Energy, kcal 592 (10)a 629 (44)ab 695 (25)b 

Carbohydrate, g 81.4 (1.1)a 73.9 (2.5)b 79.7 (2.7)ab 

Fibre, g 4.2 (0.1) a 3.5 (0.1)b 3.5 (0.1)b 

Total sugar, g 34.9 (0.7) 32.1 (2.3) 33.4 (2.7) 

Total fat, g 22.1 (0.4)a 27.5 (1.7)b 24.4 (0.9)ab 

Saturated fat 7.4 (0.2) 8.3 (0.4) 8.2 (0.4) 

MUFAs, g 8.7 (0.2)a 11.8 (0.9)b 10.3 (0.4)b 

PUFAs, g 3.9 (0.1) 4.8 (0.4) 4.0 (0.3) 

Linoleic FAs, g 3.28 (0.12) 3.48 (0.25) 3.25 (0.23) 

Linolenic FAs, g 0.52 (0.02) 0.80 (0.14) 0.58 (0.05) 

Cholesterol, mg 56 (2) 65 (5) 55 (3) 

Protein, g 21.5 (0.4) 24.5 (1.4) 22.4 (1.0) 

Vitamin A, RAE 137 (4) 141 (11) 111 (10) 

Vitamin D, µg 0.99 (0.04)a 1.32 (0.13)a 0.69 (0.07)b 

Vitamin C, mg 48.0 (1.6)a 43.1 (6.8)ab 30.2 (2.5)b 

Thiamin, mg 0.51 (0.01)a 0.47 (0.04)ab 0.42 (0.02)b 

Riboflavin, mg 0.54 (0.01) 0.53 (0.03) 0.49 (0.03) 

Niacin, mg 10.10 (0.19) 10.53 (0.53) 10.59 (0.45) 

B6, mg 0.39 (0.01) 0.44 (0.05) 0.37 (0.02) 

B12, mcg 0.92 (0.03) 1.02 (0.10) 0.78 (0.08) 

DFE 135.2 (2.7) 124.1 (10.6) 141.4 (7.5) 

Calcium, mg 248.7 (6.8) 277.9 (20.5) 253.9 (13.7) 

Phosphorus, mg 340.0 (6.1) 366.7 (15.9) 334.5 (13.0) 

Magnesium, mg 69.8 (1.0)a 65.5 (2.9)a 56.0 (1.6)b 

Iron, mg 3.9 (0.1)a 3.5 (0.2)ab 3.5 (0.1)b 

Zinc, mg 2.8 (0.1) 3.0 (0.2) 2.7 (0.1) 

Sodium, mg 1063 (23) 978 (49) 1000 (47) 

Potassium, mg 666 (11)a 778 (40)b 645 (20)a 

Grain products, svgs. 2.16 (0.05)a 1.54 (0.15)b 1.81 (0.12)b 

Vegetables and fruit, svgs. 1.18 (0.04) 1.25 (0.18) 0.98 (0.08) 

Milk and alternatives, svgs. 0.48 (0.02) 0.62 (0.07) 0.51 (0.04) 

Meat and alternatives, svgs. 0.62 (0.02) 0.71 (0.11) 0.54 (0.05) 

‘Other’ foods, kcal 121 (4)a 149 (15)ab 177 (14)b 

Values are survey-weighed energy-adjusted average dietary intakes from lunch (SEs). 

Significant differences in the relative dietary contributions from nutrient and food groups intakes 

were tested using multivariate linear models with lunch type (main independent variable) while 

controlling for sex, age group and energy intake or the relative differences in energy 

contributions to TDIs. Means sharing a group letter are not significantly different at the 5% level. 



182 

 

Comparisons across means are Bonferroni-adjusted. Children who skipped lunch or did not 

report any energy for the entire school hour period were excluded from these analyses, yielding 

an analytical sample of 4,589 children. 
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Appendix C  Provincial school and nutrition guidelines and policies in Canada 

Province Name of school nutrition 

guideline and (if present) 

policy 

Date of 

implementation 

Mandatory policy 

banning the sale of 

specific foods and 

beverages 

Newfoundland 

and Labrador 

Newfoundland and 

Labrador School Food 

Guidelines 

2006 No 

Prince Edward 

Island 

Prince Edward Island 

School Nutrition Policy 

2005 Yes 

Nova Scotia Food and Nutrition Policy 

for Nova Scotia Public 

Schools 

2007 Yes 

New Brunswick New Brunswick Policy 

711: Healthier Eating and 

Nutrition in School 

2005 Yes 

Quebec Going the Healthy Route 

at School 

2008 Yes 

Ontario Ontario School Food and 

Beverage Policy; PPM 

150: School Food and 

Beverage Policy 

2010 Yes 

Manitoba Moving Forward with 

School Nutrition 

Guidelines 

2014 No 

Saskatchewan Nourishing Minds: Eat 

Well, Learn Well, Live 

Well 

2012 No 

Alberta Alberta Nutrition 

Guidelines for Children 

and Youth 

2012 No 

British Columbia Guidelines for Food and 

Beverage Sales in BC 

Schools 

2008 Yes 

Source: Author’s compilation. 

 

 


