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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The school environment is essential in creating a place for children and adolescents to develop
healthy eating and physical activity habits. In 2004, the US Congress passed Section 204 of the Federal
Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act with a new provision requiring that all local school systems
participating in the National School Lunch and Breakfast program must have a Local School Wellness Policy

in place by June 30, 2006. A recent Institute of Medicine Report notes that since the development and

implementation of Local School Wellness Policies is relatively
KEY FINDINGS

recent, ongoing review, implementation and monitoring of

¢ On average, Local School Wellness
Policies addressed half of the 96 items in
the school wellness policy coding tool

¢ One-third of the items were addressed
with strong and directive language

¢ When ranked by level (i.e., Low,
Medium, High), the majority of Local
School Wellness Policies were in the
middle rank for Comprehensiveness
(87%) and Strength (60%)

+ None of the policies were ranked in
the highest level for strength score

¢ SAUs with lower enrollment had more
comprehensive policies compared to
SAUs with higher enrollment

these policies are suggested in order to ensure compliance and
to identify potential areas of policy that may need modification.
With these ideas in mind, the Maine Center for Public
Health and the members of the Maine — Harvard
Prevention Research Center School Wellness Policy Work
Group decided to conduct a baseline assessment of the
current status of Local School Wellness Policy adoption in
Maine.

A complete list of Maine municipalities by School

Administration Unit (SAU) for the 2006 school year was

¢ SAUs with 50% or more of students
enrolled in free and reduced price lunch
programs had more comprehensive
policies compared to SAUs with fewer
students eligible for these programs

obtained from the Maine Department of Education website,
and Local School Wellness Policies were requested from SAU

representatives by contacts at the Maine Center for Public

Health and local Maine project partners. Among 231 eligible

SAUs, 190 Local School Wellness Policies were collected and coded using a tool developed by a group
of researchers funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Healthy Eating Research Program and
modified by the Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School Wellness Policy Work Group for use
specifically in Maine.

On average the policies coded addressed half of the 96 items in the Local School Wellness Policy
coding tool. One-third of the items were addressed with strong language and specified as a required
component of policy. Several items were always coded as required policy components according to Maine
law. Other items that were frequently mentioned as required were goals for nutrition education, nutrition
education programs that teach lifelong skills, guidelines for reimbursable school meals that are not less
restrictive than USDA regulations, goals for physical activity, ongoing health advisory committee, measuring

implementation of policies, and having plans for implementation of policies. Items that were rarely included



in the policies were requirements for nutrition education courses or hours of instruction, guidance on calorie
content of beverages, sugar and/or calotie content of flavored milk, annual health assessments, and funding
support for wellness activities or policy evaluation.

When ranked by level (i.e., Low, Medium, High), the majority of Local School Wellness Policies
were in the middle rank for Comprehensiveness (87%) and Strength (60%). None of the policies were
ranked in the highest level for strength score. On average, SAUs with lower enrollment (less than 1,200
students) had more comprehensive policies compared to SAUs with higher enrollment. Similarly, SAUs with
50% or more of students enrolled in free and reduced price lunch programs had more comprehensive policies
than SAUs with fewer students eligible for these programs. Summary measures of overall comprehensiveness
and strength in Local School Wellness Policies from SAUs with school health coordinators were similar to
SAUs without school health coordinators. There were no statistically significant differences in
comprehensiveness or strength of policy language in SAUs according to the size of the county population in
which they were located.

Associations between lower school enrollment and higher percent enrollment in free and reduced price
lunch programs and between school health coordinator presence and higher school enrollment may have

influenced score comparisons among SAUs with differences in these descriptive characteristics. We did not

KEY IMPLICATIONS explore the relationship between Local School Wellness Policy

- scores and resources provided to SAUs through Team
+ In some areas, the policies could be

strengthened by focusing on the Nutrition Trainings and Maine Nutrition Network projects.
wording choice and specificity of Further analysis is needed in order to understand the
language

o Data from this assessment can be used | relationship between school wellness resources and ILocal

to identify specific policy areas that need | School Wellness Policy scores in Maine.
attention by local school systems and to

plan technical assistance and training In this study, we have not compared policy scores with

that support improvements in Local actual environments, nor have we measured the extent to
School Wellness Policies

¢ These data provide a baseline which the policies ate being followed or implemented in an
assessment for further study of health actual SAU or school. Therefore the Local School Wellness

and wellness outcomes

Policies may not adequately represent the environments in

which students are educated. However, these findings have important practice and research implications. In
some areas, the policies could be strengthened by focusing on the wording choice and specificity of
language. These data can also be used to identify specific policy areas that need attention by local school
systems and to plan technical assistance and training that support improvements in Local School
Wellness Policies as they evolve in the state of Maine. They provide a baseline assessment for further study

of health and wellness outcomes.



BACKGROUND

SCHOOL POLICIES AND NUTRITION AND PHYSICAL ACTIVITY

The school environment is essential in creating a place for children and adolescents to develop healthy
eating and physical activity habits. Children less than 18 years of age spend a significant portion of their day in
the school setting and consume up to two meals and snacks at school (Story, Kaphingst, & French, 20006).
Children in school today have many choices for foods to eat, including the school meal, a la carte items, and
vending machine foods. Several small studies showed that competitive foods and beverages may be
associated with less healthful eating practices at school (Institute of Medicine, 2007). Kubik et al. found that
adding a la carte items had a significant and negative impact on fruit and vegetable intake, as well as increased
calorie consumption (Kubik, Lytle, Hannan, Perry, & Story, 2003). Since taste preferences are developed in
childhood (Drewnowski, 1997), Local School Wellness Policies can be an effective way to implement and
maintain guidelines about a healthy school environment, and to ensure proper nutrition education and
physical education practices are in place.

Nutrition policies provide a framework for school community stakeholders to promote healthy eating.
Rather than focusing on the behavior of individual students, school policies impact the school physical and
cultural environment which allows for a positive setting that is more conducive to improving student dietary
behaviors (Wechsler, Devereaux, Davis, & Collins, 2000). As noted in the Institute of Medicine Report,
children and teenagers are more likely to modify behavior when the environment coincides with educational
practices (Institute of Medicine, 2007). Learning about nutrition and physical activity in the school
environment also makes the lessons longer-lasting when the cafeteria and physical activity environment can
serve as learning labs.

Despite agreement that Local School Wellness Policies can positively impact student behavior, there is a
relative paucity in terms of research studying the relationship between having a Local School Wellness Policy
in place and nutrition (Nicklas & Johnson, 2004) and physical activity outcomes. One of the few published
studies compares excess body weight, diet, and physical activity across 282 schools in the province of Nova
Scotia with and without school nutrition policies or programs. There were two categories of schools with
nutrition programs: schools with policies in place to offer healthy menu alternatives and schools with
coordinated programs incorporating each aspect of the CDC school-based recommendations for healthy
eating programs. Overall, the results showed that schools with policies consistent with the CDC
recommendations for school-based healthy eating programs had substantially fewer overweight and obese
students. In contrast, students from schools that only provided healthy menu alternatives did not have
substantially healthier bodyweights than students from schools without programs. The authors suggest that
students insufficiently choose healthier options unless they are part of an integrated school-wide approach

(Veugelers & Fitzgerald, 2005).



Another available study used a direct approach to measure student perceptions rather than health
outcomes after the implementation of a Local School Wellness Policy in a California high school.
Vecchiarelli and colleagues sampled students within two high schools using a 45-item questionnaire including
measures of consumption of fruits, vegetables, junk food, student perception of change in their dietary
behaviors as a result of the nutrition policies and attitudes toward the school nutrition environment. The
results indicate that between 50-55% of students reported that policies impacted their food and beverage
consumption at school, but less than 20% of students reported that their behavior at home changed because
of the nutrition environment at school (Vecchiarelli, Takayanagi, & Neumann, 2006).

A recent issue of the Journal of School Health showcases the results of the School Health Policies and
Programs Study 2006 (SHPPS), which documents key school health policies across the eight school health
components: health education, physical education and activity, health services, mental health and social
services, nutrition services, healthy and safe school environment, faculty and staff health promotion, and
family and community involvement. Overall, policy development at the state level on the eight program areas
has expanded since the 2000 SHPPS assessment. However, the authors point to an urgent need to evaluate
the impact or effectiveness of specific policies, practices and interventions on children’s health outcomes
(Kann, Brener, & Wechsler, 2007).

Clearly, few studies to date have examined the presence of school-level wellness policies and their impact
on nutrition and physical activity outcomes. However, the studies reviewed above reveal modest positive
impacts on student behavior, especially when the entire school environment is addressed by clear wellness

policy guidelines (Veugelers & Fitzgerald, 2005).

LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY CREATION AND EVALUATION AT LOCAL, STATE, AND
NATIONAL LEVELS

In 2004, the US Congress passed Section 204 of the Federal Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization
Act of 2004, requiring that each local school agency participating in the National School Lunch and Breakfast
program must have a Local School Wellness Policy in place by June 30, 2006 (Child Nutrition and WIC
Reauthorization Act of 2004, 2004). The Act requires that Local School Wellness Policies include the
following:

1) Goals for nutrition education, physical activity and other school-based activities designed to
promote student wellness;

2) Nutrition guidelines selected by the local educational agency;

3) Assurance that guidelines for reimbursable school meals shall not be less restrictive than
regulations and guidance issued by the Child Nutrition Act and the Richard B Russell National
School Lunch Act;



4) A plan for measuring implementation of the Local School Wellness Policy, including designation
of one or more persons, charged with operational responsibility for ensuring that the school
meets the Local School Wellness Policy; and

5) Involvement of parents, students, and representatives of the school food authority, the school
board, school administrators, and the public in the development of the Local School Wellness

Policy (Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004, 2004).

As school departments across the US have sought to comply with the these federal directives by
developing Local School Wellness Policies, there has been a parallel development in terms of policy
assessment tools by states and other agencies charged with child nutrition and wellness. The goal of these
assessment strategies is to systematically and reliably classify wellness policies related to the school
environment and offer concrete areas for policy improvement. The following section provides a brief
overview of assessment tools developed by other agencies and states in order understand the range of

strategies currently being employed. More details can be found in Appendix A.

STRATEGIES USED BY OTHER STATES

Utah was one of the first states to systematically evaluate their Local School Wellness Policies to
determine how well policy recommendations were incorporated into procedural documents. The assessment
included three components: federal compliance, state compliance and policy language (i.e. weak statements
were given a score of 0 and strong language a score of 1). Under federal compliance, the Local School
Wellness Policy was compared with each category required by the Child Nutrition Reauthorization Act
(CNRA) of 2004 to measure compliance. For the state compliance component the policy was compared to
guidelines developed by Utah’s Action for Healthy Kids coalition. The results of Utah’s Local School
Wellness Policy evaluation, published in the September 2007 American School Health Association journal
reveal that 77% of the 40 public school districts met all 5 federally mandated CNRA components with the
most frequently missed category being guidelines for competitive foods. The results for state-level
compliance were rather mixed with some areas such as content for vending machines being most often
addressed, whereas areas such as identifying safe walking and biking routes to school were often excluded.
Finally, the policy language evaluation revealed that strong language most often applied to items already
mandated by the state board or already in place, while rather weak language was used for the remainder of the
items (Metos & Nanney, 2007). Overall, this study was the first to document how well districts are doing to
implement both federal and state guidelines, and it points to the need for a comprehensive assessment tool

that can be used to compare Local School Wellness Policy implementation across states.



Given the relatively recent 2004 federal requirement for states to assist their districts in the development
of Local School Wellness Policies, the majority of available resources from other states reflect the policy
development stage rather than evaluation of implemented policies, such as Utah. However, some states have
developed assessment strategies or tools which offer some insight into how other states have measured or
plan to measure their Local School Wellness Policies. This section will discuss policy assessment tools from
four other selected states, namely: New Hampshire, Colorado, Michigan and Pennsylvania.

First, the AFHK-New Hampshire Healthy Schools Coalition created a ‘School Wellness Policy
Assessment Form’ which is based upon two inputs: 1) the federal policy requirements in the areas of nutrition
education, physical activity, nutrition guidelines for all foods available on the school campus during the
school day and evaluation; and 2) the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) suggested guidelines.
The tool was created by using USDA recommended guidelines for the five components of the law and
intended for use by superintendents and others involved with the implementation of school wellness. The
goal is to offer a rating system so that schools can consider the merits of existing Local School Wellness
Policies when writing their own (New Hampshire Department of Education, 2005).

A second state, Colorado, developed an assessment tool for school districts and schools to evaluate the
current status of their Local School Wellness Policies. The four sections covered by this tool are nutrition
education, physical activity, nutrition guidelines for all foods, and USDA meal guidelines. Each section
includes several items which are scored according to whether the item is not applicable, applicable but not
addressed, partially implemented or fully implemented. The goal of this assessment tool is to detail ‘examples
of evidence’ that districts and schools can use to determine the extent to which Local School Wellness
Policies are being implemented and what additional work remains to be done. Similar to New Hampshire’s
tool, this form was intended for use by to be filled out by a team of members on the Local School Wellness
Policy committee at either the district or school level.

The Healthy School Action Tool (HSAT) was created by the state of Michigan to assist individual school
buildings to assess their current nutrition, physical education/activity and tobacco environment. The tool
covers 7 areas: commitment to nutrition and physical activity, quality meals, other healthy food options,
pleasant eating experience, nutrition education, marketing and commitment to physical activity using a 0-4
rating scale ranging from “item not being considered” to “item in place and fully implemented”.

Lastly, the state of Pennsylvania’s Department of Education developed a checklist with fourteen
questions about the Local School Wellness Policy development process and then a separate section covering
nutrition guidelines, goals for nutrition and physical activity, goals for other school-based activities and a
general comments section. The checklist, like the three previous tools from other states, is intended to be

completed by the individual schools.



Overall, most of the strategies discussed, apart from Utah, reflect assessment tools that were developed
as the districts within the state were creating their own Local School Wellness Policy and hence are not geared

for use by outside evaluators.

OTHER STRATEGIES

Two recent articles published in the American Journal of Preventive Medicine showcase two policy
assessment tools developed by a team of researchers using a comprehensive review of published literature,
reports from government and nongovernmental sources, input from an expert panel, and select experts
(Masse, Chriqui, Igoe, Atienza, Kruger, Kohl lii et al., 2007; Masse, Frosh, Chriqui, Yaroch, Agurs-Collins,
Blanck et al., 2007). The tools, the School Nutrition-Environment State Classification System (SNESPCS)
and the Physical Education-Related State Policy Classification System (PERSPCS), were developed to assess
the range of policy approaches to address childhood obesity at the state level. The topic areas addressed by
each of the tools reflect the best available evidence at the time of their development regarding school policy
for both the school nutrition environment and the physical education component. Specifically, the nutrition
tool addresses the following areas: competitive foods in three areas (a la carte, vending machines and other
venues), reimbursable school meals, school meal environment, food service director qualifications,
coordinating or advisory councils, nutrition education, marketing (both advertising and preferential pricing)
and finally, body mass index screening. The specific areas addressed for the physical education tool
(PERSPCS) include: PE time requirement, staffing requirement for PE, curriculum standards for PE,
assessment of health-related fitness and recess time for elementary school.

At the national level, Local School Wellness Policy assessments were conducted by both the School
Nutrition Association (SNA) and the Action for Healthy Kids. These two assessments are geared to collect
information about school-level progress on policy development across the US. The SNA analysis included
assessment on several categories using an online survey completed by SNA director level members. The
Action for Healthy Kids assessment was based upon the Wellness Policy Fundamentals document and an
expanded checklist with yes/no answers for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC).

Building on many of the components of these other assessment strategies, a working group of grantees
with funding from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation program, Healthy Hating Research, created an
assessment instrument that would provide a common and reliable method for abstracting and evaluating
Local School Wellness Policies in both state and national studies. The researchers collected model policies
and scoring and evaluation tools developed prior to 2006. Then, building on these tools and guidelines from
Action for Healthy Kids, the National Alliance for Nutrition and Activity, the Clinton Foundation and the

National Cancer Institute, they created a common tool and coding manual for use in their respective studies.
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(Schwartz, M.B., Lund, A., Greves, M., McDonnell, E., Probart, C., Samuelson, A., and Lytle, L. (2008)
Coding tool for abstracting School Wellness Policies Developed by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
Healthy Fating Research Program. Available from author.) The authors (personal communication) indicated
that initial results from reliability and validity studies suggested the tool would be a useful instrument for

evaluating the content and strength of policy at the school district level.

MAINE LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

Prior to the federal legislation regarding LLocal School Wellness Policies, state statues and rules existed in
Maine that limited student access to foods and beverages of minimal nutritional value. The Maine
Department of Education Rule Chapter 51 was modified to limit sales of foods and beverages of minimal
nutritional standards on school grounds at any time of the day, with limited exceptions, over which the local
school board has discretion. State of Maine Legislative Directive 796, “An Act to Implement the
Recommendations of the Commission to Study Public Health that Concern School, Children and Nutrition”
became public law in 2005. This law directs the Maine Department of Education (MDOE) to encourage
nutrition education in public schools as part of a coordinated school health program and the school food
service program. The law also requires food service programs to post caloric information for prepackaged a
la carte menu items at the point of sale after August 31, 2008, and to develop standards for portion sizes
offered outside of the school meal plan. All three components are to be addressed in the Local School
Wellness Policy.

During this same year (2005), Maine received a Team Nutrition Training grant that provided funding to
assist Maine school districts with development and adoption of their Local School Wellness Policies. Four
regional trainings on Local School Wellness Policies were conducted in the fall of 2005 with 2-3 school
district staff persons representing 75 school district teams in Maine. An additional training was held in the
spring of 2006. Teams usually included school food setrvice directors, school health coordinators, school
nurses, and/or members of school administration. The MDOE encouraged the establishment of wellness
teams for policy development and implementation beyond the training session. Members of the wellness
teams were suggested to be the stakeholders identified in the federal law, i.e. parents, students, school food
service staff, school administrators, and community members. The intent of these regional trainings was to
provide school teams with sample Local School Wellness Policy criteria as well as the information they
needed to get a Local School Wellness Policy approved in their district by the start of the 2006-2007 school
year, per the federal statute. Two sample Local School Wellness Policies were distributed to school
administrators — one from the Maine School Management Association and another prepared by MDOE.

Other opportunities for training and technical assistance with Local School Wellness Policy development

wete sponsored by MDOE at food setvice staff trainings, at a joint superintendent/food setvice director
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training, and at regional food service meetings. These opportunities were used to identify and provide
additional technical assistance and support to schools, as needed. Additionally, MDOE developed a tool that
was distributed to school health coordinators and food service directors to aid in policy development.
Components of the HealthierUS School Challenge were built into the tool. As part of the coordinated review
effort conducted by MDOE staff in each district every 5 years, Local School Wellness Policies are monitored
by reviewing the following: 1) date of Local School Wellness Policy adoption, 2) person(s) responsible for
monitoring implementation, and 3) plan for Local School Wellness Policy evaluation.

As noted in the Institute of Medicine Report, Nutrition Standards for Foods at Schoo! (Institute of Medicine,
2007), the development and implementation of Local School Wellness Policies is relatively recent. Therefore,
ongoing review, implementation and monitoring of these policies are suggested in order to ensure compliance
and to identify potential areas of policy that may need modification. With these ideas in mind, the Maine
Center for Public Health and the members of the Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School
Wellness Policy Work Group (see Appendix B for list and affiliation of members) decided to conduct a
baseline assessment of the current status of Local School Wellness Policy adoption in Maine. This group
developed the following research questions:

1) Have Maine’s Local School Wellness Policies resulted in an improved nutrition environment in

schools and increased opportunities for physical activity beyond current state and federal requirements?

2) What are the characteristics of schools that have exemplary policies and those that have weak

policies? (e.g. rural, urban, school health coordinator, free and reduced price lunch, size, etc.)

3) Are there gaps in the Local School Wellness Policies that can be addressed through state level policy,

training or programs?

Guided by these research questions, the Maine Local School Wellness Policy evaluation was conducted in
order to identify gaps in content, implementation, and evaluation of Local School Wellness Policies; to
identify areas for support services and training in order to strengthen Local School Wellness Policy

implementation; and to describe the current status of Local School Wellness Policies in the state of Maine.

The following sections discuss the methodology used for assessment, the results and discuss the findings
and their implications for future technical assistance and training, potential uses for results in monitoring
ongoing policy implementation and future research activities that may be useful in documenting changes in

Maine schools.
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METHODS

SAMPLE

The MDOE classifies the state’s educational structure into school administrative units (SAUs). Each
SAU is a unit of one or more schools, municipalities, districts, or regions that share a common school
administration, such as a superintendent, school committee, and/or facilities. There are several different
types of SAUs, which include cities or towns with individual supervision, school administrative districts,
community school districts, unions of towns, Maine Indian education, units under agent supervision,
technology centers, technology regions, and education in unorganized territory. Descriptions of these
different types of SAUs can be found in Appendix C, taken from the Maine Department of Education

website (http://www.maine.gov/education/eddir/saudef.htm).
A complete list of Maine municipalities by School Administration Unit (SAU) for the 2006 school year

was obtained through the MDOE website (http://maine.gov/education/eddir/schcontact.htm). The unit of
analysis was defined as the SAU. Initially, a total of 302 SAUs were identified; however, we excluded from
further analysis 62 SAUs that did not operate a school during the period of study (identified by list on the
MDOE website and amended by contact at MDOE), 8 regional schools that were not required to develop a
Local School Wellness Policy, and one school for which enrollment information could not be obtained
(Chebeague Island, which was identified by contacts at the Maine Center for Public Health as not
participating in the National School Lunch Program). The Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center
School Wellness Policy Work Group assisted in locating sample information and identifying eligible SAUs.
Local School Wellness Policies were requested from SAU representatives by contacts at the Maine Center
for Public Health and local Maine project partners. Of the 231 SAUs eligible for study, a total of 190 SAUs
(82%) provided a Local School Wellness Policy. In some cases, a policy applied to more than one SAU.
Several (n=62) SAUs shared a policy with at least one other SAU. Most SAUs with shared policies (n=50)
were in unions that had worked to create a joint Local School Wellness Policy. Response rates by SAU

characteristics and overall are presented in Table 1.

LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY MEASURE DEVELOPMENT AND SCORING

Local School Wellness Policies were coded according to a modified version of the Coding Tool for
Abstracting School Wellness Policies (Schwartz, Lund, Greves, McDonnell, Probatt, Samuelson et al., 2008).
This instrument is a coding system designed by a group of researchers funded by the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation Healthy Eating Research Program to create a common and reliable method for evaluating Local

School Wellness Policies. The group reviewed existing evaluation tools from the states of Connecticut,
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Washington, and Pennsylvania, and guidelines from Action for Healthy Kids, the National Alliance for
Nutrition and Activity, The Clinton Foundation, and the National Cancer Institute, and selected items to be
included in the coding measure. The instrument consists of 96 items in seven sections: Nutrition Education,
Standards for USDA Meals, Nutrition Guidelines, Physical Education, Physical Activity, Communication and
Promotion, and Evaluation. Federal Wellness Policy requirements are incorporated into the sections as
appropriate. The coding tool was revised by the Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School
Wellness Policy Work Group as needed for use specifically in Maine (see Appendix D for revised coding
tool). This group performed sample coding of policies in order to identify policy coding items relating to
existing Maine-specific rules and regulations.

The following sections describe the content of the seven sections included in the coding tool.

NUTRITION EDUCATION

The federal requirements state that Local School Wellness Policies should include goals for nutrition
education that are designed to promote student wellness in a manner that the local education agency
determines is appropriate. The Nutrition Education section examines whether policies address the scope and
content of nutrition curriculum. This section assesses whether policies include statements about providing
nutrition curriculum for each grade level, coordinating nutrition education with the larger school community,
extending nutrition education beyond the school environment, providing nutrition education training for
teachers, integrating nutrition education into other subjects beyond health education, teaching lifelong skills
that are behavior focused and/or interactive and/or participatory, specifying the number of nutrition

education courses or contact hours, and addressing nutrition education quality.

STANDARDS FOR USDA MEALS

The Federal Wellness Policy requirements state that Local School Wellness Policies should assure that
guidelines for reimbursable school meals shall not be less restrictive than USDA school meal regulations.
Items in this section assess the language of policies regarding access to and/or promotion of school meal
programs, including the USDA School Breakfast Program and the Summer Food Service Program, as well as
strategies to increase participation in school meal programs. This section examines language about the
content of school meals, particularly whether policies address nutrition guidelines for school meals beyond
USDA minimum standards, or specify the use of low-fat versions of foods or low-fat preparation methods.
Other items assess whether policies address the school meal environment and related issues, such as
optimizing scheduling to improve student nutrition, ensuring adequate time to eat, providing access to hand-
washing before meals, and making available nutrition information for school meals. This section also assesses

nutrition qualifications of school meals staff and training or professional development for food service staff.
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NUTRITION GUIDELINES

The Nutrition Guidelines section examines whether Local School Wellness Policies include nutrition
guidelines for all foods available on each school campus during the school day with the objective of
promoting student health and reducing childhood obesity. Items addressed in this section relate to places
food is served (i.e. vending machines, school stores, a la carte, class parties and other school celebrations, and
food from home for the whole class), times food is served (i.e. before school, after school, evening and
community events on school grounds, and food sold for fundraising), and nutrition guidelines for both foods
and beverages. Nutrition guidelines for foods and beverages include limiting sugar, fat, sodium, calories per
serving, ingredients with questionable health effects, regular soda and other sugar-sweetened beverages, sugar
and calories in flavored milk, fat in milk, and caffeine. Language about increasing whole grains, unprocessed
foods, and fresh produce, not using food as a reward or punishment, providing nutrition information for

foods other than school meals, and providing access to free drinking water is also assessed.

PHYSICAL EDUCATION

In this section, physical education (PE) language is examined with regards to scope, content, and
management. This section assesses whether Local School Wellness Policies address PE curriculum and time
per week of PE for each grade level, PE classes or credits, frequency of required PE, teacher-student ratio for
PE, safe and adequate equipment and facilities for PE, the amount of moderate to vigorous activity in PE, PE
walver requirements, qualifications for PE instructors, and professional development for PE staff. This
section also assesses whether policies include statements regarding PE quality, promoting a physically active
lifestyle in PE, promoting inclusive play, specifying a competency assessment, and specifying an annual health

€xam.

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY

The Physical Activity section assesses whether the Local School Wellness Policies include goals for
physical activity that are designed to promote student wellness. Items assessed include whether the policies
address physical activity opportunities throughout the day, such as recess frequency and quality in elementary
schools, and opportunities other than recess, as well as physical activity opportunities outside of the school
day, such as intramurals or interscholastic activities, community use of school facilities for physical activity
outside of the school day, and safe active routes to school. This section also examines language for physical
activity at every grade level, physical activity opportunities for school staff, and not using physical activity as

punishment.
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COMMUNICATION AND PROMOTION

Statements about involving parents, students, and representatives of the school food authority, the school
board, school administrators, and the public in the development of the Local School Wellness Policy are
examined in this section. Items assessed in this section include whether the policies address staff wellness
programs, consistency of nutrition messages, encouraging staff to role model healthy behaviors, specifying
who is responsible for wellness and health communication beyond required policy implementation reporting,
using the CDC Coordinated School Health Model or another coordinated or comprehensive method,
methods to solicit or encourage input from stakeholders, how to engage parents or the community to meet
wellness goals, what content and information is communicated to patents, marketing to promote healthy
choices, restricting marketing of unhealthful choices, and establishing a health advisory committee or school

health council that is ongoing beyond policy development.

EVALUATION

In this section, language about measuring implementation and evaluation of the Local School Wellness
Policy is examined. Items assessed include whether policies address a plan for policy implementation and a
person or group responsible, a plan for policy evaluation and a person or group responsible, the audience and
frequency of a report on compliance or evaluation, funding support for wellness activities or policy

evaluation, and a plan for revising the policy.

CODING

Each item is coded as a 0, 1, or 2. A score of 0 (Not Mentioned) indicates that the item was not
mentioned, a score of 1 (Weak Statement) indicates that the item is mentioned but either the statement is
vague ot the item is only recommended, and a scote of 2 (Meets/Exceeds Expectations) indicates that the
item is specifically described and required. Scores of individual policy items are aggregated into
Comprehensiveness and Strength scores, which are calculated by section and in total. ~ The
Comprehensiveness score indicates the proportion of items that are mentioned, and is calculated by counting
the number of items scoring either a 1 or 2 and dividing by the total number of items (in the section or the
entire scale). The Strength score indicates the proportion of items that are addressed with specific and
directive language, and is calculated by counting the number of items scoring a 2 and dividing by the total
number of items. Due to regulations specific to Maine, 13 items were identified by the Maine — Harvard
Prevention Research Center School Wellness Policy Work Group as having an automatic code of 2, while one
item was identified as receiving an automatic code of 1. These changes due to Maine Learning Results,

MDOE Chapter 51, and MDOE Chapter 435 ate outlined in the coding tool (Appendix D).
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INTER-RATER RELIABILITY

Two raters independently coded each policy. Discrepancies in coding of items were reviewed by a
reconciler and when appropriate, by members of the Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School
Wellness Policy Work Group. This group also coded sample policies provided by the Maine School
Management Association and the MDOE. An inter-rater reliability assessment was conducted on 20 policies
that were each coded by both raters. The percentage of agreement indicated high levels of inter-rater
agreement. Overall, inter-rater agreement ranged from a low of 80% (for nutrition education integrated into
other subjects) to a high of 100% (for several items), with an average of 98%. The percentage of agreement
was high across sections, ranging from 80% to 100% in Nutrition Education, 90% to 100% in USDA
Standards, 85% to 100% in Nutrition Guidelines, 90% to 100% in Physical Education, 95% to 100% in

Physical Activity, 90% to 100% in Communication and Promotion, and 95% to 100% in Evaluation.

OTHER STUDY VARIABLES

Descriptive data for each SAU, including a unique SAU code, superintendent code, SAU type (i.e., SAU
under individual supervision, Maine School Administrative District, Maine School Administrative Union,
Maine Consolidated School District, Regional School District/or Other SAU type), county, student
enrollment, and proportion of students in free and reduced price lunch programs were obtained through the

Maine Department of Education website (http://www.maine.gov/education/index.shtml). The proportions

of students in free and reduced price lunch programs were not available for six eligible SAUs (Isle au Haut,
MSAD 65, Monhegan Plt, Frenchboro, Cranberry Isles, and MSAD 07). Enrollment data (2006-2007 school
year) were obtained from the Maine Education Data Management System (MEDMS) and the Maine
Department of Education Free and Reduced Lunch Report. Enrollment data were not available for nine
SAUs (eight regional schools and Chebeague Island). MEDMS enrollment data were used when available,
and Free and Reduced Lunch Report enrollment data were used for four SAUs (Maine School of Science and
Math, Arthur R. Gould School, Governor Baxtor School for the Deaf, and Mountain View Youth
Development Center) for which MEDMS enrollment data were not available. In 221 SAUs for which
enrollment data were available from both MEDMS and the Free and Reduced Lunch Report, the two
reported enrollments were found to be highly correlated (r=0.99, p<0.0001). County-level data, including
2003 urban influence code, FIPS code, and 2000 Census county population, were obtained from the US
Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service website
(http://www.ers.usda.gov/Data/UrbanInfluenceCodes/). SAUs with a School Health Coordinator (SHC)
through Healthy Maine Partnerships for the 2006-2007 school year were identified via the Maine — Harvard
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Prevention Research Center School Wellness Policy Work Group. In cases where School Administrative

Unions were identified as having a SHC, each SAU in the union was coded as having a SHC.

ANALYSIS

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all variables and comparisons were made between eligible SAUs
and SAUs providing Local School Wellness Policies based on SAU type, county population, SHC versus no
SHC, school enrollment, and percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs. Associations
between these descriptive characteristics were analyzed among coded policies. Comprehensiveness and
Strength scores for each of the 7 sections and for the entire scale were calculated for all policies coded, and
scores were ranked as Low, Medium, or High based on the potential range of scores from 0 to 1. A Low
score ranged from 0 to 0.332, a Medium score ranged from 0.333 to 0.665, and a High score ranged from
0.666 to 1. Summary statistics for the scores and score ranks were calculated. Differences in scores and
score ranks were analyzed by school enrollment, percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch, SHC
versus no SHC, and county population. The Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School Wellness
Policy Work Group selected these descriptive variables and identified category cutpoints based on operational
definitions and activities of the MDOE. A 50% cutpoint for percent enrollment in free and reduced price
lunch programs was selected due to funding qualifications. A school enrollment cutpoint of 1,200 is related
to the Maine school administration reorganization law, “An Act To Remove Barriers to the Reorganization of
School Administrative Units” (LID2323), which will result in consolidated school districts with enrollment of
no less than 1,200 students, beginning in the 2009-2010 school year. In order to determine differences in
mean scores among categories of school enrollment, percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch, SHC
versus no SHC, and county population, two-sample t-tests were performed. Non-parametric tests for
differences in underlying score distributions were examined using Wilcoxon rank sum tests. A 0.05 level of
significance was employed for all tests. All statistical analyses were performed using SAS v9.1 (SAS Institute,
Inc., Cary, NC). The Maine — Harvard Prevention Research Center School Wellness Policy Work Group

reviewed initial findings and provided input and contextual information for inclusion in this report.

RESULTS

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Descriptive statistics of the sample are shown in Table 2. Among the 231 eligible SAUs, the most
common SAU type was Union (38%), followed by SAD (30%), Individual (23%), CSD (6%), and Other
(2%). Counties that were most frequently represented were Hancock (12%), Washington (12%), and

Penobscot (10%), while those represented the least frequently were Franklin (1%), Piscataquis (1%), and
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Somerset (2%). Similar proportions of SAUs were located in counties with populations of less than 70,000
(49%) and 70,000 or greater (51%). School Health Coordinators were present in 28 percent of SAUs. Three-
quarters (76%) of SAUs had school enrollment less than 1,200, while one-quarter (24%) had a larger
enrollment. Nearly one-third (31%) of SAUs had 50% or greater enrollment in free and reduced price lunch
programs.

SAUs providing Local School Wellness Policies (n=190) were not significantly different from all eligible
SAUs based on the characteristics analyzed (SAU type, county population, SHC versus no SHC, school
enrollment, and percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs). Among SAUs providing
policies, some of these characteristics were associated. Compared to SAUs with school enrollment of 1,200
or greater, a significantly greater proportion of SAUs with school enrollment of less than 1,200 had 50% or
greater enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs (35% vs. 13%, p=0.002) and were located in
counties with population of less than 70,000 (91% vs. 58%, p<0.0001), and a significantly lower proportion
had SHCs (28% vs. 45%, p=0.02). A greater proportion of SAUs with 50% or greater enrollment in free and
reduced price lunch programs had SHCs compared to SAUs with less than 50% enrollment in free and
reduced price lunch programs (42% vs. 29%), but the difference was not significant (p=0.10). The type of
policy used (sample policy, shared policy, or unique policy) was significantly associated with school
enrollment, the presence of SHCs, and county population. A greater proportion of SAUs with school
enrollment of 1,200 or greater had unique policies compared to SAUs with school enrollment less than 1,200
(84% vs. 29%, p<0.0001), while sample policies (11% vs. 27%) and shared policies (5% vs. 44%) policies
were used less frequently. SAUs with SHCs were more likely to use unique policies than SAUs without SHCs
(59% vs. 38%) and less likely to use sample policies (3% vs. 32%, p<<0.0001). A greater proportion of SAUs
in counties with population of 70,000 or greater had unique policies compared to SAUs in smaller counties

(52% vs. 27%), and a smaller proportion shared policies (27% vs. 46%, p=0.003).

RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL POLICY ITEMS

Results for individual policy items are shown in Table 3. Several items were always coded as required
policy components according to Maine law. These items include nutrition guidelines for vending machines,
school stores, food service a la carte, food before school, food after school, food sold for fundraising,
nutrition information for others foods, regular soda, and beverages other than soda; PE classes/credits,
qualifications for PE instructors, and PE waiver requirements; and restricting marketing of unhealthful food
choices. Other items that were very often mentioned as required were goals for nutrition education, nutrition

education teaches lifelong skills, guidelines for reimbursable school meals not less restrictive than USDA
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regulations, goals for physical activity, ongoing health advisory committee, measuring implementation, and
plan for implementation.

One item was never mentioned: number of nutrition education courses or hours. Other items that were
rarely mentioned include: nutrition education beyond the school environment; USDA School Breakfast
Program; Summer Food Service Program; use of low-fat versions of foods and methods of preparation;
access to hand-washing; nutrition qualifications of meal staff; availability of nutrition information for school
meals; time per week of PE for elementary, middle, and high school; frequency of required PE; teacher to
student ratio for PE; amount of moderate to vigorous activity in PE; annual health assessments; safe active
routes to school; not using physical activity as a punishment; recess quality to promote physical activity; use
of the CDC Coordinated School Health Model; and funding support for wellness activities or policy
evaluation. Several items relating to nutrition guidelines were also rarely mentioned, including nutrition
guidelines for sugar and sodium content of foods; calorie content per serving size; ingredients with
questionable effects; sugat, fat, calorie, and caffeine content of beverages; sugar and calotrie content of

flavored milk; fat content of milk; serving size limits for beverages; and access to free drinking water.

SUMMARY SCORES

Summary statistics for Comprehensiveness and Strength scores for each section and in total are shown in
Table 4. Scores were calculated for a total of 190 Local School Wellness Policies that were coded. (Scores
for individual SAUs can be found in Appendix E.) The overall mean Comprehensiveness score was 0.52,
indicating that on average approximately half of the items coded were mentioned in the policy text. The
mean Strength score was 0.33, indicating that on average one-third of the items coded were specifically
described in the policy text as required components, or required by Maine law. Comprehensiveness scores
ranged from 0.26 to 0.83, and Strength scores ranged from 0.19 to 0.55 (both out of a possible 0 to 1). The
majority of scores fell into the Medium score rank category (87% for Comprehensiveness, 60% for Strength).
More Strength scores than Comprehensiveness scores fell into the Low category (40% for Strength, 6% for
Comprehensiveness), and while there were some High Comprehensiveness scores (7%) there were no High
Strength scores.

Scores varied by section. Sections with the highest Comprehensiveness scores were Evaluation
(mean=0.69) and Communication and Promotion (mean=0.64), while sections with the lowest
Comprehensiveness scores were Standards for USDA Child Nutrition Program/Reimbursable School Meals
(mean=0.39) and Physical Education (mean=0.47). Sections with the highest Strength scores were
Evaluation (mean=0.44) and Nutrition Education (mean=0.39), while sections with the lowest Strength
scores were Standards for USDA Child Nutrition Program/Reimbursable School Meals (mean=0.17) and

Physical Activity (mean=0.27). Three sections had high proportions of Comprehensiveness scores in the
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High category: Evaluation (75%), Communication and Promotion (57%), and Physical Activity (55%). All
sections had low proportions of Strength scores in the High category, and the Physical Education section had
none. Three sections had high proportions of Strength scores in the Low category: Standards for USDA
Child Nutriton Program/Reimbursable School Meals (95%), Physical Activity (84%), and Nutrition
Guidelines for Competitive and Other Foods Distributed at School (62%).

SUMMARY SCORES BY SAU CHARACTERISTICS

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Scores by school enrollment category are shown in Table 5. There were 135 SAUs (71%) with
enrollment of less than 1,200 and 55 SAUs (29%) with enrollment of 1,200 or greater. Overall, SAUs with
less than 1,200 students enrolled had significantly higher Comprehensiveness scores compared to SAUs with
1,200 or greater students enrolled (mean <1,200=0.54, mean =1,200=0.49; p=0.02). SAUs with less than
1,200 enrolled had significantly higher Comprehensiveness scores in the USDA Standards section (mean
<1,200=0.42, mean =1,200=0.32; p=0.001). All other comparisons among Comprehensiveness scores
showed no significant differences. Total Strength scores were not significantly different among SAUs of
different enrollment categories (mean <1,200=0.33, mean 21,200=0.32; p=0.18). Section Strength scores
differed for the Standards for USDA Child Nutrition Program/Reimbursable School Meals section, where
SAUs with smaller enrollment had significantly higher scores than those with greater enrollment (mean
<1,200=0.18, mean =21,200=0.14; p=0.04). All other comparisons among Strength scores showed no

significant differences.

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS IN FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCH PROGRAMS

Table 6 shows scores by the proportion of students in free and reduced price lunch programs. There
were 135 SAUs (72%) with less than 50% enrollment in free and reduced price lunch, and 53 SAUs (28%)
with 50% or greater. SAUs with 50% or greater enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs had
significantly higher total Comprehensiveness scores than SAUs with less than 50% enrollment in these
programs (mean <50%=0.51, mean =50%=0.55; p=0.04). Significant differences in Comprehensiveness
scores were observed for Physical Education (mean <50%=0.46, mean =50%=0.50; p=0.02). Significant
differences in Strength scores were also observed for the Physical Education section (mean <50%=0.31,

mean =50%=0.34; p=0.05).
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SCHOOL HEALTH COORDINATOR

Table 7 shows scores comparing SAUs with a school health coordinator to those without (SHC versus
no SHC). There were 63 SAUs (33%) with SHCs and 127 (67%) with no SHCs. Total scores did not differ
between SAUs with SHCs and those without for either Comprehensiveness (mean SHC=0.53, mean no
SHC=0.52; p=0.80) or Strength (mean SHC=0.34, mean no SHC=0.32; p=0.38). Comprehensiveness scores
differed significantly among SAUs with SHCs and those without for two sections: Nutrition Guidelines
(mean SHC=0.54, mean no SHC=0.47; p=0.01), and Communication and Promotion (mean SHC=0.59,
mean no SHC=0.67; p=0.03). Nutrition Guidelines section Comprehensiveness scores were higher among
SAUs with SHCs compared to those without, whereas Communication and Promotion section scores were
lower among SAUs with SHCs compared to those without SHCs. Nutrition Guidelines section Strength
scores were also significantly higher among SAUs with SHCs compared to those without (mean SHC=0.40,
mean no SHC=0.35; p=0.02). No other section scores showed significant differences between SAUs with
SHCs and those without SHCs.

COUNTY POPULATION

In Table 8, differences in scores by county population are shown. 79 SAUs (46%) were located in
counties with populations of less than 70,000, and 93 SAUs (54%) were located in counties with populations
of 70,000 or greater. SAUs in multiple counties were excluded from the analysis. Total Comprehensiveness
scores (mean <70,000=0.52, mean =70,000=0.52; p=0.94) and total Strength scores (mean <70,000=0.33,
mean =70,000=0.33; p=0.75) were similar among SAUs of different county population. Comprehensiveness
scores were significantly higher among SAUs with county population 70,000 or greater compared to less than
70,000 in the Nutrition Education (mean <70,000=0.55, mean =270,000=0.59; p=0.03) and Physical
Education (mean <70,000=0.45, mean =70,000=0.49; p=0.03) sections, and they were lower in the Nutrition
Guidelines section (mean <70,000=0.52, mean =70,000=0.47; p=0.04). Strength scores were significantly
higher among SAUs with county population of 70,000 or greater for Nutrition Education (mean
<70,000=0.37, mean =70,000=0.42; p=0.01), Physical Education (mean <70,000=0.30, mean =70,000=0.33;
p=0.04), and Evaluation (mean <70,000=0.41, mean =70,000=0.45; p=0.04) sections; while they were
significantly lower for the Nutrition Guidelines section (mean <70,000=0.40, mean =70,000=0.35; p=0.002).

DISCUSSION

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

The results of the Local School Wellness Policy assessment indicate that on average the policies coded

addressed half of the 96 items in the Local School Wellness Policy coding tool. One-third of the items were

22



addressed with strong language and specified as a required component of the policy. When ranked by level
(i.e., Low, Medium, High), the majority of Local School Wellness Policies (87%) were in the middle rank for
Comprehensiveness and Strength (60%). Across sections, over half of SAUs scored in the top ranking level
for Comprehensiveness in three sections (i.e., Evaluation, Communication and Promotion and Physical
Activity), while for Comprehensiveness in the other areas (i.e., Standards for Meals, Nutrition Education,
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive Foods and Physical Education) the majority of SAUs were ranked in
the middle level. As the measures are related, generally the proportion of items that were addressed with
strong and directive language (i.e., Strength score) was usually higher in sections with greater
Comprehensiveness. However, for the Physical Activity section, despite a large proportion of the SAUs
having Comprehensiveness score rankings in the highest category (55%) the language of the policy was
insufficiently specific and directive as 84% of SAUs were ranked at the lowest level of Strength for that
section. These findings indicate that technical assistance in developing strong, directive and specific language
related to physical activity might be a potential area for consideration as SAUs generally have Local School
Wellness Policies that already address the majority of item components.

In coding items, strong language was present when the item was specific by, for example, including a
plan for implementation with wording indicating that the component was required (e.g., the district will
provide parents with healthy snack ideas in monthly newsletters and in orientation information). Together,
these items imply that there is a commitment for action and the expectation that the action will be taken.
Results for individual coding items varied. Several items (e.g., qualifications for physical education
instructors) were given automatic codes due to existing policies including the Maine Learning Results, or
MDOE rules. These items were most frequently considered automatically mentioned with strong language,
even if the Local School Wellness Policy did not specifically include text regarding the individual item. Other
items, such as use of low-fat versions of foods and methods of preparation, availability of nutrition
information for school meals, annual health assessments, safe active routes to school, funding support, and
several specific nutrition guidelines, were notably absent from SAU Local School Wellness Policies and could
be considered potential points for targeted technical assistance and training.

Comparisons of Comprehensiveness and Strength scores by enrollment, proportion enrollment in free
and reduced price lunch, SHC versus no SHC, and county population revealed several score differences. On
average, SAUs with lower enrollment (less than 1,200 students) had more comprehensive Local School
Wellness Policies compared to SAUs with higher enrollment (1,200 students or more). SAUs with lower
enrollment also addressed a greater proportion of items with strong language in the USDA Standards section.
Scores also differed by percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs. SAUs with 50% or
more of students enrolled in free and reduced price lunch programs had more comprehensive policies than

those SAUs with fewer students eligible for these programs. Overall, summary measures of overall
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comprehensiveness and strength in Local School Wellness Policies from SAUs with school health
coordinators were similar to those SAUs without school health coordinators (SHC). Similarly, there were no
statistically significant differences in comprehensiveness or strength of policy language in SAUs according to
the size of the county population in which they were located (county population less than 70,000 compared to

70,000 or greater).

CONTEXT OF FINDINGS IN MAINE

There are several contextual factors that may influence observed policy scores and differences in score
comparisons among SAUs. Local School Wellness Policies were initially written with the intent of being
working policies, policies that would evolve over time, and they were not meant to be comprehensive. SAUs
may have left certain items out of their policies based on local needs and in accordance with state or local
policies and practices that were already established. Some items may have been left out because they were
not included in sample policy documents or trainings provided to SAUs.

SAUs with lower enrollment may have had more comprehensive policies due to potentially easier
consensus and fewer political barriers to policy passage. These SAUs have smaller constituencies, and
therefore fewer people to disagree over items proposed for inclusion in the Local School Wellness Policy.
Similarly, smaller districts may have fewer opposing stakeholders at the district level due to high relative
importance of schools.

More comprehensive policies among SAUs with a greater proportion enrollment in free and reduced
price lunch programs may be related to greater attention to these schools from advocacy groups focused on
school wellness. For example, the Maine Nutrition Network, a public-private partnership focused on
nutrition and physical activity initiatives in the state of Maine, has two projects that focus on schools with
50% or greater enrollment in free and reduced price lunch programs (http://www.maine-
nutrition.org/Projects/Projects.htm). Maine-ly Nutrition is a project that provides teachers and school
nurses at Maine schools with 50% or more of students eligible for free and reduced price lunch programs
with training and resources to implement nutrition education in the classroom. Take Time! is a project that
provides resources for integrating physical activity opportunities into the school day, with additional support
materials and training provided to schools with 50% or more of students eligible for free and reduced price
lunch programs.

Relationships that are unaccounted for in these data may affect policy score comparisons. Some of the
descriptive characteristics analyzed were associated. Two notable relationships are that SAUs with lower
school enrollment (less than 1,200 students) were more likely to have 50% or greater enrollment in free and
reduced price lunch programs, and school health coordinators were more likely to be present in SAUs with
higher school enrollment (1,200 students or more). These associations may have influenced score

comparisons among SAUs with different enrollment, percent enrollment in free and reduced price lunch
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programs, and school health coordinator status. Additionally, the relationship between ILocal School
Wellness Policy scores and trainings and other resources provided to SAUs remain unexplored. Through
Team Nutrition Training, school district staff in 75 SAUs received training to assist in the development and
adoption of their Local School Wellness Policies. Attendees of these trainings were given sample Local
School Wellness Policy criteria and information to help them get a Local School Wellness Policy approved in
their district, and they may have developed stronger or more comprehensive Local School Wellness Policies
as a result. Policy strength and comprehensiveness could also be related to the resources provided by the
Maine Nutrition Network to schools with 50% or greater enrollment in free and reduced price lunch
programs. In the 2007-2008 school year, 100 schools in 56 districts received nutrition education training and
resources through the Maine-ly Nutrition program. In the 2006-2007 school year, 34 schools participated in
the Take Time! program, including 9 schools in 2 districts that implemented the program as a district-wide
policy. Further analysis is needed in order to understand the relationship between school wellness resources

and Local School Wellness Policy scores in Maine.

LIMITATIONS

There are limitations that must be considered in interpreting these results. First, two raters coded each
Local School Wellness Policy. Although inter-rater agreement was high, suggesting that this measurement
error was minimized, there is the potential that both coders miscoded or misclassified items in a similar way.
We do not currently have data from other states or national samples collected using this tool against which
we can compare our findings. Ranking and categories (e.g. low, medium, high) are entirely data-based and are
not based on research or intervention evidence for effect on student health or wellness outcomes. Section
scores should be interpreted with caution because sections contained varying numbers of policy items, and
sections with few items had a limited number of possible score values. We are currently not able to compare
policy scores with actual environments, nor are we measuring the extent to which the policies outlined in
documentation provided by SAUs are being followed or implemented in an actual SAU or school. Thus,
Local School Wellness Policies may not adequately represent the environments in which students are
educated. Response rates were adequate overall and by categories used for score comparisons. However,
Local School Wellness Policies were not received from all eligible SAUs, and SAUs not providing policies
may be different from those providing policies in ways that could be related to school wellness outcomes.
There may also have been some inconsistency in complete information among the policies that were received.
Some SAUs have local regulations that append their policies that are called associated guidelines. These
associated guidelines were sent by some but not all SAUs. We are not able to estimate what proportion of
guidelines we may be missing at this time. Results comparing SAUs with SHCs versus those without may be

limited by timing discrepancies between Local School Wellness Policy development and SHC presence.
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SAUs with SHCs were identified for the 2006-2007 school year, not for the 2005-2006 school year during

which Local School Wellness Policies were written.

IMPLICATIONS

Despite these noted limitations, these findings have important practice and research implications. Local
School Wellness Policies provide a sustainable framework for school community stakeholders to promote
healthy eating and physical activity habits. Data from this assessment of Local School Wellness Policies in
Maine can be used to identify specific policy areas that need attention by local school systems and to plan
technical assistance and training that support policy improvements. As policies are reviewed, local school
systems can add language to reflect other policies or practices that are already in place. In some areas, Local
School Wellness Policies could be strengthened by focusing on the wording choice and specificity of
language. State law could also address some school wellness items. SAU reports can be useful in
communicating with school wellness team and other community members to ensure that SAUs develop Local
School Wellness Policies that follow standard guidelines and are locally appropriate. Data from this

assessment may also be useful as a baseline for further study of health and wellness outcomes.
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TABLES

TABLE 1. RESPONSE RATES BY SAU CHARACTERISTICS

Total (# Eligible | Eligible SAUs | Response
Characteristic Excluded) SAUs with Policy Rate %
SAU Type
Individual 81 (27) 54 40 74%
Union 122 (34) 88 76 86%
SAD 72 (2) 70 64 91%
CSD 15 (0) 15 53%
Other' 12 (8) 4 50%
County
Androscoggin 11 (0) 11 9 82%
Aroostook 33 (12) 21 19 90%
Cumberland 21 (2 19 16 84%
Franklin 8 (5) 3 2 67%
Hancock 30 (2 28 23 82%
Kennebec 19 (0) 19 18 95%
Knox 10 (1) 9 6 67%
Lincoln 18 (5) 13 11 85%
Oxford 11 (7) 4 4 100%
Penobscot 32 (8) 24 20 83%
Piscataquis 8 (6) 2 2 100%
Sagadahoc 7 (1) 6 4 67%
Somerset 10 (6) 4 4 100%
Waldo 7(1) 6 5 83%
Washington 41 (14 27 18 67%
York 1(0) 14 11 79%
Multiple Counties 22 (1) 21 18 86%
County Population
Less than 70,000 150 (48) 102 79 77%
70,000 or Greater 130 (22) 108 93 86%
Multiple Counties 22 (1) 21 18 86%
School Health Coordinator (SHC)
Yes 75 (11) 64 63 98%
No 227 (60) 167 127 76%
School Enrollment”
Less than 1,200 175 (0) 175 135 77%
1,200 or Greater 56 (0) 56 55 98%
None Enrolled 62 (62) 0 0 N/A
Percent Enrolled in Free and Reduced Price
Lunch’
Less than 50% 156 (0) 156 135 87%
50% or Greater 69 (0) 69 53 77%
No Free and Reduced Lunch Program 71 (71) 0 0 N/A
TOTAL 302 (71) 231 190 82%

'Other includes Regional & Other schools

*Public Attending Enrollment from the Maine Education Data Management System (MEDMS). Enrollment according
to the Maine Department of Education Free and Reduced Lunch Report was used for 4 SAUs that did not have

MEDMS data available. 9 SAUs had no enrollment information available.

*Free and reduced price lunch data were not available for 6 eligible SAUs (2 of which provided policies).
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TABLE 2. DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE, SAUS INCLUDED AND SAUS PROVIDING POLICIES

Policy Received
Characteristic Included (N=231) (N=190)
n % n %
SAU Type n=231 n=190
Individual 54 23 40 21
Union 88 38 76 40
SAD 70 30 64 34
CSD 15 6 8 4
Other' 4 2 2 1
County n=231 n=190
Androscoggin 11 5 9 5
Aroostook 21 9 19 10
Cumberland 19 8 16
Franklin 3 1 2 1
Hancock 28 12 23 12
Kennebec 19 8 18 9
Knox 9 4 6 3
Lincoln 13 6 11 6
Oxford 4 2 4 2
Penobscot 24 10 20 11
Piscataquis 2 1 2 1
Sagadahoc 6 3 4 2
Somerset 4 2 4 2
Waldo 6 3 5 3
Washington 27 12 18 9
York 14 6 11 6
Multiple Counties 21 9 18 9
County Population2 n=210 n=172
Less than 70,000 102 49 79 46
70,000 or Greater 108 51 93 54
School Health Coordinator (SHC) n=231 n=190
Yes 64 28 63 33
No 167 72 127 67
School Enrollment’ n=231 n=190
Less than 1,200 175 76 135 71
1,200 or Greater 56 24 55 29
Percent Enrolled in Free and Reduced Price
Lunch® n=225 n=188
Less than 50% 156 69 135 72
50% or Greater 69 31 53 28

'Other includes Regional & Other schools

*21 SAUS covering multiple counties were excluded (18 of which provided policies).

*Public Attending Enrollment from the Maine Education Data Management System (MEDMS). Enrollment
according to the Maine Department of Education Free and Reduced Lunch Report was used for 4 SAUs
that did not have MEDMS data available.

*Free and reduced price lunch data were not available for 6 SAUs (2 of which provided policies).
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TABLE 3. CODING RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL POLICY ITEMS (N=190)

Not Mentioned

Weak Statement

Meets/Exceeds

Items (score=0) (score=1) Expectations (score=2)
n % n % n %
Nutrition Education
FW: goals for NE 1 1 0 0 189 99
Nutrition curriculum each grade 129 68 24 13 37 19
NE with larger school community 19 10 163 86 8 4
NE beyond school environment 158 83 27 14 5 3
NE training for teachers 137 72 20 11 33 17
NE integrated into other subjects 39 21 48 25 103 54
NE teaches lifelong skills 13 7 11 6 166 87
Number of NE coutrses or hours 190 100 0 0 0 0
NE quality 49 26 7 4 134 71
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
FW: guidelines not less restrictive 8 4 1 1 181 95
School Breakfast Program (USDA) 58 83 16 8 16 8
Summer Food Service Program 85 97 4 2 1 1
Guidelines beyond USDA minimum 124 65 44 23 22 12
Tow-fat versions/methods 171 90 19 10 0 0
Strategies to increase participation 57 30 120 63 13 7
Optimizes scheduling 72 38 113 59 5 3
Adequate time to eat 66 35 110 58 14 7
Hand-washing 172 91 11 6 7 4
Nutrition qualifications of meal staff 175 92 1 1 14 7
Training for food service staff 83 44 90 47 17 9
School meal environment 61 32 14 7 115 61
Nutrition information 166 87 12 6 12 6
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
FW: NG for ALL foods at school 5 3 123 65 62 33
Vending machines 0 0 0 0 190 100
School stores 0 0 0 0 190 100
Food service a la carte 0 0 0 0 190 100
Class parties and celebrations 34 18 147 77 9 5
Food from home for the whole class 34 18 147 77 9 5
Food before school 0 0 0 0 190 100
Food after school 0 0 0 0 190 100
Food at evening/community events 133 70 54 28 3 2
Food sold for fundraising 0 0 0 0 190 100
Sugar content of foods 161 85 14 7 15 8
Fat content of foods 145 76 23 12 22 12
Sodium content of foods 151 79 24 13 15 8
Calorie content per serving size 185 97 4 2 1 1
Serving size of foods 139 73 34 18 17 9
Whole, unprocessed, & fresh food 129 68 26 14 35 18
Ingredients w/ questionable effects 171 90 6 3 13 7
Food as a reward or punishment 135 71 32 17 23 12
Nutrition info for other foods 0 0 0 0 190 100
Sugar content of beverages 159 84 16 8 15 8
Fat content of drinks 168 88 14 7 8 4
Calorie content of beverages 189 99 0 0 1 1
Regular soda 0 0 0 0 190 100
Beverages other than soda 0 0 0 0 190 100
Sugar/calotie content of milk 189 99 1 1 0 0
Fat content of milk 156 82 7 4 27 14
Serving size limits for beverages 162 85 11 6 17 9
Caffeine content of beverages 177 93 2 1 11 6
Free drinking water 173 91 11 6 6 3
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TABLE 3. CODING RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL POLICY ITEMS (N=190), CONTINUED

Not Mentioned Weak Statement Meets/Exceeds
Items (score=0) (score=1) Expectations (score=2)

n % n % n %
Physical Education
PE cutriculum for each grade 0 0 168 88 22 12
Time/week of PE for elementary 176 93 11 6 3 2
Time/week of PE for middle 177 93 11 6 2 1
Time/week of PE for high school 182 96 6 3 2 1
Physically active lifestyle 17 9 113 59 60 32
Competency assessment 51 27 2 1 137 72
Addresses PE quality 144 76 20 11 26 14
Inclusive play 77 41 7 4 106 56
[Addresses PE classes or credits 0 0 0 0 190 100
Frequency of required PE 175 92 14 7 1 1
Teacher-student ratio for PE 178 94 12 6 0 0
Safe/adequate equipment/facilities 96 51 15 8 79 42
Moderate to vigorous activity 173 91 4 2 13 7
Qualifications for PE instructors 0 0 0 0 190 100
Prof. development for PE staff 86 45 101 53 3 2
PE waiver requirements 0 0 0 0 190 100
Annual health assessment 188 99 2 1 0 0
Physical Activity
FW: goals for PA 4 2 0 0 186 98
PA for every grade level 7 4 139 73 44 23
PA for school staff 61 32 117 62 12 6
PA throughout the day 41 22 45 24 104 55
Intramurals or interscholastic 54 28 33 17 103 54
Community use facilities for PA 88 46 95 50 7 4
Safe active routes to school 173 91 9 5 8 4
Not using PA as punishment 155 82 23 12 12 6
Recess freq. or amt for elementary 30 16 130 68 30 16
Recess quality to promote PA 165 87 11 6 14 7
Communication and Promotion
F\W: Stakeholders involved in development of
wellness policy 62 33 2 1 126 66
Staff wellness programs 49 26 111 58 30 16
Consistency of nutrition messages 18 9 48 25 124 65
Staff to role model 62 33 15 8 113 59
Responsibility for communication 73 38 105 55 12 6
Coordinated School Health Model 178 94 6 3 6 3
Methods to solicit input 58 31 126 66 6 3
How to engage parents/community 70 37 102 54 18 9
Content communicated to parents 138 73 7 4 45 24
Marketing healthy choices 90 47 91 48 9 5
Restricting marketing 0 0 0 0 190 100
Ongoing health advisory committee 21 11 13 7 156 82
Evaluation
FW: Measuring implementation 9 5 12 6 169 89
Plan for implementation 16 8 14 7 160 84
Plan for evaluation 42 22 135 71 13 7
Audience and frequency of a report 23 12 27 14 140 74
Funding support 188 99 2 1 0 0
Plan for revising the policy 71 37 104 55 15 8
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TABLE 4. SUMMARY SCORES (N=190)

Comprehensiveness
Section Score Strength Score
Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.57 (0.13) 0.39 (0.13)
95% Confidence Interval 0.55-0.59 0.38-0.41
Median 0.56 0.44
Range 0.22-0.89 0.11-0.78
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 503) 38 (20)
Medium 128 (67) 145 (76)
High 57 (30) 7 (4)
# of Items=9
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
Mean (SD) 0.39 (0.20) 0.17 (0.11)
95% Confidence Interval 0.37-0.42 0.15-0.19
Median 0.46 0.15
Range 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.77
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 63 (33) 180 (95)
Medium 114 (60) 9 (5)
High 13 (7) 1(1)
# of Items=13
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
Mean (SD) 0.49 (0.15) 0.37 (0.11)
95% Confidence Interval 0.47-0.51 0.35-0.38
Median 0.41 0.31
Range 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.76
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 3(2) 117 (62)
Medium 159 (84) 62 (33)
High 28 (15) 11 (6)
# of Items=29
Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.47 (0.12) 0.32 (0.09)
95% Confidence Interval 0.45-0.48 0.30-0.33
Median 0.53 0.35
Range 0.24-0.82 0.18-0.65
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 36 (19) 81 (43)
Medium 149 (78) 109 (57)
High 503) 0 (0)

# of Items=17
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TABLE 4. SUMMARY SCORES (N=190), CONTINUED

Comprehensiveness
Section Score Strength Score
Physical Activity
Mean (SD) 0.59 (0.20) 0.27 (0.14)
95% Confidence Interval 0.56-0.62 0.25-0.29
Median 0.70 0.30
Range 0.00-1.00 0.00-0.80
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 26 (14) 160 (84)
Medium 59 (31) 24 (13)
High 105 (55) 63
# of Items=10
Communication and Promotion
Mean (SD) 0.64 (0.22) 0.37 (0.13)
95% Confidence Interval 0.61-0.67 0.35-0.38
Median 0.75 0.42
Range 0.17-1.00 0.08-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 19 (10) 49 (206)
Medium 62 (33) 136 (72)
High 109 (57) 5(3)
# of Ttems=12
Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.69 (0.20) 0.44 (0.15)
95% Confidence Interval 0.67-0.72 0.41-0.46
Median 0.83 0.50
Range 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 74 22 (12)
Medium 41 (22 152 (80)
High 142 (75) 16 (8)
# of Items=6
Total
Mean (SD) 0.52 (0.11) 0.33 (0.07)
95% Confidence Interval 0.51-0.54 0.32-0.34
Median 0.56 0.33
Range 0.26-0.83 0.19-0.55
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 11 (6) 76 (40)
Medium 165 (87) 114 (60)
High 14 (7) 0 (0)

# of Items=96

Score Ranks: Low=0-0.332, Medium=0.333-0.665, High=0.666-1
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TABLE 5. SCORES BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (N=190)

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Less than 1,200

1,200 or Greater

Less than 1,200 1,200 or Greater

Section (N=135) (N=55) (N=135) (N=55)
Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.57 (0.13) 0.57 (0.14) 0.40 (0.13) 0.39 (0.13)
95% Confidence Interval 0.55-0.59 0.53-0.61 0.38-0.42 0.35-0.42
Median 0.56 0.56 0.44 0.44
Range 0.22-0.89 0.33-0.89 0.11-0.67 0.11-0.78
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 54) 0 (0) 28 (21) 10 (18)
Medium 92 (68) 36 (65) 102 (76) 43 (78)
High 38 (28) 19 (35) 5@ 24
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
Mean (SD) 0.42 (0.19) 0.32 (0.19) T % 0.18 (0.12) 0.14 (0.09) T ¥
95% Confidence Interval 0.39-0.46 0.27-0.37 0.16-0.20 0.12-0.17
Median 0.46 0.31 0.15 0.15
Range 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.77 0.00-0.46
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 32 (24) 31 (56) 127 (94) 53 (96)
Medium 92 (68) 22 (40) 7 (5) 24
High 11 (8) 24 1(1) 0 (0)
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
Mean (SD) 0.50 (0.15) 0.48 (0.13) 0.37 (0.11) 0.35 (0.09)
95% Confidence Interval 0.47-0.52 0.44-0.51 0.35-0.39 0.33-0.38
Median 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Range 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.76 0.31-0.72
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 22 12 84 (62) 33 (60)
Medium 112 (83) 47 (85) 41 (30) 21 (38)
High 21 (16) 7 (13) 10 (7) 12
Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.47 (0.12) 0.45 (0.10) ¥ 0.32 (0.09) 0.31 (0.09)
95% Confidence Interval 0.45-0.50 0.42-0.48 0.30-0.33 0.29-0.34
Median 0.53 0.47 0.35 0.35
Range 0.24-0.82 0.29-0.82 0.18-0.59 0.18-0.65
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 29 (22) 7 (13) 54 (40) 27 (49)
Medium 102 (76) 47 (85) 81 (60) 28 (51)
High 40) 1) 00) 0(0)
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TABLE 5. SCORES BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (N=190), CONTINUED

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Less than 1,200

1,200 or Greater

Less than 1,200 1,200 or Greater

Section (N=135) (N=55) (N=135) (N=55)
Physical Activity
Mean (SD) 0.61 (0.20) 0.55 (0.18) * 0.28 (0.14) 0.26 (0.12)
95% Confidence Interval 0.57-0.64 0.51-0.60 0.25-0.30 0.23-0.29
Median 0.70 0.60 0.30 0.30
Range 0.00-1.00 0.20-0.90 0.00-0.80 0.10-0.70
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 17 (13) 9 (16) 114 (84) 46 (84)
Medium 35 (26) 24 (44) 16 (12) 8 (15)
High 83 (61) 22 (40) 5@ 12
Communication and Promotion
Mean (SD) 0.66 (0.22) 0.59 (0.20) ¥ 0.37 (0.13) 0.36 (0.14)
95% Confidence Interval 0.62-0.70 0.54-0.65 0.35-0.39 0.33-0.40
Median 0.75 0.58 0.42 0.33
Range 0.17-1.00 0.17-0.92 0.08-0.67 0.08-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 14 (10) 50 32 (24) 17 (31)
Medium 38 (28) 24 (44) 99 (73) 37 (67)
High 83 (61) 26 (47) 43 12
Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.71 (0.19) 0.65 (0.21) ¥ 0.44 (0.15) 0.43 (0.16)
95% Confidence Interval 0.68-0.74 0.60-0.71 0.41-0.46 0.39-0.47
Median 0.83 0.67 0.50 0.50
Range 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 54 24 16 (12) 6 (11)
Medium 24 (18) 17 (31) 109 (81) 43 (78)
High 106 (79) 36 (65) 10 (7) 6 (11)
‘Total
Mean (SD) 0.54 (0.11) 0.49 (0.10) T % 0.33 (0.07) 0.32 (0.07) %
95% Confidence Interval 0.52-0.55 0.47-0.52 0.32-0.34 0.30-0.34
Median 0.56 0.50 0.33 0.31
Range 0.26-0.83 0.31-0.74 0.19-0.55 0.19-0.51
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 8 (6) 35 42 (31) 34 (62)
Medium 116 (86) 49 (89) 93 (69) 21 (38)
High 11 (8) 3 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Score Ranks: Low=0-0.332, Medium=0.333-0.665, High=0.666-1
NOTE: Data are Public Attending Enrollment from the Maine Education Data Management System (MEDMS). Enrollment according
to the Maine Department of Education Free and Reduced Lunch Report was used for 2 SAUs that did not have MEDMS enrollment

data available.

"Mean scores significantly different among SAUs with enrollment less than 1,200 and those with 1,200 ot greater (p<0.05), according to t-

test.

*Score distributions significantly different among SAUs with enrollment less than 1,200 and those with 1,200 or greater (p<<0.05),

according to Wilcoxon rank sum test.
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TABLE 6. SCORES BY PERCENT ENROLLMENT IN FREE & REDUCED PRICE LUNCH (N=188)

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Less than 50%  50% or Greater

Less than 50%

50% or Greater

Section (N=135) (N=53) (N=135) (N=53)
Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.56 (0.13) 0.60 (0.15) 0.39 (0.12) 0.41 (0.15)
95% Confidence Interval 0.54-0.58 0.55-0.64 0.37-0.41 0.37-0.45
Median 0.56 0.56 0.44 0.44
Range 0.22-0.89 0.22-0.89 0.11-0.78 0.11-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 22 3 (6) 27 (20) 9(17)
Medium 94 (70) 32 (60) 105 (78) 40 (75)
High 39 (29) 18 (34) 32 4 (8)
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
Mean (SD) 0.38 (0.19) 0.43 (0.22) 0.16 (0.09) 0.20 (0.15)
95% Confidence Interval 0.35-0.41 0.37-0.49 0.14-0.18 0.16-0.24
Median 0.46 0.46 0.15 0.15
Range 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.62 0.00-0.77
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 48 (36) 15 (28) 130 (96) 48 (91)
Medium 81 (60) 31 (58) 54) 4 (8
High 64 7 (13) 0 (0) 12
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
Mean (SD) 0.49 (0.14) 0.50 (0.15) 0.36 (0.11) 0.36 (0.09)
95% Confidence Interval 0.46-0.51 0.46-0.54 0.35-0.38 0.33-0.38
Median 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Range 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.76 0.31-0.62
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 22 12 82 (61) 35 (60)
Medium 117 (87) 42 (79) 44 (33) 18 (34)
High 16 (12) 10 (19) 9() 0 (0)
Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.46 (0.12) 0.50 (0.10) T % 0.31 (0.10) 0.34 (0.07) T %
95% Confidence Interval 0.44-0.48 0.47-0.53 0.30-0.33 0.32-0.35
Median 0.47 0.53 0.35 0.35
Range 0.24-0.82 0.29-0.76 0.18-0.65 0.18-0.47
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 29 (21) 509) 64 (47) 15 (28)
Medium 103 (76) 46 (87) 71 (53) 38 (72)
High 32 2@ 0(0) 0(0)
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TABLE 6. SCORES BY PERCENT ENROLLMENT IN FREE & REDUCED PRICE LUNCH (N=188),

CONTINUED
Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score
Less than 50%  50% or Greater Less than 50%  50% or Greater
Section (N=135) (N=53) (N=135) (N=53)
Physical Activity
Mean (SD) 0.58 (0.19) 0.62 (0.21) 0.26 (0.13) 0.30 (0.15)
95% Confidence Interval 0.55-0.61 0.57-0.68 0.24-0.29 0.26-0.35
Median 0.70 0.70 0.30 0.30
Range 0.00-1.00 0.20-1.00 0.00-0.80 0.10-0.80
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 17 (13) 917 113 (84) 45 (85)
Medium 48 (36) 9017 20 (15) 4 (8)
High 70 (52) 35 (66) 22 4 (8)
Communication and Promotion
Mean (SD) 0.62 (0.21) 0.69 (0.22) ¥ 0.36 (0.14) 0.37 (0.12)
95% Confidence Interval 0.59-0.66 0.63-0.75 0.34-0.39 0.34-0.40
Median 0.67 0.83 0.42 0.42
Range 0.17-0.92 0.25-1.00 0.08-0.67 0.08-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 12 9) 7 (13) 38 (28) 11 (21)
Medium 49 (36) 11 (21) 93 (69) 41 (77)
High 74 (55) 35 (66) 403 12
Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.68 (0.20) 0.74 (0.19) ¥ 0.43 (0.15) 0.47 (0.13)
95% Confidence Interval 0.64-0.71 0.68-0.79 0.40-0.45 0.43-0.50
Median 0.83 0.83 0.50 0.50
Range 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 54 24 17 (13) 3(6)
Medium 33 (24) 8 (15) 107 (79) 45 (85)
High 97 (72) 43 (81) 11 (8) 50)
‘Total
Mean (SD) 0.51 (0.11) 0.55 (0.12) T % 0.32 (0.07) 0.34 (0.07)
95% Confidence Interval 0.49-0.53 0.52-0.58 0.31-0.34 0.32-0.36
Median 0.55 0.56 0.33 0.33
Range 0.26-0.76 0.31-0.83 0.19-0.55 0.19-0.55
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 10 (7) 12 58 (43) 18 (34)
Medium 118 (87) 45 (85) 77 (57) 35 (66)
High 7 (5) 7 (13) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Score Ranks: Low=0-0.332, Medium=0.333-0.665, High=0.666-1

NOTE: Free and reduced price lunch data were not available for 2 SAUs.

*Mean scores significantly different among SAUs with free and reduced price lunch enrollment less than 50% and those with 50% or
greater (p<0.05), according to t-test.

*Score distributions significantly different among SAUs with free and reduced price lunch enrollment less than 50% and those with 50%
or greater (p<0.05), according to Wilcoxon rank sum test.
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TABLE 7. SCORES IN SAUS WITH AND WITHOUT A SCHOOL HEALTH COORDINATOR (SHC)

(N=190)

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Section SHC (N=63) No SHC (N=127) SHC (N=63) No SHC (N=127)
Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.59 (0.15) 0.56 (0.13) 0.38 (0.14) 0.40 (0.12)
95% Confidence Interval 0.56-0.63 0.54-0.58 0.34-0.42 0.38-0.42
Median 0.56 0.56 0.44 0.44
Range 0.33-0.89 0.22-0.89 0.11-0.67 0.11-0.78
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 0 (0) 504 15 (24) 23 (18)
Medium 38 (60) 90 (71) 45 (71) 100 (79)
High 25 (40) 32 (25) 3(5 43
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
Mean (SD) 0.40 (0.23) 0.39 (0.18) 0.18 (0.16) 0.16 (0.08)
95% Confidence Interval 0.34-0.45 0.36-0.42 0.14-0.22 0.15-0.18
Median 0.46 0.46 0.15 0.15
Range 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.85 0.00-0.77 0.00-0.62
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 24 (39) 39 (31) 55 (87) 125 (98)
Medium 32 (51) 82 (65) 7 (11) 22
High 7(11) 6(5) 12 0 (0)
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
Mean (SD) 0.54 (0.18) 0.47 (0.12) T # 0.40 (0.13) 0.35 (0.09) T #
95% Confidence Interval 0.49-0.58 0.45-0.49 0.36-0.43 0.34-0.37
Median 0.45 0.41 0.31 0.31
Range 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.86 0.31-0.72 0.31-0.76
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 23 1) 32 (51) 85 (67)
Medium 44 (70) 115 (91) 23 (37) 39 (31)
High 17 (27) 11 (9) 8 (13) 32
Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.45 (0.12) 0.48 (0.11) 0.31 (0.09) 0.32 (0.09)
95% Confidence Interval 0.42-0.48 0.46-0.50 0.29-0.33 0.31-0.34
Median 0.47 0.53 0.35 0.35
Range 0.24-0.76 0.24-0.82 0.18-0.47 0.18-0.65
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 15 (24) 21 (17) 30 (48) 51 (40)
Medium 47 (75) 102 (80) 33 (52) 76 (60)
High 1(2 43 0 (0) 0 (0)
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TABLE 7. SCORES IN SAUS WITH AND WITHOUT A SCHOOL HEALTH COORDINATOR (SHC)

(N=190), CONTINUED

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Section SHC (N=63) No SHC (N=127) SHC (N=63) No SHC (N=127)
Physical Activity
Mean (SD) 0.56 (0.24) 0.61 (0.17) 0.27 (0.19) 0.27 (0.11)
95% Confidence Interval 0.50-0.62 0.58-0.64 0.23-0.32 0.25-0.29
Median 0.60 0.70 0.20 0.30
Range 0.00-1.00 0.00-1.00 0.00-0.80 0.00-0.70
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 14 (22) 12 (9) 48 (76) 112 (88)
Medium 22 (35) 37 (29) 10 (16) 14 (11)
High 27 (43) 78 (61) 5(8) 1(1)
Communication and Promotion
Mean (SD) 0.59 (0.22) 0.67 (0.21) T # 0.36 (0.15) 0.37 (0.12)
95% Confidence Interval 0.54-0.65 0.63-0.70 0.32-0.40 0.35-0.39
Median 0.58 0.75 0.42 0.42
Range 0.17-1.00 0.17-0.92 0.08-0.67 0.08-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 9(14) 10 (8) 19 (30) 30 (24)
Medium 25 (40) 37 (29) 42 (67) 94 (74)
High 29 (46) 80 (63) 2(3) 3(2
Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.67 (0.17) 0.70 (0.21) ¥ 0.43 (0.16) 0.44 (0.15)
95% Confidence Interval 0.63-0.72 0.67-0.74 0.39-0.47 0.41-0.46
Median 0.67 0.83 0.50 0.50
Range 0.17-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.67 0.00-0.83
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 12 6 (5) 9(14) 13 (10)
Medium 18 (29) 23 (18) 44 (70) 108 (85)
High 44 (70) 98 (77) 10 (16) 6 (5)
‘Total
Mean (SD) 0.53 (0.13) 0.52 (0.10) 0.34 (0.08) 0.32 (0.06)
95% Confidence Interval 0.49-0.56 0.50-0.54 0.31-0.36 0.31-0.34
Median 0.55 0.56 0.33 0.33
Range 0.26-0.83 0.26-0.76 0.19-0.55 0.19-0.50
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 5(8) 6(5 29 (40) 47 (37)
Medium 51 (81) 114 (90) 34 (54) 80 (63)
High 7 (11) 7 (6) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Score Ranks: Low=0-0.332, Medium=0.333-0.665, High=0.666-1
fMean scores significantly different among SAUs with SHCs and those without (p<0.05), according to t-test.
Score distributions significantly different among SAUs with SHCs and those without (p<<0.05), according to Wilcoxon rank sum test.
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TABLE 8. SCORES BY COUNTY POPULATION (N=172)

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Less than 70,000 70,000 or Greater

Less than 70,000 70,000 or Greater

Section (IN=79) (N=93) IN=79) (N=93)
Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.55 (0.14) 0.59 (0.13) T % 0.37 (0.14) 0.42 (0.11) T %
95% Confidence Interval 0.52-0.58 0.57-0.62 0.33-0.40 0.39-0.44
Median 0.56 0.56 0.44 0.44
Range 0.22-0.89 0.22-0.89 0.11-0.67 0.11-0.78
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 4(5) 1(1) 23 (29) 12 (13)
Medium 59 (75) 57 (61) 52 (66) 78 (84)
High 16 (20) 35 (38) 4 (5) 3(3)
Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals
Mean (SD) 0.41 (0.22) 0.39 (0.19) 0.17 (0.13) 0.17 (0.11)
95% Confidence Interval 0.36-0.46 0.35-0.43 0.14-0.20 0.15-0.20
Median 0.46 0.46 0.15 0.15
Range 0.00-0.85 0.08-0.85 0.00-0.62 0.08-0.77
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 24 (30) 31 (33) 73 (92) 89 (96)
Medium 45 (57) 59 (63) 6 (8) 3(3)
High 10 (13) 303 0 (0 1)
Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School
Mean (SD) 0.52 (0.17) 0.47 (0.12) t 0.40 (0.14) 0.35 (0.07) t
95% Confidence Interval 0.48-0.56 0.45-0.50 0.37-0.43 0.33-0.36
Median 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Range 0.31-0.86 0.34-0.86 0.31-0.76 0.31-0.69
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 2(3) 0 (0) 45 (57) 60 (65)
Medium 62 (78) 83 (89) 24 (30) 32 (34
High 15 (19) 10 (11) 10 (13) 1(1)
Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.45 (0.13) 0.49 (0.10) t 0.30 (0.10) 0.33 (0.08) T %
95% Confidence Interval 0.42-0.48 0.46-0.51 0.28-0.32 0.31-0.35
Median 0.53 0.53 0.29 0.35
Range 0.24-0.82 0.29-0.82 0.18-0.59 0.18-0.65
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 26 (33) 7(8) 40 (51) 35 (38)
Medium 52 (66) 82 (88) 39 (49) 58 (62)
High 1(1) 44 0 (0) 0 (0)
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TABLE 8. SCORES BY COUNTY POPULATION (N=172), CONTINUED

Comprehensiveness Score

Strength Score

Less than 70,000 70,000 or Greater

Less than 70,000 70,000 or Greater

Section (N=79) (N=93) (N=79) (N=93)
Physical Activity
Mean (SD) 0.59 (0.21) 0.59 (0.19) 0.26 (0.16) 0.29 (0.13)
95% Confidence Interval 0.54-0.63 0.55-0.63 0.22-0.29 0.26-0.31
Median 0.70 0.70 0.30 0.30
Range 0.00-1.00 0.20-1.00 0.00-0.70 0.10-0.80
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 11 (14) 13 (14) 66 (84) 78 (84)
Medium 21 (27) 30 (32) 10 (13) 12 (13)
High 47 (59) 50 (54) 34 33
Communication and Promotion
Mean (SD) 0.61 (0.23) 0.66 (0.20) 0.35 (0.14) 0.37 (0.12)
95% Confidence Interval 0.56-0.66 0.62-0.70 0.32-0.38 0.35-0.40
Median 0.67 0.75 0.42 0.42
Range 0.17-0.92 0.17-0.92 0.08-0.67 0.08-0.67
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 10 (13) 8 (9) 23 (29) 24 (26)
Medium 29 (37) 27 (29) 53 (67) 68 (73)
High 40 (51) 58 (62) 34 1(1)
Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.69 (0.20) 0.70 (0.21) 0.41 (0.16) 0.45 (0.14) T #
95% Confidence Interval 0.64-0.73 0.65-0.74 0.37-0.44 0.42-0.48
Median 0.83 0.83 0.50 0.50
Range 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.83 0.00-0.67 0.00-0.83
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 45 33 13 (16) 7 (8)
Medium 15 (19) 21 (23) 59 (75) 80 (86)
High 60 (76) 69 (74) 79 6 (6)
‘Total
Mean (SD) 0.52 (0.13) 0.52 (0.10) 0.33 (0.08) 0.33 (0.06)
95% Confidence Interval 0.49-0.55 0.50-0.54 0.31-0.34 0.32-0.34
Median 0.56 0.56 0.33 0.33
Range 0.26-0.76 0.32-0.83 0.19-0.51 0.23-0.55
Score Rank, n (%)
Low 8 (10) 2(2) 29 (37) 39 (42)
Medium 62 (78) 86 (92) 50 (63) 54 (58)
High 9 (11) 5(5) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Score Ranks: Low=0-0.332, Medium=0.333-0.665, High=0.666-1
NOTE: 18 SAUs covering multiple counties were excluded.

"Mean scores significantly different among SAUs with county population less than 70,000 and those with 70,000 or greater (p<0.05),

according to t-test.

*Score distributions significantly different among SAUs with county population less than 70,000 and those with 70,000 or greater (p<0.05),

according to Wilcoxon rank sum test.
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APPENDICES

ASSESSMENT TOOLS FOR SCHOOL NUTRITION POLICIES

APPENDIX A.

Assessment Tools for School Nutrition Policies

SNA Local School
'Wellness Policy

[Variables Selected

1. Competitive foods

2. The school meal
environment

3. Food service director
qualifications

4. Coordinating or
advisory councils

5. Nutrition education
6. Marketing

7. Screening of body mass|
index in schools

1. PE time requirements
2. Staffing requirements
for PE

3. Curriculum standards
for PE

4. Assessment of health-
related fitness

5. Recess time

Characteristics(date,
length, format)

2. Nutrient Guidelines
(school meals, A la Carte,
Vending, School
Fundraisers, Classroom
parties, Food as Rewards,
Field Trips)

3. Nutrition Education

4. Physical Activity
(Recess, P, Other school
based activities, PA
comments)

5. Implementation and
Evaluation

6. Elements beyond the
law (innovative programs,

parental involvement)

7. General Comments

1. Nutrition Education
2. Nutrition standards
3. School meals

4. Other school health
5. Implementation

6. Measurability/
cvaluation

1. Federal compliance

2. State compliance
guidelines developed by
Utah Action for Healthy
Kids

1. Goals for Nutrition
Education, Physical
Activity and Other Schooll
Based Activities

2. Nutritional guidelines
for all foods available on
each campus during the
school day

3. USDA Meal Guidelines|
and Regulations

1. A commitment to
Nutrition and Physical
Activity

2. Quality Meals

3. Other Healthy Food
Options

4. Pleasant Eating
Experience

Nutrition Education
6. Marketing

7. Commitment to PA

14 questions about policy
development to be
completed by local
education agency. Also,
1. Nutrition Guidelines

2. Goals for nutrition and
PA

3. Goals for other school-
based act

4. General comments

Tool Name SNESPCS PERSPCS Analysis Criteria Action for Healthy Kids|Utah Colorado Michi; Pennsylvania New Hampshire
http://www.cde.state.co. |Team Nutrition Healthy
School Nutrition Action for Healthy Kids |Metos, ] & Nanney, M.S. [us/cdenutritran/nutriWel |School Environment Dept. of Ed, Division of
Source Masse et al, 2007 Masse et al, 2007 Association 2006 website (2007) InessGuide.htm Grants Food and Nutrition Evaluation Checklist
Policy/Legislation/
[Policy Level State State School School District District or School School School Resource
1. Policy

1. Nutrition Education
2. Physical Activity

3. Nutrition Standards

4. School Environment
5. Evaluation

6. Policy Development
Committee

Developed from a
conceptual framework
and was informed by
reviewing the scientific
and gray literatures and
through consultations
with an expert panel and

Developed from a
conceptual framework
and was informed by
reviewing the scientific
and gray literatures and
through consultations
with an expert panel and

Online survey completed
by 652 SNA director level
members which collected
info about progress on
policies developed by

256 policies from 49
states were assessed using
Wellness Policy
Fundamentals and

District policies were
gathered by phone or

[Methods key experts. key experts. local school districts. expanded WIC checklist |from district Web pages.
0=not in place-not being
considered
1=not in place-but aware
of need
1) Was the area Two levels: 2=not in place-but plans
addressed? 1) if item was addressed  [1=not applicable being made
2) language: given a score [2=applicable but not  [3=in place-partially
2) Mandated, encouraged, of '0' if only addressed implemented
DGA, prescriptive, ideas recommended and a '1' if |3=partially implemented  [4=in place-fully Comments with Yes/No
Coding System 3) Comments Yes/No mandated 4=fully implemented 1 1 answer
Approved until
Ci Only for Nutrition Policy |Only for Physical Activity 11/03/2007

Authors would like to
also evaluate after-school
activities and walking to
school
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APPENDIX B. MEMBERS OF THE MAINE-HARVARD PREVENTION RESEARCH CENTER SCHOOL
WELLNESS POLICY WORK GROUP

Anne-Marie Davee, MS, RD, LD, USM Muskie, Maine Nutrition Network

Brenda Obert, MHPRC Steering Committee

David Crawford, MPH, MaineCDC, Physical Activity, Nutrition and Healthy Weight Program
Gail Lombardi, MS, RD, Maine Department of Education, Child Nutrition Services

Tracy Tweedie, MPH, STOP Director, Vital Pathways

Jaki Ellis, MS, CHES, MaineCDC, Cootdinated School Health Program

Karen O'Rourke, MPH, Maine Center for Public Health

We would also like to acknowledge Dani Kalian and Melissa Chadwick from the Maine Center for Public
Health and Jamie Thompson from the USM Muskie Maine Nutrition Network for their outstanding
work collecting the Local School Wellness Policies.
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APPENDIX C. TYPES OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS IN MAINE

CITIES OR TOWNS WITH INDIVIDUAL SUPERVISION

A city or town with individual school supervision is a single municipality. A school committee
administers the education of all grades in the city or town through a superintendent of schools. The city or
town charter usually determines the method of budget approval. In many cities and towns, the City Council
or Town Council has final budget approval. Since it is a single municipality, cost sharing is not a factor.

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICTS

A school administrative district (S.A.D.) is a combination of two or more municipalities who pool all
their educational resources to educate all students. One school committee (comprised of representatives from
each of the municipalities) administers the education of grades K-12 through a superintendent of schools.
Budget approval is by majority vote of those present and voting at a district budget meeting. The member
municipalities share the S.A.D. costs based on a formula which includes state valuation and/or number of
pupils. NOTE: There are a few S.A.D.s comprised of one town because of unique situations.

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

A community school district (C.S.D.) is a combination of two or more municipalities and/or districts
formed to build, maintain, and operate a school building or buildings to educate any or all grades. For
example, a C.S.D. may be formed to build and operate a grade 7-12 school for all towns in the C.S.D. These
same towns will maintain individual control (or belong to a union) for the education of their K-6 students. A
community school district may also include education of all grades K-12.

C.S.D. school committees are apportioned according to the one person-one vote principle. The member
municipalities share the C.S.D. costs, based on a formula including number of pupils in each town and/or
state valuation or any combination of each. Community School District budgets are approved by majority
vote of voters present and voting at a district budget meeting.

UNIONS OF TOWNS

A Union is a combination of two or more school administrative units joined together for the purpose of
sharing the costs of a superintendent and the superintendent's office. Each member school administrative
unit maintains its own budget, has its own school board, and operates in every way as a separate unit except
for the sharing of superintendent services.

In addition, a union school committee exists, comprised of representatives of each member unit school

committee and conducts the business of the union. All votes of the union committee are cast on a weighted
basis in proportion to the population of the towns involved.
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MAINE INDIAN EDUCATION

There are three reservations of Indian children in Maine. These three reservations are organized exactly
as a union of towns described above.

UNITS UNDER AGENT SUPERVISION

A unit under agent supervision generally is a relatively small unit requiring less than full-time
administration. Units under district superintendents procure services of superintendents on their own by
negotiating with a nearby superintendent and school board. Agents are appointed by the commissioner on a
temporary basis if the local unit is unable to locate a superintendent on its own.

TECHNOLOGY CENTER (19 Centers)

A technology center is a facility or program providing technical education to secondary students. A center
is governed by a single school administrative unit. It may serve students from other affiliated school
administrative units. It may include satellite center facilities and programs. A technology satellite program is a
facility or program providing technical education to secondary students, which is administered by a school
administrative unit affiliated with a technology center.

TECHNOLOGY REGION (8 Regions)

A technology region is a quasi-municipal corporation established by the Legislature for the delivery of
technology programs which is comprised of all the school administrative units within the geographical
boundaries set forth in 20-A MRSA, section 8451. A region is governed by a cooperative board formed and
operating in accordance with 20-A MRSA, Chapter 313.

EDUCATION IN UNORGANIZED TERRITORY
Education in Maine's unorganized territory (E.U.T.) is a responsibility of the State. The education of
territory children is accomplished by the state operating schools which are in unorganized townships and by

the assignment of agent superintendents to assure that each child in an unorganized township receives
education. These agents are assigned by the Commissioner of Education.

SOURCE: Maine Department of Education website (http://www.maine.gov/education/eddir/saudef.htm)
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APPENDIX D. CODING TOOL FOR ABSTRACTING SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICIES, REVISED BY
THE HARVARD PREVENTION RESEARCH CENTER FOR MAINE WELLNESS POLICY PROJECT ON
MARCH 26, 2008

CODING TOOL FOR ABSTRACTING SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICIES

Developed by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Healthy
Eating Ressarch Program, Working Group 1

Foevised by the Harvard Prevention Fesearch Center for
Mains Wellness Policy project on March 26, 2008

Chair: barlens B. Schwarkz [ Connecticut)
Members:  Anne Lund and Maollie Greves (Washimgton)
Elaine McDonnell and Claudia Probart
(Pennsylvania)
Anne Sarmuelson and Leshe Letle (Minnesota)

Im 200G, all school districts participating in the Mational School Lunch Program wers
reguired fo develop a written School Wellness Policy. This coding system was designed by
a group of researchers funded by the BWJF Healthy Eating Resesarch Program to abstract
these policies. The purpose of the instrument is to hawve a commen and reliable method for
abstracting and evaluating school wellness policies in both state and nalional studies.

Methods The working group collected model policies and scorning and evaluation teols that
had been developed prior to 2008, These included state measures created in
Connecteut, Washington, and Pennsyhania, as well as guidelinas from Action for
Healthy Kids (AFHK), Maticnal Alliance for Nutrition and Activity (NANA), The
Clinton Foundation, and the National Cancer Instifute (NCI),

Al of the: items fram the existing measures were combined into 3 document that
arganized each policy component into the following categonies, MNutrition
Education, Mutriien Standards for Schoel Meals, Nutrition Standards for
Competitive Foods, Physical Activity, Physical Education, Communication and
Promotion, Evaluatien, and Cther School Based Activities, Lising this document,
the greup systematically reviewed every item from each category and reached
consemsus on whether it should Be included in the coding measure, As the group
reviewred each section of the policy guides, the decision was made to incorporate
the ¢laments under "Other School Based Activities™ into the other sections in order
streamline and simplify the tool. Further, efforts were made to limit redundancy
between seclions and create parallel variables betwean similar sections (e.g.,
nutrition education and physical education).
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Coding Manual

Iterms are desigrned to be coded a5 3 0, 1, or 2, using the definitions below. This coding manual
lists each item followed by an explanation of the item and examples of "1" and "2" statements.

0 = Not Mentioned The item is not included in the text of the policy or procaduras.

The item is mentionad, but the policy will b2 hard to enforce becausa
aithar the statermant is vague, and f or the item & only
recommendsd. For example, if the words "should” or "may” are
used, the item will be scored a% a ™1." If there are clear “loopholes”
i the policy thal weaken the enfércement of the dem, the $core 15 a
1" Seone 17 F the palcy mentions potential future plan to ac
withowt spacifying when the plan will be astablished,

1 =Weak Statement

; YWords that often imply the policy is weakenad in an area and showld
Other weak wording: score @ 1 incude: may, can, cowld, should, might, encourage,
sirive, as feasible, suggest, urge, some, partial, make an effort, and try, An
advocate, may be axcoplion to this woeuld be if the district is unable to enforce action an
the iterm, like teachers role modeling healiby behaviars, ar
encouraging the use of sports facities by community groups (in this
case the (berm wollld Soone a 2]

To scare a "2." the tem needs o be specifically described (e.9., &
concepl follewed by specilic plans or Sirategies For imphermentation)
and thers must ba wording indicating that this companeant of the
3l = Meets ! Exceeds polcy s required (2.9, shall o willy. & 2% means that the policy
Expectations makers are commithed to making the item happen

Viords that typically imply that aclion is required Include: shal, will,
must, have fo, Insfst, reguire, all tefal comply, and enforee,

Cne method for deciding betwesn a 1 and a 2 is to consider the scenano of a
parent going fo the board of educalion in a district to discuss something happsning
in a school. I the policy is written in & way that it is not clear exacty how the
school showld behave regarding the issue at hand. score the itlemas a"1." Ifthe
policy is written in a way that the parent and board of education will have no troubls
deciding if the school is or is not compliant with the peolicy, scare the item as a "2."

Coding hint

The Federal Wellmess Policy requirements are incomporated inta the baginning of sections as
appropriate and are labeled “Federal Wellness®. The wording in the tool for these items was taken
fram the federal requiremenis. Due to the non-specific wording of these requirements, itis not
difficult for a policy to mest the expectations of the item, so the coding default should be a2 "2=
meels/exceads axpectations,” unless the item clearly fails to meet the federal requiremanis. If the
t=m is entirely absend, the score should ke "0 and a seore of “1" should ke given if the language is
parficularty weak.
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Coding Manual

Scoring Total srength 15 calonlated by counting the nwrober of twe’s and dividimg by total

FPolicies are scored to determine Comprehensivensess and Strength. Comprehensiveness reflects
the proportion of item fopics that are simply menticned. Strength reflects the proporion of items
that are addressed with speciic and direciive language.

mamber of items in the scale

::n ! Hion I o Comprehansiveness is caloulated by counting the number of non-zeros
by po tion obtained and dividing it By the number of items in the section

Strength Proportion  Strength is calculated by counting the number of teeo's and dividing by the
by s=ction number of items in the section

Total

Total comprehensiveneass is calculated by counting the number of nomn-

Comprehansiveness . -
Propartion zaros abtained and dividing by total number of iBams in the scale

Tatal Taotal strength Is calculated by courntimg the number of fvo's and dividing
Strength Proportion by tetal number of items in the acale

For example, if the Muirition Education scores are:

|- Mutrition Educatian

HE1 FW: goals for ME ¢ 1 3
HEZ Mustntian susriculim each grade @ 1 =
HE3 ME with arger schoal comrunty e 1 3
HE& ME beyond sehoal emvronment 1] E| F
HES HE fraining for teachens E 1 =z
HEG ME integrated inta other subpects e [@

HEF ME leaches Welong shills ¢ 1 3
HES Mumber al ME coursas ar houns E 1 =z
HES ME qualty e 1 3

Comprehensiveness Proportion =67 2= &7
Strength Proportion =4 /9 = 44
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# ltemn Code Guide

Federal Wellness: Includes poals Tor
nuirttion education that are designed
10 promabe student weliness In @
marmer that the local edusation
agency detemines 1§ appropriate

Mutrtion curfdculum provided far
each grade lewel

Coordinatss nubdtion education with
the Jarger school community

Nuirition egucation extends bayond
Ins SCHOM SMVINONMEant

District provides puiiion egucation
tralning for teachers

lutrilon education 1=

integrated Into other subjects
peyond heakn education

Mo peals for nuirtion sducation ars menbioned

Ay nulrition edecakon goal shalemen| B mentoned

Bl maenionesd

Desseribas general cumaim fir 517 o "8 levels " andier & 9 onclass i
each grade will recetve nuinbion sduceion

Cliar thal nusnison education & Eught in each grade
E.g. Tuwirfion dopies shail be integrated withit Mg sooprshenaive
faraith eghacalion camicibo Bughl s éary gradi vl (11207

Bl ranlionsec

Wague endior suggesied
E.g. "The entire sofool anvranmend ood jusd ife clrssnoom, shal be
afgned’ with haxifiy school goals 0 pasively infusnce o sludend's
LT sfanding, Deltefa amvd babds a8 iney redale 0 ood Suarkinn amd
e iy sa asTARy "

Gpediic and meguired sirateges menlioned
Ef. The ruiriios edvcalion program stall wonk wih sthoal meal
programs frouqh sotool gardens and by faving fie caleleris serve as
A keaming fan "

Bad mantioned

Vague sndior suggested
Eq. Tothe sxlan! pasetie fiied soo comimonly oganitalons
ane invaheg i nuintion sducation.”

Specific mentioned: Team Nulriton schoots, sludent comimndy
nulritkn projects. oppotunies Tor shedenbs to wolenieer i nulmtn,
sk dudenls cin de with Briies (feading and inferpoeling surifon
facd s b, preparing heallly recipes), el
g, Famives are v o allend asfnbibinos of shdes minbos
projects”, "Fohool sixff wAT coopenafe with alher sgancies ond'
commnity growns io roeade OEoOrTes for sipdent proyecls revaled
0 rtnT

ll::‘rlliﬂﬂwhld Traning cn B sohao welness policy dees nob gual®y for
anor

Type alteaifing 18 vaiee andios prodsch ol Tnng 5 sudpes
E.g. In serwoe fraining for siad will be sncouraged.

Froekaiom of nutritken oucion fraining Is requined
E.q. "Siudend Muirikon Bducafion: The sohodl disdngd wil dale sla®
and impdarmanl the orinciokss of e eallh clmiculomn in o grade
i

Bl e lionee

Vague sndior suggestied
E.g. " .wi encowrsges deachers fo miegrafe nuinbon edveetion wwio
thver broader cumicuom.”

Speciiic and reguired sirafeg e men boned
E.g. Tiuibion edcabion will be imegralod iifa mathemakcs ang
Enphiay clmsses” “Mulilan aducaiion Wil he fispina fed b e
B CLrie i "
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I. Nutrition Education (continued)

Kutritian educatan

1eachies I2long sKilis
that are b=haviar

Tocused and'or
nteractise andior

participatory

Specifies number of nuirition
education Courses or Comtact hours

Kutrition egucation gualty Is
adoressed

Hed Frenlionsd

Sl are vague sndior Sk HEsed nulibon sdecalion is segoested
B9 AN ek shoud! poaiars the knabindpe v iy anoresarny
o ke Aulibous s anteaii Bod chones By & Pelime

Sxik-bead rratntion education = regared or sgecfic skils or achelies oo
dnilifiad (0.9 . undentending chlone Belanos, eneegy sapshditure, and
rwtalion Racts latels, made awareness)

= Faferqnces Maing Laarning Basuls

Mi® rreEnion a0

Aswaaind &l nulrilian adusalion it vague andi iggasiad
E 9., “An appronnale aumber of caes hoors shookd! b gesonsled for
i edaio,

Musitsar &f hewuss o Soussisd an spscling and niguired
0. B SRAUAE Mat AT AoUFS of claas A wi he deagnated for
il e ieu e sy manth

Mokt rreznilion ad

Wague andior suggesied
E.g., " . pinoudd provide Sph quakTy ruiilhon agusa o

Cumoubem is abgned wih scedemo sanderds or benchmarks,
comprehensie n scops sd sequence. Possbis wording: -um:dru
gaquenia bystematicistsndards besed.”

Il. Standards for USDA Child Mutrition Program/Reimbursable School Meals

Federal Wellness: Azssures that
gukdelines Tor relmbursable school
meals shall not b= less resiniciive
than UZDA school meal regulations

ACDEEE 10 and for promation of the
Schood Breakfast Program (USDA)

Adorzsses access Lo and far
promation of the_Summer Fogd
Sanvice Program

[Suichel nees cleary detrac) fom LSDA Sched Lunch neguistions, o Fane s
fia manlion of USDA Scheel Maaks

Policy states thal disinct *shiould™ of “sirves ™o et federnlUEDA sofool
meal reguishionsigu debnes.

Policy states hat dsiict wil mest feders US04 school mesl
reguiaonsigeiteines
E.g.. "Tie misirict shail prowioe schoa ereakfasts and kncies that
et His putiionai standands requirsd by the LS04 Schaol Braskiost
sl ational Sehood Lunch Progrant

Mot mmeenhioned

Promioies & breaklast program wethout specifying thees "Sofoc Ereakisst
Peogeam™ (USDA)
E.g.. " .encomragwng studenfs Ao eal @ heaithy breakfa st every day ®

Inchsdes o ins b thona e thi Soheol Bneakta st
E.0. AV sehoads il Qrowiie dheakTa st maougn the LIS0W Schood
Enza fifps! Prograam

Mot mentioned

Peormcles & susrer koo progran witheid spedfying e “Sunrmer Food
Sericn Peogean (LISOA)

Irchadas Banguags I natiulionalze the Survres Faod Serdos Program
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5 for USDA Child Mutrition Program/Reimbursable School Meals (confinued)

0 Mot rreenilioned

Addresses nulrtion quidelings for Vague andier suggesied, OR only the HHE/UEDS, Distary Guldelines for

school meals peyond UISDA BEEficans are

[Mational School Lunch 1 E.g., " ..encowage e cansamplion asd cholne of nulresd deose
Ao s0ch S5 ROl pTAINE TURE ! LEQRTAtNEE", © AR’ sl

Program i 3chool Sreakfast e 4+ arin i

Program) minimum standards
Bzhood meals are reqeined {o et srecic guidelines (E g, 4 Tuils andior

3 noneied vegeiabiess par day only 19 and fet-mee milk served o) beas
haf of grains are ‘whode grasn; siminales rans fats)

0 Hof mentioned. Low-fot ood mesdated by lew does not quaiy for 8 or 2.

Wegue andlor suppesied
Speciiies use of Jow-fat versions of 1 E.g.. "Copking methods o reduce felin schoo! mesls shall be ased
Toods andiar kow-Tat methads for whemaver possihke

preqanng foods SGomiific and regered
3 E.g.. "A4¥ cooke foods offered o5 pavt of & meal wil be hated or
st=amen!’; "FPorchesing programs and preparation mefhods wl be
wsed i decnesse =l calore. ang' sodiom levevs i foog!

Mot menlioned. Motféng paronts of sigihdty requirements for fee and
0 reduced price miesls is @ feceral reouinemient and doess not qualdy for 1 o
H

Specifies sirategies 5o Increage Weak language bt specinc

parizipation In schoal meal 1 L., St Mty Sl D Do i (N B TR By Oy

Drograms. ket biabi prfurance” (e afraction i vegos, How),
EipeaiafiC: STRIEGY MRUINeD SUCH &6 pROmaional malings of evenis,

“Bchool Meal Progmms” can be assumed allemaline lreaklasl $yalesm, dlleisd bus sehodules, dossd Gafpus, of

42 retar oo breaktast andior lunch studient input on the meny

4 E.Q.. "Shadeiis will fave Me aoponiily [ oo wse sk o acal
cukura), and ethnic fevani=s’ “Shal prosids periodis fod prosmodons
io encooTage faste leaing of babhy rew fods Salng iadueed on

| 1= Encouragss a closed cazopus, solicit=g inpul Son: stademts

Mot mentioned

Wague andior suggesied
E .. mon-specilc ralferancs 10 anoaanrele Mmes”, ~ isakrig aeny
=t o have recess before fusch it cases where they ame beck o
hack”; "Luwch should be sohedviad curng sppropmale hoors”, "A short

Optimizes scheduing 1o imprave PrEEs Ty be Schedled samenme Defor ko 56 Il e o
studens nutrition wAl corme fo onoh lees désirecied seg read) bo eal”

Gesdi e o alegy fRdquined. such &5 lench Belwaan 1185 1pm, LNk ba
3 ke recess, or ng evenis duning meals unless saudents mey oot
.0, Feessr wal he sobidided before mel” “Tigevanle shad b ek
doring kioh panod ivass Sudents may ael donig e eeanl

Hred guidelines ars mentioned, score soocedng to siale law
0 Mo meniioned

Wegue andior suggesied
E.q., "Schook ore ancouragsd o et ol fildey stedants o dady
1 fmnghy o O Nl dees Man S0 mineiis|) Personie! wil achediss
Ensures adequals tme [0 eal enough Yre 50 skudents oo nod have 30 apend 0 much e wating

At kne "
Requires metal peerbods bo inchede 220 minubes Tor lunoh andior 210
minules for brea st
z E.g., "Afer abiaining food, sludens wil o ol =as 20 minures ioeal
Aol “Stwdants wil he prosdoed’ adegua e e fmamam of 20
iniea) i oesd umah T
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[pefore meals

Ensures

avaliable

Addresses 3oeRes 1o hand-washing

Requires_Mulrition gualficalons of
EChaool meals sialf

Iraining or professlonal
development for food service siafl

Addresses schodl meal emvinanmea)

for school mealks

utrition information
[saturated fal, calories, 2te.) Is

Mot mentionad

Wegue andior suppesied
E.g.. “School parsoansy s evcowrage all sladents o devalopeng e
hegithy prociice of westang bonds before 2pling ”

Ensures assisiance with hand weshing of aocess io propesr Tecil By
E.g.. "Scton personmey wil assiet all siodents i developing the
hegithy praciice of wastang bands before 2pbng” “Shug=sds stall hove
convene access o hard-washing fsciles

Hed srmnlisnad
Cuiabfizations are suggeded

Couimfizatasns are receimd
Eg, " st be diescled by @ gvaiied moinon profe o
Apcuptable, Foodsericor dalf thel & grogenk qualifed scodrding o

Glicreit professional slanderdls wil
SpreiE e devgrie arid caricalion

Mot menlioned

Wegue and'or suggesied, OR & only food salety tmaining |5 eddressed {food
hemclng permi. HECCP, ebs.|

Speoific and sequired Food safety reireng doss. nof quabfy for s 7
E.Q., "o ensans thal professicnal develooment in e area of food’
avad nuinbion i prowdsd for food serace staif "

Mo Freen lion e

Wague andior suppesiad

Semi G Srategy ragquired (ensures aoequales spaceiseaing, I perescn, 8
cliin, plakaand smaranmanl; el )
E... "Angraiciaid sigeranicg phail B peiiiid i [he calaler s, and
rubes for safe betwrwor cansulenly ewibrosd T “Shagents shal be
Erinichi! o el e anvirenmeal B anl dmeh "

Mot menlioned

Wague andier suggesied
E.g., "l provide nuinion vonmafios io parents gpan reguest.”

Eiperific and reqened
E.g., " ..wil siore and podioire informadian shoot M aukfions
canimed of ek Wl sioenls and parests.”

lll. Mutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School

Code Jecanging fo sfafe law i no gWasines are menficned or If le5s resiichive guidednas ane used

abesity

Fogeral Weliness: Inciusas nuirzizn
guidelines selected by the ocal
egucalion agency far ALL Toods
avalatble on each schoal Campus
during the school day with the
abjectve of premoting sudent
health and reducing childhood

[Contnues on nexl page &

0 Hegeideings for compebitive foads mestioned

Mealions dislicls guidedines bul does nol define thers, menSonms plans o
creabe guatebngs only mestions Tedem| iy regarding the Haticnal Schol
Lwsrch Progeem of Foody of Minimal Murlisnal Viles, OR only mantsns
sale guade bnes il Be fate has puidelises),
E.g., Tt rsale pervsd by (e food servcas opmnalion an olher
riribows fnog choices seraed (n disict schoo’s snd disinct sponsoned
ety wal compdy wiith distnct guideinss and stal= and federnl fos”
" dieinict guscelines” nok defined n poloyl.
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lll. Mutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School {continued)

Piaces food i3 senved (NGZ4-NG28)

Ragulates vending machines

Indcabes specifc detect gedelines, even i conty in rederence to Distary
Guidelinas and even i you Teel Fe ouidelines aoe ek
E.g.. "4V joaos seneed poring the sobool day stal meet oisinic!
guvaisings. which include . ewauning the owsion of whoke grains and
Frudte o vegmiabies "

Picle: B by regulases *all foods” or “compstitve food,” seone acconding
bz Ihe sirengeh of that stalement
Hict mentiseed, and o mention of umbrella stabemaent regslating "all
focds” of “compiditae foods”
Vgt suogesied, ovenicoen Oy princpals deoreion, or ime-specfic
shol Jckegs Kems wiich arg haailitu,
vEnang machines SnaT i imphigged cuning Amash bouwr

1 Eg. “Lendng machines
\ 2 Inifcates oegu alian of ALL werchng fraching dems of umnboela sialimen
kafing “al foods™ of “comnie e foods”
| Amiomaatic

2 because of Chapter 51

Fegulates school stones

/

Hie: ¥ poicy reguales “al foods o Compslive iood,” seone atcaning
1o e siength of Inad slatensent

Mot meenlioned, and no menden of Lmbrelia stabemaend regaatng i
Toads™ of “all comptiie foons”

"ﬂﬁ.lt ﬂiﬂﬂlﬂ. arveiriciden by princigals dacrelion, of lime-spedfic
_AnSure Some hoakty opdians one soid & school slores”

Indcatis regefabon of ALL ﬂﬂmﬂmﬂ'UMMEﬂw
reguiating "zl faods” o *compet e food

Fegulates food senvice 3 |3 carts

ome ﬂquﬂ'l of Tk sicternant

Mot reenitioned, and no mendoen of umbrelia shatement regulatng “all
foads™ of “all comissl e fooos”

Wague, suggesled, svermidden by principals decredion, o lime-spedlic

Indicabes regelabon of ALL o k2 caste lems or umbrela shabement
negusating “all faods” o “compeliive feods”

/

Aminmatic 2 because of Chapter 51

o

Regqulates food at class partkes and
ofher schaol celebrations

Requiates f000 frgm noms for the

z

Hed srenlianed

Wague, sugnusled, sndler cveridden by principals discnrkon
E.q,, "Cusiniss encourages heaity asacks & pamies”, “Caipbralions
v o dusiog fe dchacd diy shall b el e diderelon of e
sehool privepal T sehood bod evvirodmmal fackaing fndo s
A Sl DrAUOTED 00 baiaecd S DL e Sould B conalaient wilh
Aty i) grackehess

Requires subritkan standands for reguigling “food i parfes”Mood sersed ab

[;Hﬂi.'ﬂﬂpﬂﬂrmm Rslicn slandards wil be flowed @

E.Q.. Foods and Deveragts aena ar sehood osiedrs ions o meer
it DNl WoIioval Standends, " (Sanderes ang defined}

Moge: IF not mentionsd, assign the ame code as NGIT
Hot mentionad

Wagua, sugnesled, simdden by prncigals dbcralion, andisr bme-
spaciic
E.g., Clesmoom snacks ral! fpskes begithy clhaces Mat moa! e
Diglricls Mukifian Standeds
Fiequines milmiton sasdancs 1or “fonds i the deseroem'T Teod sened in

e cleasroom,” OR policy specifes district nulrifon standands will be
Tolloried @l ol tmaes
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. Mutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School {continued)

Times foag 5 sened (NG2E-MG31)

Mok

= & pommon deinifion of schopl dey” s the penod thad beging with e arreal of the fresf child af soheol and erds
after the s! insluclonal peod. I & school dislric] deffoes “school day” in B paley, apply ils defniliza,

- Al fimas” fncludes baione, dunng, and afer the school day buf eesivdes fundrassing of schogd greunds and
EvEiting and weskend svenls,

- AN fimes on schoo greunds” molides befors, duning and affer soheol and svening and weskand eurands bl
excivdas fundreising of schoo! grounds,

Feguiaies food served bedore schaal

Requiates food s2rved afier schodl

Requiates foxd SERVED ar
S0LD at
B4¥En%5 on schaol grounds

{e.0., concesslons o athisic events,
dances, or peromnances]

Motes: amything on school
zrounds and open to te public is
considerad a conumnity event;
also if tha evens iz “school
sponsored” and fakes place “in
the school” it would be covered

Reguiatat tood soid for Tundralsing 4

| Awtomoniic 2 because of Chapar 51

Mol Al Smad” indudes ‘balre dchad”’. Dunng the “schod day” udusly
mhpdes “bedore sohaol” | check stabs law).

8 Mo menbon of nuiibon shanderds for Sood soldisensed before sohoo,
duning the “school day” o "ol ol bmes’
1  ‘Wopue, svogasted, andior ovemdden by princepal's discrabon

Mufrton standands are spectied snd requiresd for dood sereed bedore

2 schod, QR pobcy specfies disinc nuliton slandsrds wil be follosed ~al
mil iyt

Antomesic 2 becausa of Chapier 51

Haba: “ A Bmes” includes “sber acheal * During the “sch ool dig” usslly
dess nol inciude “afer schoa” (check slate i

il immmanuMﬂmmm feclclSrvad alter schesl or st al
mes”

1 Vages suggesied, sedion versdiden by pancgal s disation
Hatrilion standards an: speciisd end recuingd for fod) sereed afler scho,

Amomatic 2 becauss of Chapssr 51

Mobe: "4l Bmes on sohood grounds” inchedes Ssening end Oomimunity
events on school grousds, Bt “al all Smes” does NOT

Ko mEndion of nuirison slasdands for Tood soldtserved ol
0 eveningfommunky svents on sthod grounds or “al &l Smes on schod
grounds”

Vagee suggeshed, grdior gvansdiden By penopal s discretion
1 Eg, "l promode the sadaily of sutrional snacks o) stk
srents.

Meirition stencerds ane specifisd and requined Sor wesing end comeeniy
evernts, OR policy speciies diatricl mulrition stendards will be folowed "at
@l heriess ony school grousds
Eg, Food or beverages soid or served on soboal grounds oF for
acfhdlies Ehal posad the Dstricf’s nudrtinn slaodiancts " ol ndacds ang
spechieg! sisewhens in podcl

| 2ifrafarsucizg C2. 51 stamdands or stricsar 20 apply o thess erazss

Hale; Palicy musl speciically addriss “ndraivisg” for s scom ola 1 or 2,
Regulaling foed during “Fe schoal day,” "8l all limes” or “ all lires o
Sl gnoinie” o not quakty

0 Homention of nuiiton slesderds for food soldServed for fundreising

Wagee. suggested, bme-specfic snd'or cyerndden by prncpals discreson
Eag., °...shongly encowragvyg the ase of only non-food fems o rase
funds", .. requvieg sdminisraive approval for all fundesisers

Hgirilion standards specfed and requined Tor Lnoraisieg
B9, Facds or bavariges ncluding snack fods Ml ane sede or

2 purena e a2 part of P DNEriTs SCN00 OF DTN CREMNISLDN &ris

i raise fids st alss ooeel the Ovadned 5 nukion slendands”
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. Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School jcontinued)

Nutrition guigeines for foods (NG33-37)

Gusdesnes address Briling sugar
comtent of foods.

Gukdelnes address Imitng 132
content of foods

Guldelnes address Iimiting sodium
oontent of foods

Guidelines address imiting calorde
content per serving slze of fooos

Guldelnes address Imitng s2mving
5lze of Toods

Gukdelnes adorses Increasing whale
grains, unprocessed foods, o fresh
produce

Pt menbioned Defaul fspeciles HHSUSDA Dieary Gl delines Tor
Ametcim and no olher guaicing ane ussd

P il s pecfiad asdior brmitis s
Eg. Dry seacks sokd af the K-8 fevei shel By Dishicl Madritian
Flvidards, Funimiriog e cenleal of | eogar,

Specih; and reguired il
B g, W13 sefil fd savvies, acfionl siors, sod scfingl veacing
mchives sk of Wawiie Srach Pevies per packape shal Woloe so
move bhan 5% sugar by weight ”

Mot rrenilion ed

Rz it specified andier imE s segorsied. Defaul 0 soecies HHSUSDA
and ne ather guidslines ase wsed,
E.g., AN fond! and henava ges duaiebes o 3 shenla & acfoal ane

recoimmenoed 10 be oo’ e ke i fal "

Sipmcific and regeinad bmi
E.0.. H-13 sohood o senice, achionl sione, aad achoo! leeing
machiie sake of inchivdue saack eds per peckage sball vcle ne
g M 35% af caliraad o finl nd ioe graves st oer
SO Wl T @XCERGDn oF fuls "

Hot mentioned

Ml spectisd andéor imt is sepoestesd. Defoult d specifes HHSAUSDA,
and noother guidslines aos used.
E.q., Foods i avovde==oonsume anly oota shonaly: High soalun fods
fonohecn mels, ohesses, cfips, saly popoom, piokiss) ©

Cuanifed and reguired |imil
E.g.. "4 snock food e sold woivdusiy sha il cosfaw no more thaw
240 mg o sodiom per senedng, and &9 ndvidualy ol snires shnk
Can kT N more Bhan G0 ey of sodiu Dev serving. "

Nt rrenlioned. Deteel] if specifas HESUS0A Dietary Gl delines 1o
Agricans and ne ather guidelises e uied,

e lisl Mﬂtnﬂllmthw
E.9., Foods salg oulsde of e Nalonel Schoel Lonch Srogranm stai

crn bt f rridable dimber of celtnine pe package ©

Cararified and rgursd limil
5.9, Tnabchally okl aeaeh dim shail ool meceed 00 caitsies b
ke

Mot rentioned. Deteell | specifes HEESAS0W Distary Gl delines for
Amaricans and no ot guldelises ane used.

Mo limil specified andior imk is
E.g., "N food ahal b sold o ARQEORGEIE Dorlan sizes.”

Cuunniafied ana raguired limit
E.g., Tnahialy sok faod shel not sscesd ans ssring per pookage.”

Frult Julce, St roil-upe, elc.

Difaring of unpreceisd, fre froite snd vegalabieg s encousied,
Drorfat i sapciffes HHEWESDA, Distary Guidelines for Americans and no
ehar ghuididiteind ff uiad,

Definfrssty ofenng whole greens. unprocessed foods, o fresh produce.
E.Q., Mok of M graies sened will be whole graies”, Ol dnown rioe
shal e soneedl, "

2=Farm to schoo! program, school-based gardening, use
of lecally produced food
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lll. Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School fcontinued)

Gudeines addrass ||f'|1|'|.|l'g the use
of

nealth effects je.g. antificial
EWEElEners, pTﬂ}EEEBﬂ or arficlal
foads, trans fats, high fruciase cam

syrup [HFCE])

Addresses food not b=ing used a5 a
rewand andfor wikhheld as a
punishment

Hutrtion information avallatle for
Toods other than school meals

L]

5

Nutrithan guideines for beversges (NG42-NGS50)

Guideldnes address Imiting sugar
conbenst of beverages

Gukdeldnes address Imiting fat
content of drinks (other hian milk)

Guldednes addrzes Imiing calore

content per serving slze of
DEVETATEE

Guidelnes address Imiting ragular
[sunar-sweslersd)] soda

“—_____‘_‘_‘_.

(Y]

i

2

Mo mentioned. Defaell f speciies HESLISDE Digfary Geidelines 1o
Arencens end nooother guideines are used.

Dtscourages e of thess ingredenis
E.@., Ve Wi make svevy 2ot o AmiT srss of Smacks with high
Fuciose oorn Syt

Required and quantied hmts or prohibibion
E.Q., Food served diing e sofsood day stal inciws no more San
10% of caones frome saturated ang raves #2 and' beo prems Mg
T senang.”

Hot mentionad

I:Hmmrnnn of anly alkoes heathy food as a reward
i dﬂmwn- T ot A Ao BT S @ A oF
u.rmm will Spasrsge non-fod skamaties e shden
e’ ‘-I:H'H:rhlm oo Wil be Lstd of rewang.”

Peohibits
E.g.. T punine or disciphnery ackon shal be daken that woukd deny
& s fudevd iwonh or smaok e, “Food rewands o inosnitees shail rof
b e i clnsarodnes do andoonge shvent sotseeamend or desdabis
betawor”

M rrenlioned
Sugpesiad

@ Reduired

Mot e lion e
Limi is supggesed, nol gueniifes, and'or ime- or locaton-specic

Cuarified and required lindl
., Dondy wader svd 700 it welll D avipeed @ sebood

Mot e lion e

Limk is suggesied, nol queniifed, andior ime- or localon-speciic

Cuiaridfied and maured lmsil
E.g.. "Onde water and 100% wce wil be afowed 2! school”

M menlioned
Limit s sugpested. nol guanlifed, andor ime- of lecalion -specifc

Coia g mandmum sumbier of calofes persillnd g besirage o sardng
s

M e ilion e

Regulsr soda olowed durmg ceriain Smes of in cerian koations.
St in prohibiled

E.g.. “Sads wil nod b o vaadie o9 schood groond s, Ol wa ey,
100 fuine, and mk wit' ey iabie ot sohood”
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. Mutrition Guidelines for Competitive & Other Foods Distributed at School {continued)

o
2

Gudelnes adaress ImAing 1]
peverages ather than soda

Buch ae sweetened t2as, Julce

drinks, enrgy drinks and &
arinss L @

Gudelnes adaress ImAing 1
sugaricalone content of flavored milk

Guidednes address Imitng £ad
conbens of milk 1

Gukleines provide serving slze
Imits for DeVErages U

Guldelnes limit caffeine content of
beverages (with the exception of 1
frace amounis of naturaly coouming
ca'felng substances) 3

Guldelnes address accees o frea 1

drinsing water |s agdress=d

I¥. Physical Education

Hed srmnlianed

Besrragen wih addad caloic swselansr aliosmd durng carin Smas of

i PERED Caions
Chiar banvaragas wilh fdded calonic rwvesbanin profbited al anmy e
kacainn

.0, "y radk, waiier, and 1005 juice mill be dvaiedie & school”

Mot mentioned

Lem# on swgar or cakorss ponlent s not spectic of regquired, o egh
sugan'cs orie Savored milk @ lowed of certzin Smes of localions

Cuangfied limdl for suger of celonies

E.g.. "Fovored mak shald conlawr no mones fhan 22 ¢ of iola)! sugars par

S=07. DOV ™

Hed srenlianed

Fub-tat mil is prohisdied, Dol 3%, reduced-fn." o less-fa) milk” is alowed

Conbyt borw-Tat 1% of non-fal mil B alowed (2% and -t ane prohisiied)

Mot menlionedl

Limit for drinks offer then waler is grealer thes 12 cunces or limil ks
suggested
Lirnit fior crin ks ey Than waler i 12 cences or less

Mo Freen licn s
Lirmit is suggested, nol guanlifed, andior lime- of lacalion-apecifc

Beverages wih added caffens prohibted. OR gqeanlifed Emis spacifed

E.g.. "AY heveragers served sha be catfewe-tes, wih he exceplon of

e il of dalue By eccuriong calfaing subehinces

Mot rrenilion ad
Awuil nbaliby of free waler 6 encouraged, OF waler & aosadable only for

Fres waler i akvays avaiable
E.Q., "Bludents o St will hive sooess o e, safe and fesh

drinding waler throughout M sohoal day.

Eea glate law and code accondingly  no slandards or less restichive sfandavas as uged Many sfates et Mabiona
Assooialian for Sport 4 Physics! Eduration (NASPE) siandards, Omly code accarding fo NASPE i disinieds achrally

meuines schoos 10 folow MASPE slandards

Addresses PE curriculum for eagh 1
grade lewel

Does not spectty which students wil = provided PE

Uncleer f each grade fiss & oy oal SOMCENoN CUMoUlam, oF B Cumouium

b5 e bat bmiged boonly some greds e

.., "FE wit be prowsd m K-8 |1| Dafisct by Maigs Law |

Clear thal disinicl hes a physiosl sducation oariculum for esch grade.
Dusorises @ genenal cumoslum for “K-127 "ol bevela” or "all students™

| 2=if thay bave all gradies with Maine Lasrming Rasults |
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IV. Physical Education jcontinued)

Addresses {me per weak of PE Tor
glemantany school shudenis

Addresses Ime per wesk of PE for
midaie school students

Addressss
nigh schood shisdents

PE promotes 3 physically achve
Peslvie

Speciies competsncy assessment
{2.0.. krowledge, sklis, prachics)

I Addresses PE qualty

Mot rentioned

Boedles number of Hmes per e withoul derstion speofes. (ofed
wmount ol PE, el it o5 kess then 180 menutesiweek; OR gioges)s thal
schiool s foliowr NASPE siandards

Boecifiesi50 minteshises or mom of PE; CR [equires scheok to Tollow
HASFE stancanss

et Frmnlioned

Srsorfies numbar of bmes perwesk with cut dersiion . speofies fotad
amount of PE, bet i 5 less then 228 minulesiveek; OF gionesls el
schools fobos NASSE standards

Speoifies 225 minst=sfeeek or more of PE. OF pequires schoos o foliow
HAEPE slasdanss '

Mot mention ed

Sreohes number of bmes per ek without domion: speofiss [oted
amcunl of PE, bet i 5 less then 229 minulestweek; OF upnssls that
schiool s folicss HASEE stendards

Epecifies 225 minsbeciverk of mae ol PE; OR feouies schooks 1o folos
HASFE sianciands

Mol e nlion e

Segpests fat PE classes geomole o phyysonlty nohve Hleshfe
E g., TE progravms showd promoie sm acive eskie ©

oR
Sagnests Fol PE prograTs [cus on sell-assessment

Requires FE to b=ach [fehime sointies
E.g., "PE sha¥ oous on pevsona! Niess|, “Prowds sudsms K12
pneical e alan that imacihes siuderss the shily meoded for feiang
oR %

Foruses on sef-psmssmmen] frough 8 Finessgram’ or “Aobsabygram,”

Mot mentionad

Yegue andior suggesied
E.g., ".will promoks radrios thal clscively sialuse and
aclive pertie ioa o B0 otysicdl edocabian M el clasaes R-12.7

Ausams v knowisdge, sl of pracics
E.f.. "Skickenits sha¥ be st fa dermonsiale [nhpscs’ adecalion]
EOMEEETEy IV ugh sy alon o Ancwieage, A6 deviiineil s
practicn”, Wmﬂ#w
ERGTASTE N or olher Strafegits ©

2= Baferences Mame Learning Fesulis

Mot mentionad

\¥ague sndor suggesied
.0, A& qusity PE peagn i mill b prgiided bo sl slockiie'

Cumiculam ts aigned wih acacemc slandards or Denchimarks,

cemprabunibon in sccpe wed sequence. Possble werding: “engaing
fatguEnialsEaralic ©
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I¥. Physical Education (continued)

PE program promates nclysive play

Addragses PE classes or cradiis

Addresses freguency of required PE
[23ch vear ang each day)

Addresses jeacher-slugand rago for
PE

axferapgegdequale equigment
and faciltes Tar PE

Addresses amount of mo@srase o
wigorous asiivity In PE

Addresses qualifications for PE
Instructors

2

]
1

o

3

o

z

F

5

3

[

“Dieveloprmentally appropriate” does not gualify for 1or 2

Mo menlioned. “Age appropriate” play does qualfydor a 1 or T

Wagui andy suggesied

Dwrdascht F speciies NASPE slandasds. I specifies slate standards,
pompare i MASPE.

OR discourages bullying. restricls picking teams, pomabes confidence
bedlcding, encourages geoad spossmanship, inthdes sudenls sho are no
idelealy gited, andion prowidies PE cholioess That malch abiliby

E.q,, The FE progra shail mael the meeds of al studenls ckaing

Mot menlioned
Seggested thet PE cosses or credis count boward gradusion pedior GPA

Required hat PE clesses of oredis count bowand graduston ardior GPA,

Hed srmnlionsd

PE epportusibes ara descrbad For oy dents (K-120 o “pll sludents,” bul i is
unclear PE will be proseded deity; O PE is required sach year for al keast
frart el lhe yesar

Clear thal &l shydents wil el PE every gay. sach yess

Hod weniioned

Wague andor suggeshed
Sipcific and segeined

Mot rreenilioned
Suggested or encouraged

Evsurees equipment anc faciiles ane sale and ade o st
g, T phyicn! educ o prograr sball b v sdinieke
Ange and eqrpman and conlrm i Al appicstle safaly e ©

Nt rrenlioned. Recess and alher physcal aceety do nol guslify.

Segiustad, dusabon nl specbed, andior durslicn & ke Fas S0% of
clmss sme
E.g.. “The FE program shal devode ¢ feorh clyes lime 8 pociibis 19
moderate and wgonacs sy ”

A least 0% of cless Hime |5 designisted Sor mide mie 50 wigonou s &l iy
E.g.. "A4¥ physival aducabion ciesses v cluoe = jeast 509 of
mogerate o wgomes schaby w ol o ros! i=ssons.”

Hot mentioned
Cradestals o vaguesy refemad tooor suggestad

E.g., TE shad be tauph! be an sooroonate staff member’, When
espile, PE wilf be taupht by & Frened wsbuclor.”

Requires FE o be b by & Boenised insiuckor. Defaulk IT MASPE
standends specfied. Fspecdies stefs stondands, compere S0 MASPE.
E.g., 'FE wil be laught by a Frenssd insiracior.”

14
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I¥. Physical Education fcontinued)

Addresses professional

Addresses PE walver requiremenis
{2.g., Subsifusing PE requirament
WER other acivii=s)

Riequires shugents % participaie in
an annual heaiih sssssemant (e g,
fMn2ss ar SMI)

Mot mentionad

Rukien lo gerers faining, nal phynica| sducalion irening. ANLVOR refars
1o general sialt
E.9., Frowas leachers and olbwr stall with sdegeale Falng ot heelh
o U riln eckicalion.

Requiredthet PE dall sl recese professionsd

gevelopanenl
E.§., ‘Ensund PE ifaif mil racetes orofscannal devednament an @
ety Dass "

Hiod menlioned, o wakers for FE e expholly slowed

PE wakers are discommged, of walvers mre Imded o physical poiities
e.q;, seam sparts)

subsiiRng PE for cine pfyscal acnes

Mol menlioned

Wague, suggeslad, wrcl'er undear how glen
Eg., " shwl inieoguce deveicy e nlaly ansromsse corpanants of 8
hegilhreisted tness aesessment (Connecicst Mhyscs Finasy
m.ﬂ#m:mﬂ "
Ansmaiman] m apecls pad recquited G 8 posiyve sppicis &
e it caling desuRte B nol Senlioned

Tyl ol micamnarsan| iv speaclind and faqured and o poilive appieech 1o
i il i feauits . ment o
E.g., Teovifdeniiar hesh separts will e el ceeelly o gl and
il incliche st ifinew fekonrcer ©

V. Physical Activity

Federgl Wellness: Includes goals for
 physlcal scivy tat are desigred 1o
P& promote student weliness In a
manner that the beal education

agency defermines s approgriate

paza  Physical activity provided for gvery
grade level

e Inciuges physical achity
cpportuniies far school star

o

Policy clearty defracts from requremant

miglied thet poboy detracts from requremen]

Dabasl| wrlees paficy delrachs fram regurssen|

Mol e lian e

Palicy refers 1o studen e Bl | s nol dest 1het each grade leeel will
mceive physicel acivly culside of P2
B, " s sdego e Vo for ifefanle I e soaped in phyees’
acinakng.

Chear thal eech grade will neceve plrysical acliily outede of PE

Eq . Fhpsical scdily sili ba infagrated acrmss the cureis for ai
o eces {W- T2 and Mrowgfou! the sofmol day

Hed rranlion el
Wﬂll e saen
A ool DEocks BT GHQOmg rigramy [ incraase he
#IWM for facally and staff,”

Ruguired prosision
14

60



V. Physical Activity feoniinged)

AT

Reguiar P& opporiuniziss are

provided throughout the day
[NOT Inchiging recess)

Addresses P& through inlramurals
or Imerscholaslic acivilies

Addresses

community uee of 2o
Tacllfies for PA outslde of the school

day

Addresses safe sciive rogiae o
EChood

Andresses not using FA [sxira or
rasirictad) as punishment

AMIresEEs r2CeEs ﬂEmE’ﬂﬂ o
2mount in gigmentary school

Mot rreenlion ed

Wague andior 5
E ., Classoons shal ncopordis where possible, sporopiate. shar
broads il e e phyakcal movemend "

Requined
E g., 'Fhpshos’ aciivly aoporfuees sl be ofieved ooy before
Sohool, during sehodd oF odfer sohood ™

Mot mentioned

Wague sndiel sugpeiied provrEn
E g., Inramwa! offennos ghooly be meinmivey = presen| vl s
sieadiy increased o scoom Moo ke siemaniany, middie and high
Srhacl graches ©

Peoatsion of intramurdls or interschiasic ackvlies B moursd

Mot rreenilion ed

Avmlatslity of schoo Sackies for P4, s suggested
E.g., "The dinkid abouid aiiosy carvrumily baaed arpandaficns lo we
facil¥es oulsids of school bours

Paolicy stafes &Borf bo promole = uss of facilies
E ., "The disirict is ancowa gad o prognois e use of sofoal fciives
oodsige of sohood howrs for physce! aoifwly programs afersd Gy
commumly based orpanizatons ©

N mentined

Wague andhor sugpesied
E.g.. The schoo! gisincd mey ronsiler programs Sunh a5 promoing
Liafe avd v Iva ble rocios o scfioal®

Policy stases efort bo promaie safe oolive roules boszhood [l.e., by seeking
funding, waorking with iooel fmnsil, egesarng wekeng schoo bus, snsunng
saife walking pefs)
Eag., h schoo s responsibis for workimg with commumly groups o
o ivafe and promofe wakong and hing o sohood by stodents and
saffusing sl roctes s’ safie pracloss.”

Mot mentioned

Discouraged
.9, Shckiite shiuk' nal be pliled o Hpi'wk-ﬂ mafua e ff Ay
oifter covdenl ven nshoohinn o povwiihmenl ”

Peghibilac
B g Bl rwrnber s ehad ol deiy pacleinsfic i feees or chies
il acivly apaoiiorlies a8 2 v I:fd'l-mﬂ' e Epan|
s U iy ol sluckicale i A cueifion,

it rreenition ed

Fregu ancy oF ansounl s vague aedier suppested
EQ. wﬂmmmummum AT
sach sohooi day ot o sismentany schood

Breeaific and rogened
E g.. AN sl=meslyy scivodl shisents shad have oafly sopendssd
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Andresses racess quallly io gromale
EAVEICE 3CThy

Commumnication and P romotion

[
i

2

V. Physical Activity fconfinued)

Mot rrednilion e

Wague of weet lseuags
Brang speciic lesguage ercoungng physecel acdivily andio ootdesr

iy men i reders | semastary shida

fils cnly

En A mlnmesdary school shdenis shal have davdy recess, dunng

Federgl Wellnsgs: Imvodve parents,
students, and representatives of e
schoo! food authonty, e schoal
board, 5cnodl aeminisirasors, and
the publiz In the deveiopmant of the
school wellness policy

Inciuzes i3 weliness programe

Addresses conslstency of nutrbon

CEESATES

Encourages =137 to rale model
begiiny Dengviors

Specifies who in the district 1=
responsloie for wellnessMaaith

communication beyond reguirsd
policy Implementaticn reporing

62

fiata: Thes shewld have happeaed in the pasi becawse 4 deals achisvely
with policy DEVELOPFRENT. however since lenpusge mey be copied mnd
i, e Feluim crientalion e, “shill Farm @ cominiles " e b e
Foszondt it puey | bl Thal inckivachiin b iwvidl in gl iy dEveimesd

Mo, et polcy B SUDpong dosamesiation spedtes wha win
on pobey developeren| baam
Fas, pokcy |or 8 pportieg docsenialion speciies whio wEs m

iy che ksl Se e, bl Aot sl reguned growgn wens sepe Emnled

¥ies, policy |or supporting dooumeriation) specifes who wes m
[oeed g S baoresad Bem and ol regeinsd grours wene nepresenied

han resnlioned

H'm'lnmndnl

Eg. " mW peosicie pericdic ang' ongoieg progracss ks ncreaie
mﬁmwﬂmbﬂwﬂ
Progrem regquired

EQ. 'Presenfalions on nuetion wil be prowted, “ACDATY DFOgRETS
=4 e malable tor s md prm memGerEgs W b subsatred "

it meeliorasd

Wigen dndisr sligpesied
o The erie sthonsnveasmmd, shallbe i wi beahy
artvool poeds.. " (Ahoiph "shal” s eedquired, "siigred” ks vague. )
*__ i} Enooarae mem choires (ke i e s acdmason
CurTinaire

Sy s e

E g “The scfred v, rohary calioa add ol gk
A A ! FRM L T ey o e healfy makg

Pkt preanlioeaad

Sugpesied thal school will encouregs Sail o mode] healfthy beharaor
Ep. ‘Emch schon' in the st phould encovrape slaf o mogel

Reguned Bl dchial wil onidnage Wal to soded hisallng behpisr
E0, Skl e enccurapes i mocr! beeily satog and phystal
aclhvily o a valeedie part o dakly e "

et s lionesd

Speciics who fi iesprable, and cormmuemcalion i sggeied OR Tk
airied” i apecifind an being respcnilis for comimuricalin
E Q. Tedrhirs e S0 EI0 posT wikahis on NLEion o

Spmmcifion who r ieiporaible, and commsreealion iy mgerad Adoepiabie:
“uperitlmdenl” o “degnes
E 0. ‘Fond senwces il provids frmides opoosdmmites for ispet and’
monining o ther Chiden's bod porchases al M M0 Evel ™



VI. Communication and Promotion fcontinued)

Specifies Disbict using CDC 0 Mol mestioned

Coordinatad School Haalth Modal or
alher ssardinatedicamerehensive
mathad

CEHP mesdel iiarridss ol & inlerdcdieg
apmpcnente 1) hisakh eduzation, (21

Fa MUy | rkes el |1} haal B
prorsgbion for st (&) hsakhy sahaol
aimvronsant |5 coumaing, peyessieg ol
and soclal Serdces, (19 physcal atucasion, (7}
Tl wsicad, (B N Ui

Addresses methods to sollcit or
encourage Inpust from stakenoider
groups {e.g. beo-way sharng)

Specifias how district wil angage
parenis or communky ta mest
district wellness goals

{eg., through webshe, emal, parent
conmferences, epenbs =8, |

Specifies what conentimformation
district communicaies o parents

Specifiss marksling to promote
nealthy choices

Fmrficns thal deficl B considening use o workling lesand use of &
coordinoted sohoal heaFy moedel

Eg. mﬂmmmwwmam
Fhacd heslit sppeaach

Indudes kunﬁ %0 inslistiorele e & coordineled sobeool heslth mmode
E g, "Sobonls walf ink nidribion sdocsion scinabies milh de
coonineten schoa’ ealt pogam”

Hed rrenlionsd

Sgmcific metfack suggeshed
E.g.. ..t evcosrage feedheck hom parsvls ang covmmundy
Lmauglh stahabaider maringe”

Required 1o scidl ispul from shakeholders. and spacific methods are
T

5.9, “Sludants will b @i M apgariuaty H'm Mfm facal
cliffora snd favirite sl oo “The sohood wil
mnﬂmw;wmmuw W
Al b ke foe inpod and lasctach Frough P e of dechanl
e s allenton wil be Qi o el commessts | ~She provce
priedis o provalionns o ercourag lase faatng af ey s
et bvng imircdicd an e men” “The Bod perios diecion will be
apiahiy [0 speak with panevis curimg apen fouae "

Mot mentioned

Uricheer @ schodd will engage porends or commurnety, and specdc met hods
B e
E.q., Tiutnlion iebemation shood he provided o perenis and sisT
Yrowgh nevesimers, pubbcabons, heaith fivs. and other soinabies... "

Ch=ar thal fhe sohoo] will enigsds parenis or Communiy, and speciic
rrisdhceds are Bsted. OF TR IS nol clear that oo specilo methiod will be
useil
E.g.. Tutntion soucobon By he provdced 0 aaresis.
MMMMHMMQ'M&ILN I:I'um:l:r
webste arhcies and mforme bon prowded (n disinct or school
rewsketiers, presenisbons fhal focus on nuinkcn ang' beailsy dasiiers,
avad through sy olber spprognale means awovabde b0 repch parends ©

Mgt reenilion ed

Ris suggesied wal schoos comannicaie contenlinfom ason 1o parents
E.g., Wulibon infemation shoutl be prosdced’ 1 aenenls an bl na!
Amifed ko Heally sreck deag feailty breshfagl.

R is required for sched o communicabe costeniindonmalion with parents

innet] cosrten b spm i Owellnes policy, sl of fesds S5 healhy lunches or
peletrations, opporlusities for physcal chhiity befene and after schol,
==

E.g., “The Distrécd will provid parends witl hoalfiy snnek ideas.”

Mot mrenlionad

Wague andior suggesiad
E.0.. T is secommmnded Tl org e Tadnns g g commersons ar
sehool lvelons markal beaithy fad chakees ol @ oy profd eargin
o avitoorage Eloden] sekection.

Speoific (posters, pricing sinicherss, &0 ) and reguired
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VI. Communication and Promotion (continued)

O Med rranlioned
Beggestad andior spplicable i some anes o during centain Smas

EDEII.II'IEE . 1 E.q.. Tasmsy and acvertaims of foook Wil minimed’ neiiana) iaiue @
SRS unheaithful choices e e e
- Ruscuirad [al all braas implad)
"‘-_._LH“ g E.0.. "BOscaton maleviais Anad e e af iands and musredons ar
wrifmeR il Bous” “Sofl orink Jopog e ool adowed’ an dehocy’
\ o barily or o kool propanty.”

Hrzmvenatic 2 bacanse of "An act to protect cidldren s healts on sciool gromnds™

Mok menlioned

Establizhes a heghn advisory
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SCORES BY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT

APPENDIX E.

Standards for USDA Child Nutrition

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and

Nutrition Education Program/Reimbursable School Meals Other Foods Distributed at School Physical Education
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score

5 Alexander 0.78 High 0.11 Low 0.85 High 0.62 Med 0.72 High 0.48 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med

9 Alton 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.79 High 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
14 Appleton 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
20 Auburn 0.33 Med 0.22 Low 0.46 Med 0.23 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.24 Low
21 Augusta 0.67 High 0.22 Low 0.69 High 0.38 Med 0.62 Med 0.41 Med 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
24  Baileyville 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
27 Bangor 0.33 Med 0.11 Low 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.47 Med 0.18 Low
28 Bar Harbor 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
30 Bath 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
31 Beals 0.78 High 0.67 High 0.69 High 0.31 Low 0.66 Med 0.52 Med 0.59 Med 0.41 Med
40 Biddeford 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.59 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
44 Blue Hill 0.33 Med 0.11 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
51 Bradley 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.79 High 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
53 Brewer 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
54 Bridgewater 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
57 Bristol 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.24 Low 0.18 Low
58 Brooklin 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
60 Brooksville 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
63 Brunswick 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.18 Low
65 Bucksport 0.89 High 0.22 Low 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
70 Calais 0.78 High 0.11 Low 0.85 High 0.62 Med 0.72 High 0.48 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
75 Cape Elizabeth 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
77 Caribou 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
83 Castine 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
85 Caswell 0.22 Low 0.11 Low 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.79 High 0.38 Med 0.71 High 0.41 Med
89 Charlotte 0.22 Low 0.11 Low 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
90 Chelsea 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
94  China 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.38 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
106 Cranberry Isles 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
111 Cutler 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
116 Dayton 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.23 Low 0.15 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
128 Dresden 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.62 Med 0.31 Low 0.48 Med 0.34 Med 0.59 Med 0.29 Low
136 East Millinocket 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
137 Easton 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
138 Eastport 0.22 Low 0.11 Low 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
140 Edgecomb 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.66 Med 0.48 Med 0.65 Med 0.59 Med
144  Ellsworth 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.34 Med 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
151 Falmouth 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
154 Fayette 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.29 Low
160 Freeport 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
167 Georgetown 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.31 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
169 Glenburn 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
171 Gorham 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.34 Med 0.47 Med 0.24 Low
177 Gtreenbush 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.79 High 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
180 Greenville 0.44 Med 0.11 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.31 Low 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
187 Hancock 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
189 Harmony 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.31 Low 0.15 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
197 Hermon 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.29 Low
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Physical Activity Communication and Promotion Evaluation Total
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score

5 Alexander 1.00 High 0.70 High 0.75 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.76 High 0.46 Med

9 Alton 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.61 Med 0.40 Med
14 Appleton 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
20 Auburn 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.48 Med 0.27 Low
21 Augusta 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.64 Med 0.38 Med
24  Baileyville 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
27 Bangor 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.24 Low
28 Bar Harbor 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
30 Bath 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.75 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.32 Low
31 Beals 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.92 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.71 High 0.46 Med
40 Biddeford 0.70 High 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.32 Low
44 Blue Hill 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.17 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.32 Low 0.20 Low
51 Bradley 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.61 Med 0.40 Med
53 Brewer 0.60 Med 0.10 Low 0.67 High 0.25 Low 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.47 Med 0.24 Low
54 Bridgewater 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.08 Low 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.34 Med 0.26 Low
57 Bristol 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.26 Low 0.20 Low
58 Brooklin 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.39 Med 0.25 Low
60 Brooksville 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.34 Med 0.21 Low
63 Brunswick 0.60 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.44 Med 0.23 Low
65 Bucksport 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.52 Med 0.30 Low
70 Calais 1.00 High 0.70 High 0.75 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.76 High 0.46 Med
75 Cape Elizabeth 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
77 Caribou 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
83 Castine 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.17 Low 0.17 Low 0.28 Low 0.19 Low
85 Caswell 0.50 Med 0.40 Med 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.55 Med 0.28 Low
89 Charlotte 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.42 Med 0.29 Low
90 Chelsea 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
94 China 0.60 Med 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med
106 Cranberry Isles 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
111 Cutler 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
116 Dayton 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low
128 Dresden 0.80 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.64 Med 0.39 Med
136 East Millinocket 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
137 Easton 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
138 Eastport 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.42 Med 0.29 Low
140 Edgecomb 0.70 High 0.20 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.55 Med 0.36 Med
144 Ellsworth 0.70 High 0.10 Low 0.58 Med 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.48 Med 0.26 Low
151 Falmouth 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.33 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.35 Med 0.23 Low
154 Fayette 0.70 High 0.10 Low 0.75 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.53 Med 0.29 Low
160 Freeport 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.39 Med 0.24 Low
167 Georgetown 0.60 Med 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.55 Med 0.42 Med
169 Glenburn 0.30 Low 0.20 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.32 Low
171 Gorham 0.30 Low 0.20 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.32 Low 0.24 Low
177 Gtreenbush 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.61 Med 0.40 Med
180 Greenville 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.31 Low 0.19 Low
187 Hancock 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
189 Harmony 0.60 Med 0.10 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.44 Med 0.28 Low
197 Hermon 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.32 Low
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Standards for USDA Child Nutrition

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and

Nutrition Education Program/Reimbursable School Meals Other Foods Distributed at School Physical Education
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
204 Hope 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
214 Jay 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.46 Med 0.23 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
215  Jefferson 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
217 Jonesport 0.78 High 0.67 High 0.69 High 0.31 Low 0.66 Med 0.52 Med 0.59 Med 0.41 Med
223 Kittery 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
228 Lamoine 0.89 High 0.44 Med 0.69 High 0.31 Low 0.86 High 0.76 High 0.82 High 0.41 Med
233 Lewiston 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
236 Limestone 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
240 Lincolnville 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
242 Lisbon 0.56 Med 0.56 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.41 Med
247 Frenchboro 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
254 Machiasport 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
260 Manchester 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
269 Mechanic Falls 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
271 Medway 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
276 Milford 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.79 High 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.24 Low
277 Millinocket 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
279 Minot 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
281 Monmouth 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.85 High 0.62 Med 0.62 Med 0.38 Med 0.71 High 0.53 Med
291 Mount Desert Island 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
292  Mount Vernon 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
305 New Sweden 0.78 High 0.56 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
307 Nobleboro 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.24 Low 0.18 Low
320 Old Orchard Beach 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.23 Low 0.15 Low 0.52 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
321 Old Town 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
324 Orono 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
327 Otis 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
332 Palermo 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
339 Pembroke 0.22 Low 0.11 Low 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
340 Penobscot 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
342 Perry 0.22 Low 0.11 Low 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
345 Phippsburg 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.31 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
350 Poland 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
353 Portland 0.89 High 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.31 Low 0.55 Med 0.41 Med 0.47 Med 0.35 Med
357 Princeton 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
363 Readfield 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
367 Robbinston 0.78 High 0.11 Low 0.85 High 0.62 Med 0.72 High 0.48 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
374 Saco 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.23 Low 0.15 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
381 Sanford 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.29 Low
383 Scarborough 0.78 High 0.56 Med 0.54 Med 0.31 Low 0.69 High 0.52 Med 0.65 Med 0.35 Med
389 Sedgewick 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
392  Shitley 0.44 Med 0.11 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.31 Low 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
398 Somerville 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
401 S. Bristol 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.24 Low 0.18 Low
402  Southport 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.66 Med 0.48 Med 0.65 Med 0.59 Med
403 South Portland 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
405 Southwest Harbor 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
420  Surry 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
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Physical Activity Communication and Promotion Evaluation Total
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
204 Hope 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
214 Jay 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.38 Med 0.26 Low
215 Jefferson 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
217 Jonesport 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.92 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.71 High 0.46 Med
223 Kittery 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.41 Med 0.26 Low
228 Lamoine 0.70 High 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.33 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.76 High 0.48 Med
233 Lewiston 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.32 Low
236 Limestone 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
240 Lincolnville 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
242 Lisbon 0.70 High 0.20 Low 0.75 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.52 Med 0.33 Med
247 Frenchboro 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
254 Machiasport 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
260 Manchester 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
269 Mechanic Falls 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
271 Medway 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
276 Milford 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.61 Med 0.40 Med
277 Millinocket 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
279 Minot 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
281 Monmouth 1.00 High 0.60 Med 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.83 High 0.71 High 0.49 Med
291 Mount Desert Island 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
292 Mount Vernon 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
305 New Sweden 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.39 Med 0.27 Low
307 Nobleboro 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.26 Low 0.20 Low
320 Old Orchard Beach 0.40 Med 0.20 Low 0.75 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.49 Med 0.31 Low
321 Old Town 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
324  Orono 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.33 Med
327 Otis 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
332 Palermo 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
339 Pembroke 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.42 Med 0.29 Low
340 Penobscot 0.40 Med 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.34 Med 0.21 Low
342 Perry 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.42 Med 0.29 Low
345 Phippsburg 0.60 Med 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.55 Med 0.42 Med
350 Poland 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
353 Portland 0.70 High 0.50 Med 0.67 High 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.61 Med 0.44 Med
357 Princeton 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
363 Readfield 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
367 Robbinston 1.00 High 0.70 High 0.75 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.76 High 0.46 Med
374 Saco 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low
381 Sanford 0.70 High 0.10 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.53 Med 0.31 Low
383 Scarborough 0.90 High 0.70 High 0.58 Med 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.69 High 0.49 Med
389 Sedgewick 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.39 Med 0.25 Low
392 Shirley 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.42 Med 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.31 Low 0.19 Low
398 Somerville 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
401 S. Bristol 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.26 Low 0.20 Low
402  Southport 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med
403 South Portland 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.67 High 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.44 Med 0.29 Low
405 Southwest Harbor 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
420  Surry 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.75 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.55 Med 0.33 Med
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Standards for USDA Child Nutrition

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and

Nutrition Education Program/Reimbursable School Meals Other Foods Distributed at School Physical Education
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
430 Tremont 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
431 Trenton 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
439 Vassalboro 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.38 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
440 Veazie 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
448 Wales 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.31 Low 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
456 Waterville 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
457 Wayne 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
458 Sabattus 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.31 Low 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
465 Westbrook 0.33 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
473 Whitefield 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
474 Whiting 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
478 Windham 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
479 Windsor 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
481 Winslow 0.56 Med 0.56 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.38 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
485 Winthrop 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
487 Woodland 0.78 High 0.56 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
490 Woolwich 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.31 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
491 Yarmouth 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.48 Med 0.34 Med 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
492 York 0.44 Med 0.11 Low 0.46 Med 0.23 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
501 MSAD 01 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
503 MSAD 03 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
504 MSAD 04 0.33 Med 0.11 Low 0.23 Low 0.23 Low 0.48 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
505 MSAD 05 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.55 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
506 MSAD 06 0.33 Med 0.22 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.31 Low 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
508 MSAD 08 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
509 MSAD 09 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.59 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
511 MSAD 11 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.52 Med 0.34 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
512 MSAD 12 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
513 MSAD 13 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
514 MSAD 14 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
515 MSAD 15 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
516 MSAD 16 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.62 Med 0.31 Low 0.48 Med 0.34 Med 0.59 Med 0.29 Low
517 MSAD 17 0.33 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
519 MSAD 19 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
520 MSAD 20 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
521 MSAD 21 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
522 MSAD 22 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.41 Med
523 MSAD 23 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
524 MSAD 24 0.89 High 0.67 High 0.85 High 0.77 High 0.83 High 0.34 Med 0.76 High 0.47 Med
525 MSAD 25 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.76 High 0.38 Med 0.65 Med 0.41 Med
526 MSAD 26 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
527 MSAD 27 0.78 igh 0.56 Med 0.54 Med 0.46 Med 0.41 Med 0.38 Med 0.47 Med 0.35 Med
528 MSAD 28 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
529 MSAD 29 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
531 MSAD 31 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.62 Med 0.23 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
532 MSAD 32 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
533 MSAD 33 0.78 High 0.67 High 0.54 Med 0.31 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.65 Med 0.47 Med
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Physical Activity Communication and Promotion Evaluation Total
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
430 Tremont 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
431 ‘Trenton 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
439 Vassalboro 0.60 Med 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med
440 Veazie 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.33 Med
448 Wales 0.50 Med 0.30 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.43 Med 0.26 Low
456 Waterville 0.30 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.17 Low 0.00 Low 0.33 Med 0.23 Low
457 Wayne 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
458 Sabattus 0.50 Med 0.30 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.43 Med 0.26 Low
465 Westbrook 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.38 Med 0.25 Low
473  Whitefield 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
474 Whiting 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
478 Windham 0.30 Low 0.30 Low 0.42 Med 0.33 Med 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.33 Med 0.28 Low
479 Windsor 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
481 Winslow 0.60 Med 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.34 Med
485 Winthrop 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
487 Woodland 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.38 Med 0.27 Low
490 Woolwich 0.70 High 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.42 Med
491 Yarmouth 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.41 Med 0.30 Low
492 York 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.33 Med 0.00 Low 0.38 Med 0.23 Low
501 MSAD 01 0.20 Low 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.08 Low 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.34 Med 0.26 Low
503 MSAD 03 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
504 MSAD 04 0.30 Low 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.42 Med 0.28 Low
505 MSAD 05 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.50 Med 0.29 Low
506 MSAD 06 0.50 Med 0.20 Low 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.31 Low 0.19 Low
508 MSAD 08 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
509 MSAD 09 0.60 Med 0.20 Low 0.75 High 0.58 Med 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
511 MSAD 11 0.60 Med 0.40 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.46 Med 0.29 Low
512 MSAD 12 0.40 Med 0.20 Low 0.42 Med 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.33 Med 0.24 Low
513 MSAD 13 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
514 MSAD 14 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
515 MSAD 15 0.40 Med 0.20 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.49 Med 0.31 Low
516 MSAD 16 0.80 High 0.40 Med 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.64 Med 0.38 Med
517 MSAD 17 0.60 Med 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.38 Med 0.25 Low
519 MSAD 19 0.20 Low 0.10 Low 0.25 Low 0.08 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.38 Med 0.25 Low
520 MSAD 20 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
521 MSAD 21 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.33 Med
522 MSAD 22 0.70 High 0.60 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.57 Med 0.45 Med
523 MSAD 23 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
524 MSAD 24 1.00 High 0.80 High 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.55 Med
525 MSAD 25 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.66 Med 0.38 Med
526 MSAD 26 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
527 MSAD 27 0.90 High 0.80 High 0.75 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.57 Med 0.47 Med
528 MSAD 28 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.34 Med
529 MSAD 29 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.41 Med 0.28 Low
531 MSAD 31 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.60 Med 0.35 Med
532 MSAD 32 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
533 MSAD 33 0.80 High 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.75 High 0.55 Med
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Nutrition Education

Standards for USDA Child Nutrition
Program/Reimbursable School Meals

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and
Other Foods Distributed at School

Physical Education

Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
534 MSAD 34 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.31 Low 0.15 Low 0.79 High 0.72 High 0.47 Med 0.35 Med
535 MSAD 35 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
537 MSAD 37 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
538 MSAD 38 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
539 MSAD 39 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.23 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
540 MSAD 40 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.29 Low
541 MSAD 41 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.54 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
542 MSAD 42 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
543 MSAD 43 0.78 High 0.67 High 0.85 High 0.46 Med 0.86 High 0.62 Med 0.59 Med 0.47 Med
544 MSAD 44 0.78 High 0.56 Med 0.77 High 0.38 Med 0.86 High 0.48 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
545 MSAD 45 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
547 MSAD 47 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.08 Low 0.52 Med 0.38 Med 0.41 Med 0.35 Med
548 MSAD 48 0.89 High 0.44 Med 0.31 Low 0.23 Low 0.83 High 0.62 Med 0.47 Med 0.35 Med
549 MSAD 49 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.24 Low
550 MSAD 50 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.23 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.18 Low
551 MSAD 51 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
552 MSAD 52 0.78 High 0.33 Med 0.31 Low 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.38 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
553 MSAD 53 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
554 MSAD 54 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.29 Low
555 MSAD 55 0.67 High 0.56 Med 0.15 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.35 Med 0.24 Low
556 MSAD 56 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.29 Low
557 MSAD 57 0.89 High 0.78 High 0.23 Low 0.15 Low 0.69 High 0.52 Med 0.82 High 0.65 Med
558 MSAD 58 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
559 MSAD 59 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.47 Med
560 MSAD 60 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.62 Med 0.23 Low 0.72 High 0.48 Med 0.47 Med 0.41 Med
561 MSAD 61 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.34 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.29 Low
562 MSAD 62 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.48 Med 0.31 Low 0.59 Med 0.29 Low
564 MSAD 64 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
567 MSAD 67 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.31 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
568 MSAD 68 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.38 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
570 MSAD 70 0.33 Med 0.22 Low 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
571 MSAD 71 0.78 High 0.44 Med 0.31 Low 0.15 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
572 MSAD 72 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.69 High 0.38 Med 0.52 Med 0.38 Med 0.65 Med 0.29 Low
574 MSAD 74 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
575 MSAD 75 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.31 Low 0.00 Low 0.72 High 0.34 Med 0.29 Low 0.24 Low
576 MSAD 76 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
791 Indian Island 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
903 Boothbay-Boothbay Hbr CSD 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.54 Med 0.23 Low 0.66 Med 0.48 Med 0.65 Med 0.59 Med
907 Mount Desert CSD 0.44 Med 0.22 Low 0.54 Med 0.08 Low 0.86 High 0.69 High 0.29 Low 0.18 Low
909 Southern Aroostook CSD 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
910 Maranacook 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.62 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.34 Med 0.53 Med 0.41 Med
913 Deer Isle 0.67 High 0.44 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.45 Med 0.31 Low 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
914  Great Salt Bay 0.44 Med 0.33 Med 0.08 Low 0.08 Low 0.38 Med 0.31 Low 0.24 Low 0.18 Low
917 Moosabec CSD 0.78 High 0.67 High 0.69 High 0.31 Low 0.66 Med 0.52 Med 0.59 Med 0.41 Med
919 Five Town CSD 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
961 Maine School of Science and Math 0.56 Med 0.44 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
972 Gov. Baxter School 0.56 Med 0.33 Med 0.46 Med 0.15 Low 0.41 Med 0.31 Low 0.47 Med 0.29 Low
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Physical Activity Communication and Promotion Evaluation Total
Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness Comprehensiveness
SAU Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score Score Strength Score
534 MSAD 34 0.40 0.30 Low 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.54 Med 0.43 Med
535 MSAD 35 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
537 MSAD 37 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
538 MSAD 38 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
539 MSAD 39 0.60 0.20 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.30 Low
540 MSAD 40 0.20 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.35 Med 0.26 Low
541 MSAD 41 0.80 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.60 Med 0.38 Med
542 MSAD 42 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
543 MSAD 43 0.80 0.30 Low 0.58 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.74 High 0.51 Med
544 MSAD 44 0.70 0.40 Med 0.83 High 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.76 High 0.46 Med
545 MSAD 45 0.90 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.58 Med 0.35 Med
547 MSAD 47 0.40 0.30 Low 0.58 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.32 Low
548 MSAD 48 0.40 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.67 High 0.67 High 0.60 Med 0.43 Med
549 MSAD 49 0.60 0.30 Low 0.75 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.54 Med 0.30 Low
550 MSAD 50 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.31 Low
551 MSAD 51 0.40 0.20 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.39 Med 0.27 Low
552 MSAD 52 0.50 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.42 Med 0.33 Med 0.33 Med 0.53 Med 0.35 Med
553 MSAD 53 0.60 0.20 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.55 Med 0.32 Low
554 MSAD 54 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.55 Med 0.31 Low
555 MSAD 55 0.60 0.30 Low 0.50 Med Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.41 Med 0.29 Low
556 MSAD 56 0.60 0.10 Low 0.67 High . Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.51 Med 0.29 Low
557 MSAD 57 0.80 0.30 Low 0.75 High 0.58 Med 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.69 High 0.50 Med
558 MSAD 58 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
559 MSAD 59 0.70 0.10 Low 1.00 High 0.58 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.61 Med 0.34 Med
560 MSAD 60 0.70 0.40 Med 0.42 Med 0.42 Med 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.58 Med 0.40 Med
561 MSAD 61 0.20 0.20 Low 0.25 Low 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.32 Low 0.27 Low
562 MSAD 62 0.70 0.40 Med 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.33 Med 0.57 Med 0.31 Low
564 MSAD 64 0.70 0.30 Low 0.92 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.57 Med 0.33 Med
567 MSAD 67 0.80 0.40 Med 0.92 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.61 Med 0.40 Med
568 MSAD 68 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.55 Med 0.33 Med
570 MSAD 70 0.40 0.30 Low 0.50 Med 0.25 Low 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.34 Med 0.26 Low
571 MSAD 71 0.60 0.40 Med 0.42 Med 0.25 Low 0.67 High 0.50 Med 0.53 Med 0.34 Med
572 MSAD 72 0.50 0.20 Low 0.58 Med 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.67 High 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
574 MSAD 74 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
575 MSAD 75 0.70 0.40 Med 0.75 High 0.58 Med 0.50 Med 0.50 Med 0.55 Med 0.32 Low
576 MSAD 76 0.50 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
791 Indian Island 0.70 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
903 Boothbay-Boothbay Hbr CSD 0.70 0.30 Low 0.33 Med 0.17 Low 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.55 Med 0.38 Med
907 Mount Desert CSD 0.50 Med 0.10 Low 0.50 Med 0.42 Med 0.67 High 0.17 Low 0.58 Med 0.34 Med
909 Southern Aroostook CSD 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
910 Maranacook 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.59 Med 0.35 Med
913 Deer Isle 0.30 Low 0.10 Low 0.25 Low 0.17 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.39 Med 0.25 Low
914  Great Salt Bay 0.00 Low 0.00 Low 0.17 Low 0.08 Low 0.50 Med 0.33 Med 0.26 Low 0.20 Low
917 Moosabec CSD 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.92 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.71 High 0.46 Med
919 Five Town CSD 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.34 Med
961 Maine School of Science and Math 0.70 High 0.30 Low 0.83 High 0.42 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.56 Med 0.33 Med
972 Gov. Baxter School 0.60 Med 0.30 Low 0.67 High 0.33 Med 0.83 High 0.50 Med 0.52 Med 0.30 Low
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