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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 

recent, 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 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 

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.   

KEY FINDINGS 

♦ 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 

♦ 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 

 

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 
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in the policies were requirements for nutrition education courses or hours of instruction, guidance on calorie 

content of beverages, sugar and/or calorie 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 

explore the relationship between Local School Wellness Policy 

scores and resources provided to SAUs through Team 

Nutrition Trainings and Maine Nutrition Network projects.  

Further analysis is needed in order to understand the 

relationship between school wellness resources and Local 

School Wellness Policy scores in Maine.  

In this study, we have not compared policy scores with 

actual environments, nor have we measured the extent to 

which the policies are being followed or implemented in an 

actual SAU or school.  Therefore the Local School Wellness 

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.   

KEY IMPLICATIONS 

♦ In some areas, the policies could be 
strengthened by focusing on the 
wording choice and specificity of 
language  

♦ Data from this assessment can 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 

♦ These data provide a baseline 
assessment for further study of health 
and wellness outcomes 
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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, 2006).  

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).   
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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; 
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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. 
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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. 
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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 Iii 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 Eating 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 Eating 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 Local 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 service 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 

were sponsored by MDOE at food service staff trainings, at a joint superintendent/food service 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 School (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, Probart, 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 

waiver 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 

exam.   

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 parents, 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 or the item is only recommended, and a score 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 are 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” (LD2323), 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; sugar, fat, calorie, and caffeine content of beverages; sugar and calorie 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 Nutrition 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 ≥1,200=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 ≥1,200=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).   

 

 21



 

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=0.86) 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 ≥70,000=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 
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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 Local 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  

Characteristic
Total (# 

Excluded)
Eligible 

SAUs
Eligible SAUs 

with Policy
Response 

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 8 53%
Other1 12 (8) 4 2 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
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%
Piscata

67%

quis 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 Enrollment2

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 

Lunch3

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%
1Other includes Regional & Other schools
2Public 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.  
3Free 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  

Characteristic
n % n %

SAU Type
Individual 54 23 40 21
Union 88 38 76 4
SAD 70 30 64 3
CSD 15 6 8 4
Other1 4 2 2 1

Count

0
4

y
Androscoggin 11 5 9 5
Aroostook 21 9 19 10
Cumberland 19 8 16 8
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

Less than 70,000 102 49 79 46
70,000 or Greater 108 51 93 54

School Health Coordinator (SHC)
Yes 64 28 63 33
No 167 72 127 67

School Enrollment3

Less than 1,200 175 76 135 71
1,200 or Greater 56 24 55 29

Percent Enrolled in Free and Reduced Price 

Lunch4

Less than 50% 156 69 135 72
50% or Greater 69 31 53 28

1Other includes Regional & Other schools
221 SAUs covering multiple counties were excluded (18 of which provided policies).

4Free and reduced price lunch data were not available for 6 SAUs (2 of which provided policies).

Policy Received 
(N=190)

n=190

Included (N=231)

3Public 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.  

n=190

n=190

n=190

n=172

n=188n=225

n=231

n=231

n=231

n=231

n=210
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TABLE 3. CODING RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL POLICY ITEMS (N=190) 

Items
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 1
NE integrated into other subjects 39 21 48 25 103
NE teaches lifelong skills 13 7 11 6 166 87
Number of NE courses or hours 190 100 0 0 0 0
NE quality 49 26 7 4 134 71

Standards for USDA Child Nutrition 
Pro

7
54

gram/Reimbursable School Meals
FW: guidelines not less restrictive 8 4 1 1 181 95
School Breakfast Program (USDA) 158 83 16 8 16 8
Summer Food Service Program 185 97 4 2 1 1
Guidelines beyond USDA minimum 124 65 44 23 22 12
Low-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
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/calorie 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

Not Mentioned 
(score=0)

Weak Statement 
(score=1)

Meets/Exceeds 
Expectations (score=2)

9
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TABLE 3. CODING RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL POLICY ITEMS (N=190), CONTINUED 

Items
n % n % n %

Physical Education
PE curriculum 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
FW: 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

Not Mentioned 
(score=0)

Weak Statement 
(score=1)

Meets/Exceeds 
Expectations (score=2)
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TABLE 4. SUMMARY SCORES (N=190) 

Section
Comprehensiveness 

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 5 (3) 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 5 (3) 0 (0)

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

Section
Comprehensiveness 

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) 6 (3)

# 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 (26)
Medium 62 (33) 136 (72)
High 109 (57) 5 (3)

# of Items=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 7 (4) 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) 

Section
Less than 1,200 

(N=135)
1,200 or Greater 

(N=55)
Less than 1,200 

(N=135)
1,200 or Greater 

(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 5 (4) 0 (0) 28 (21) 10 (18)
Medium 92 (68) 36 (65) 102 (76) 43 (78)
High 38 (28) 19 (35) 5 (4) 2 (4)

Standards for USDA Child Nutrition 
Program/Reimbursable School Meals

Mean (SD) 0.42 (0.19) 0.32 (0.19) † ‡ 0.18 (0.12) 0.14 (0.09) † ‡

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) 2 (4)
High 11 (8) 2 (4) 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 2 (2) 1 (2) 84 (62) 33 (60)
Medium 112 (83) 47 (85) 41 (30) 21 (38)
High 21 (16) 7 (13) 10 (7) 1 (2)

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 4 (3) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score
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TABLE 5. SCORES BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (N=190), CONTINUED 

Section
Less than 1,200 

(N=135)
1,200 or Greater 

(N=55)
Less than 1,200 

(N=135)
1,200 or Greater 

(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 (4) 1 (2)

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) 5 (9) 32 (24) 17 (31)
Medium 38 (28) 24 (44) 99 (73) 37 (67)
High 83 (61) 26 (47) 4 (3) 1 (2)

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 5 (4) 2 (4) 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) † ‡ 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) 3 (5) 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 or greater (p<0.05), according to t-
test.

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score

‡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) 

Section
Less than 50% 

(N=135)
50% or Greater 

(N=53)
Less than 50% 

(N=135)
50% or Greater 

(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 2 (2) 3 (6) 27 (20) 9 (17)
Medium 94 (70) 32 (60) 105 (78) 40 (75)
High 39 (29) 18 (34) 3 (2) 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) 5 (4) 4 (8)
High 6 (4) 7 (13) 0 (0) 1 (2)

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 2 (2) 1 (2) 82 (61) 35 (66)
Medium 117 (87) 42 (79) 44 (33) 18 (34)
High 16 (12) 10 (19) 9 (7) 0 (0)

Physical Education
Mean (SD) 0.46 (0.12) 0.50 (0.10) † ‡ 0.31 (0.10) 0.34 (0.07) † ‡

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) 5 (9) 64 (47) 15 (28)
Medium 103 (76) 46 (87) 71 (53) 38 (72)
High 3 (2) 2 (4) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score
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TABLE 6. SCORES BY PERCENT ENROLLMENT IN FREE & REDUCED PRICE LUNCH (N=188), 
CONTINUED 

Section
Less than 50% 

(N=135)
50% or Greater 

(N=53)
Less than 50% 

(N=135)
50% or Greater 

(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) 9 (17) 113 (84) 45 (85)
Medium 48 (36) 9 (17) 20 (15) 4 (8)
High 70 (52) 35 (66) 2 (2) 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) 4 (3) 1 (2)

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 5 (4) 2 (4) 17 (13) 3 (6)
Medium 33 (24) 8 (15) 107 (79) 45 (85)
High 97 (72) 43 (81) 11 (8) 5 (9)

Total
Mean (SD) 0.51 (0.11) 0.55 (0.12) † ‡ 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) 1 (2) 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.

‡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.

†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.

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score
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TABLE 7. SCORES IN SAUS WITH AND WITHOUT A SCHOOL HEALTH COORDINATOR (SHC) 
(N=190) 

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) 5 (4) 15 (24) 23 (18)
Medium 38 (60) 90 (71) 45 (71) 100 (79)
High 25 (40) 32 (25) 3 (5) 4 (3)

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 (38) 39 (31) 55 (87) 125 (98)
Medium 32 (51) 82 (65) 7 (11) 2 (2)
High 7 (11) 6 (5) 1 (2) 0 (0)

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and 
Other Foods Distributed at School

Mean (SD) 0.54 (0.18) 0.47 (0.12) † ‡ 0.40 (0.13) 0.35 (0.09) † ‡

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 2 (3) 1 (1) 32 (51) 85 (67)
Medium 44 (70) 115 (91) 23 (37) 39 (31)
High 17 (27) 11 (9) 8 (13) 3 (2)

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) 4 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score

 

 

38



 

TABLE 7. SCORES IN SAUS WITH AND WITHOUT A SCHOOL HEALTH COORDINATOR (SHC) 
(N=190), CONTINUED 

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) † ‡ 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 1 (2) 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 (46) 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

‡Score distributions significantly different among SAUs with SHCs and those without (p<0.05), according to Wilcoxon rank sum test.

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score

†Mean scores significantly different among SAUs with SHCs and those without (p<0.05), according to t-test.
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TABLE 8. SCORES BY COUNTY POPULATION (N=172) 

Section
Less than 70,000 

(N=79)
70,000 or Greater 

(N=93)
Less than 70,000 

(N=79)
70,000 or Greater 

(N=93)

Nutrition Education
Mean (SD) 0.55 (0.14) 0.59 (0.13) † ‡ 0.37 (0.14) 0.42 (0.11) † ‡

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) 3 (3) 0 (0) 1 (1)

Nutrition Guidelines for Competitive and 
Other Foods Distributed at School

Mean (SD) 0.52 (0.17) 0.47 (0.12) † 0.40 (0.14) 0.35 (0.07) †

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) † 0.30 (0.10) 0.33 (0.08) † ‡

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) 4 (4) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score

 

 

40



 

TABLE 8. SCORES BY COUNTY POPULATION (N=172), CONTINUED 

Section
Less than 70,000 

(N=79)
70,000 or Greater 

(N=93)
Less than 70,000 

(N=79)
70,000 or Greater 

(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) 3 (4) 3 (3)

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) 3 (4) 1 (1)

Evaluation
Mean (SD) 0.69 (0.20) 0.70 (0.21) 0.41 (0.16) 0.45 (0.14) † ‡

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 4 (5) 3 (3) 13 (16) 7 (8)
Medium 15 (19) 21 (23) 59 (75) 80 (86)
High 60 (76) 69 (74) 7 (9) 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.

‡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.

Comprehensiveness Score Strength Score

†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.
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A.  ASSESSMENT TOOLS FOR SCHOOL NUTRITION POLICIES 
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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 
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David Crawford, MPH, MaineCDC, Physical Activity, Nutrition and Healthy Weight Program 

Gail Lombardi, MS, RD, Maine Department of Education, Child Nutrition Services 
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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.  

 

 

 

44



 

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 
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APPENDIX E.  SCORES BY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
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