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Abstract

Boston Arts Academy has been working to improve both the quality and nutritional
value of the food served in its cafeteria. Boston Arts Academy is a pilot high school
located in Boston’s Fenway Neighborhood. The diverse student body is drawn
from seventeen Boston neighborhoods. Many of the students are from underserved
communities and approximately 65% qualify for free or reduced meals. More than 90%
of the school’s graduates attend college.

This project explores the many issues surrounding school food, presents examples of
innovative programs and suggests ways in which Boston Arts Academy can work within
the framework established by the Boston Public School system and federal school food
programs to improve its cafeteria food. Key stakeholders were interviewed to determine
the current policies and practices. A survey of Boston Arts Academy students’ food
preferences and behaviors is a key element of this project. The survey results show that
students have a desire for fresher and more nutritious foods to be served in the cafeteria.
The findings of this project should be relevant not only to Boston Arts Academy, but also
to any other school working to improve the food served in its cafeteria.
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Executive Summary

Boston Arts Academy, a pilot high
school with approximately 430 students, is
seeking to think creatively about the food
offered in its cafeteria. In Boston, food
service for the district’s 56,000 students is
managed by Food and Nutrition Services,
a department whose policies and practices
are largely guided by the National School
Lunch Program and School Breakfast

Program.

In Pursuit of Good Food examines
school food at Boston Arts Academy
through the following lenses: government
programs involved in supplying school
meals, concern over school meal nutrition
and quality, the food service system
within the Boston Public Schools, the
eating habits and food preferences
of Boston Arts Academy students
and examples of innovative programs
from four urban school districts. A
study of the aforementioned topics was

conducted through a literature review of
contemporary issues facing school food
service, interviews with key stakeholders
involved with Food and Nutrition Services,
a written survey addressing the food
preferences and eating habits of Boston
Arts Academy students and a review of
innovative programs in four other districts.

The Introduction describes Boston
Arts Academy’s unique status as a pilot
school, the overall goals of the project and
provides a broad treatment of the methods
used. The Literature Review provides
national context for how school food is
a relevant and contemporary issue with
significant policy implications. Attention
is drawn to four central issues within the
school food debate: nutritional value,
procurement, cost per meal and student
participation rates. This report highlights
study findings that suggest student meal
satisfaction can rise when students are
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presented with locally sourced, fresh products. Research
has shown that a greater per meal financial investment, in
conjunction with increased cafeteria efficiency, can lead
to increased levels of consumption and offset the cost of
more expensive meals. Federal reimbursement is a key
revenue source for school meal programs. By improving
nutrition, procuring and serving more locally sourced
food, and partnering with non-profit organizations for
additional funding, districts often find that their overall
participation rates increase.

The Legislative Overview chapter examines federal
and state school food programs. This section explains
the particular importance of federal programming that
sets nutrition guidelines, supports qualified families
with meal assistance and subsidizes the cost of food
through reimbursements and commodity crops from the
agricultural sector. In short, Boston’s Food and Nutrition
Services Department relies heavily on federal support,
primarily through National School Lunch Program and
the School Breakfast Program, to carry out its daily
operations.

The Local Context chapter considers how Boston
Arts Academy’s cafeteria fits into the larger structure of
the Boston Public Schools. Boston Art’s Academy is one
of only 35 full-service cafeterias in the city’s schools.
Additionally, the Boston Public Schools is in a moment
of transition as the department attempts to recover from
a $3.5 million deficit. It is likely that, in academic year
2011, the department will be co-managing its food service
with an outside consulting or management firm.

The Student Survey chapter presents an analysis
of the project’s survey of food preferences and eating
behaviors administered at Boston Arts Academy in March
2010. Of the 430 students currently enrolled at Boston
Arts Academy, 229 completed surveys were analyzed.
Students indicated a lack of time for both breakfast and
lunch, the Chef in Schools program was well received
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and students acknowledged the importance of nutritious
meals. Moreover, the study’s findings suggest that further
research should be done to better understand student
perceptions of the cafeteria.

The Innovative Programs chapter supplements the
policy research included in this report. These snap-shots
offer insights on current programming and initiatives in
school districts that have some of the most progressive
food policies and practices in the country. The vignettes
highlight: Baltimore, MD, Chicago, IL, New York, NY
and Worcester, MA. In all cases, engaged students, staff
training and dynamic leadership played a role in changing
school food policies.

The report’s final chapter, Recommendations and
Conclusions, includes a summary of the major findings
and suggestions for next steps. These recommendations
include methods by which Boston Arts Academy can
continue to work to address food concerns in its own
cafeteria as well as ways that Boston Arts Academy can
work to improve food on a district level.

On its own campus, Boston Arts Academy should
continue and grow its partnerships with non-profit
organizations that work to improve school food. Boston
Arts Academy has control over the length of its school
day and might explore lengthening the lunch period and
incorporating breakfast into the school day.

Student involvement and passion is requisite for
systemic change; thus, it is imperative that Boston Arts
Academy encourage its students to take ownership of the
school’s quest for better food. Parents are another key ally
in the food meals reform effort; Boston Arts Academy
parents have already played a large role in the school’s
efforts and should continue to do so. Finally, the transition
to co-management offers the opportunity to encourage the
Boston Public Schools to select a company dedicated to
providing fresh and healthy foods.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Boston Arts Academy (BAA), a

tuition free pilot school within the city

of Boston’s public school system, is a
remarkable combination of innovation,
instruction, and achievement. Founded

in 1998 under the mission to serve as a
“laboratory and beacon for artistic and
academic innovation,” the school educates
approximately 430 students in grades 9-12.
BAA shares its building with Fenway High
School in Boston’s Fenway neighborhood.

The student learning community at
BAA represents a diverse population.
Similar to other public schools in Boston,
the student body is ethnically diverse
(44% Black/African-American, 32%
Latino, 17% White, 4% Asian and 4%
other during 2008-2009). In the same
year, more than 60% of the students were
female. Students come to BAA from
many city neighborhoods, with Dorchester
representing the highest percentage (36%)

and the smallest percentage traveling
from Mission Hill and Charlestown (2%
respectively). The school offers five
majors: Dance, Instrumental Music, Vocal
Music, Theatre and Visual arts; which

are evenly populated by the student body.
The school has lived up to its mission of
educating artists; more than 95% of its
graduating seniors matriculate at college.

As a teaching and learning laboratory
where many students’ schedules revolve
around rigorous physical activity, it is clear
that their nutrition and eating habits are
important not only to themselves, but also
to their faculty, administration and staff.
The students are surrounded by a culture
of activism and have rallied, with their
parents, staff and faculty, to advocate for
better food in their cafeteria and across the
Boston Public Schools (BPS) system.

This report aims to assist BAA
parents, staff, faculty, administration and




students in their effort to reform school food. The project,
conducted in the Spring Semester of 2010, sought to
understand the complex issues that inform school meal
programs, including student preferences and behavior as
well as the multi-tiered government programs that are
responsible for feeding students. To accomplish all of
these goals, a variety of methods were utilized.

One of the deliverables BAA was most interested
in was an understanding of the Boston Food and
Nutrition Services’ (FNS) organizational structure. To
understand FNS’ structure, FNS staff, BPS staff and
other stakeholders were interviewed. The semi-structured
interviews were scheduled throughout the semester. At
least two team members participated in each interview
with designated roles of lead interviewer and note-
taker. To further ensure that all topics discussed in the
interview were properly represented, the interviews were
recorded whenever possible. Overall, ten interviews were
conducted. Additionally, team members met with BAA’s
Student Council to hear the students’ opinions of the food
at their cafeteria and to learn what they would recommend
to improve the cafeteria.

Another large aspect of the project, conducting a
student survey, was subject to Expedited Institutional
Review Board approval. This process led to a five-
page survey that addressed student eating habits, their
opinion of the cafeteria and the non-profit programming
that the school has become involved in, as well as any
recommendations they have for improvement in the
cafeteria and their general understanding of nutritional
principles. The survey was conducted during a 45-minute
homeroom period so students had ample time to complete
the questionnaire. Once the surveys were conducted, the
team collected them and entered the data to be analyzed.
All questions were entered, but for the purposes of this
project, only a select number of questions were addressed
in detail. Much of the data was collected for BAA to use




in the future since they were unsure if they would have the
opportunity to conduct such an extensive survey again.
The survey yielded a 53% response rate (229 out of 430
possible responses).

The final aspect of the project involved researching
innovative programs that have emerged in large, urban
districts throughout the country. These districts were
identified both in the literature and by interviewees as
outstanding programs. These vignettes provide a snapshot
of the programming in each of the four districts and
provide contact information for BAA and/or FNS to learn
more about any particular program.

BAA’s interest in providing healthier school food
options to its students is not a local issue. School food has
been nationally regulated since 1946 and is thought to be
a good way to address children’s deteriorating health. The
nation is in a health crisis. Obesity rates and the incidence
of diabetes have increased dramatically and continue to
rise, especially among the nation’s children. Over the
past 30 years, childhood obesity has more than tripled;
eighteen percent of the nation’s twelve to nineteen year
olds are considered obese (Center for Disease Control:
National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and
Health Promotion’s Healthy Youth! Webpage).

School food began to make national headlines several
years ago; this coverage has increased dramatically in the
past year. Upon entering the White House, First Lady
Michelle Obama turned the nation’s attention to school
food with the ‘Let’s Move’ campaign and the White House
vegetable garden.

A number of documentaries and television shows
have highlighted the lack of fresh foods and the
convoluted nutritional guidelines that govern the National
School Lunch Program. Tony Geraci, Director of the
Baltimore Food and Nutrition Services, has a produced
a documentary; Anne Cooper, is Boulder, CO’s self-




proclaimed “Renegade Lunch Lady;” and Jaime Oliver’s
“Food Revolution” series on ABC have all increased
national awareness of the school meals situation.

Through these media efforts, as well as through more
local efforts, such as this project, the hope is that healthy
school food will become the norm, and that all students
will be served fresh and healthy foods instead of a small
minority as is the case today. BAA’s focus on this issue is
timely; the Massachusetts General Court recently passed
legislation banning junk food from school cafeterias
and Congress is poised to act on several bills regarding
school food, including the 2009-2010 Childhood Nutrition
Reauthorization, which is currently in development.




Chapter 2
Literature Review

Since the late 1930’s, school lunch
programs have been a staple of the
American school day (Dillard, 2008). The
National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
was formally adopted in 1946 through
the National School Lunch Act. The Act
had the dual goals of feeding low-income
school children and stabilizing United

States agricultural markets (Dillard, 2008).

The School Breakfast Program followed
in 1966 with the passage of the Child
Nutrition Act. The Child Nutrition Act
established the School Breakfast Program
(SBP) and increased funding for meals
served to needy students (Dillard, 2008).
Critics of national school food programs
have argued that the various social and
economic goals are in perpetual conflict
and have led to a system that provides
schools with low quality foods (Dillard,
2008). National proponents of reform
also point to issues such as a low federal

reimbursement rate for food products and
the presence of competitive foods that
reduce participation in the NSLP (Cooper,
2007).

Boston Arts Academy (BAA) has
witnessed the challenges facing school
food programs in its own cafeteria. BAA’s
effort to think creatively about cafeteria
food stemmed from a specific incident; a
student’s grandparent visiting the school
became ill after dining in the cafeteria.
This incident both angered parents and
drew attention to an issue that BAA
administrators already recognized as a
concern within the school community.
BAA administrators and parents point
to regularly occurring menu items
such as pizza and tater tots (L. Nathan,
Personal Communication, March 2010)
as examples of the poor quality food
being served in their school through the
NSLP. Despite the fact that nearly 70%




Non-profit
organizations
generally agree that
the national program
is successful in feeding
large numbers of
children, yet argue
that the food is often
of poor quality and
systemic changes are
necessary to provide
better food.

of BAA students receive either free and/or reduced price
meals, participation in the NSLP is quite low. The limited
participation demonstrates the school food’s lack of appeal
to the student body. BAA’s efforts to improve the quality
of its school food program echoes the increased national
awareness of children’s health and eating habits, along
with an emerging concern regarding food quality for the
entire population.

The existing literature on the quality of school lunches
includes scientific studies, policy reports, and numerous
newspaper and magazine articles. Many scientific studies
on caloric intake and quality utilize the School Nutrition
Dietary Assessment Studies (SNA) I, II and IIT which
were performed in 1991-1992, 1998-1999 and 2004-2005,
respectively (Clark & Fox, 2009). The SNA studies were
funded by the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) Food Nutrition Service and conducted by non-
governmental policy research organizations with the help
of the USDA’s Food Surveys Research Group (Gordon &
Fox, 2007). The impetus for these studies was the growing
obesity rate compounded with other health issues facing
children at increasingly younger ages (Gordon & Fox,
2007).

Policy reports from a variety of sources, including
the USDA and liberal advocacy organizations, focus
on the effectiveness of federal school food programs.
Government reports consistently highlight the national
program’s ability to serve a very large number of children
across the country at relatively low prices as an impressive
positive aspect of the program. Non-profit organizations,
such as Project Bread and the Food Project, generally
agree that the national program is successful in feeding
large numbers of children, yet argue that the food is often
of poor quality, and systemic changes are necessary to
provide better food. At present, the issue of school food
is being debated in Washington, D.C., and the momentum
toward change is pushing several reforms forward. The




fact that children are facing severe health risks is generally
accepted as a serious issue, but the question is how far the
government is willing to go to protect our nation’s youth.

Growing national concern regarding the American
food supply has positively impacted the issue of school
food. Hundreds of articles about school food can be found
in newspapers and magazines throughout the country.
School food has even made it to prime time television with
the new show on the ABC network called “Jamie Oliver’s
Food Revolution.” The show features an English celebrity
chef working to improve food quality in a West Virginia
school district with the highest population of overweight
school children in the country. Such national media
attention demonstrates that BAA’s concerns are shared
with many other schools across the United States. The
quality issues facing school food service will be discussed
in subsequent sections under four general categories:
nutritional value of school foods, procurement processes,
economics of school food programs, and student
participation rates. The literature on these key issues
helps support the argument for change at both a local and
national level.

Nutritional Value of School Foods

In order to address concerns about school
food quality, one must first define what is considered
satisfactory quality. Establishing quality standards is
difficult for many reasons. For instance, students do not
eat every meal at school, they have varying exercise
levels, and many social circumstances exist that can affect
a student’s eating habits. Nonetheless, some argue that
dietary guidance based on regularly updated science can
be helpful to determine menu planning in public schools.
Currently, schools participating in the NSLP must adhere
to a set of nutrition standards and meal requirements that
were established in 1995 by the USDA. However, these




The Institute of
Medicine found that
students exceeded
healthy caloric intake
and the recommended
number of
discretionary calories.

guidelines are broad, confusing, difficult to enforce and,
in some cases, counterproductive (Institute of Medicine,
2010).

The USDA, as part of its congressional
requirement to issue new guidance and regulations on
Nutrition Standards and Meal Requirements, requested a
detailed report with recommendations from The Institute
of Medicine (IOM) (Institute of Medicine, 2010). In
response, the IOM reviewed data from the SNDA-III study
and the Quality of American School-Age Children lunch
participation status study (Institute of Medicine, 2010). In
its 2009 report, the IOM noted that student consumption
patterns did not meet the 2005 USDA dietary guidelines
for different food groups (Institute of Medicine, 2010).

In particular, the IOM found that students exceeded what
should be a healthy caloric intake, mainly due to highly
processed grains, while also exceeding the recommended
number of discretionary calories (Institute of Medicine,
2010). The IOM’s recommendations on nutritional

quality focused on increasing the consumption of fruits,
vegetables, whole grains, and lean meat while reducing the
amount of saturated fat and sodium (Institute of Medicine,
2010). The Institute also recommended a healthy range for
a minimum and maximum number of calories (Institute of
Medicine, 2010).

The linkage between the national school lunch
program and excess saturated fat and sodium intake was
highlighted in a 2009 publication of the Journal of the
American Dietetic Association. The authors found that
while students participating in the NSLP were, in fact,
more likely to meet the vitamin levels recommended
by the dietary guidelines, they were also more likely to
exceed the recommended saturated fat and sodium levels.
The study concluded that the NSLP is an important part of
participants’ diets and provides the opportunity to impact
student health by offering healthy food in school cafeterias
(Clark & Fox, 2009).




The prevalence of competitive foods in cafeterias
also adds to the difficulty of providing healthy food and
is one the most commonly cited reasons for students’
poor eating habits. An article in The Journal of American
Pediatrics again used the 2005 SNA-III data and found
evidence that competitive foods were a significant
problem, particularly in high schools. Competitive foods
researched in this study consisted of 4 la carte items and
vending machine food items with low nutritional value.
Several studies also noted that schools successful in
providing healthy school foods were able to manage the
amount and type of competitive foods available to students
(Finkelstein, Hill, & Whitaker, 2008).

Procurement Processes

The nutritional value of school food is inextricably
connected to food source and preparation. Public schools
that participate in the NSLP receive a portion of their
food through the USDA’s commodity program. Many
proponents of reform believe that the commodity foods
program directly or indirectly contributes to the poor
nutritional quality of school foods.

In “How Dumping USDA Food Commodities
Ruined School Lunches,” the author asserts that the
economic goals of the commodity program interfere with
the social goals of the school lunch program by forcing
unhealthy meat and dairy products into school food
programs (Dillard, 2009). Moreover, Dillard argues that
USDA decisions are strongly influenced by an agriculture
lobby that now represents larger corporations instead
of small-scale family farms (2009). Dillard’s article
cites medical journals and nutritional statistics on the
quality of commodity foods and details the history and
legislative structure of the NSLP. However, it continues
to be difficult for those seeking change to argue against
the sheer amount of food that the commodities program
provides to the nation’s schools.




In the late 1990’s, a national movement began
working towards the decentralization of food production
through “eating local’ which helped lead to the “Farm to
School” program (Vallianatos, Gottlieb, & Hasse, 2004).
Farm to School offers a number of benefits, including
more nutritious food, community building, food education,
and support for small scale farming around urban edges
(Vallianatos et al., 2004). Farm to School projects are
popping up around the country as school districts begin
to integrate them on a larger scale. Many districts in
Massachusetts are participating in the state’s program,
including BAA and the Boston Public Schools (BPS).

A report by The Food Project, a Boston based
nonprofit organization, studied the ability to utilize Farm
to School programs on a district-wide level. The 2007
study examined the BPS’s Department of Food and
Nutrition Services (FNS), which manages school foods
for all the public schools in Boston. The report includes
information on the bidding process, prime vendors, and
potential ways to integrate a Farm to School program. The
potential for Farm to School was explored by researching
the capacity of local farms in supplying the school
district and comparing their prices to existing prices. A
notable finding was that the delivery capacity of local
farmers was less than that of the current large commercial
distributors supplying FNS with their food products (The
Food Project, 2007). The challenges of distribution and
limited capacity are common among many Farm to School
programs across the country, and conventional large-scale
commercial distributors and federal commodity programs
remain the dominant sources of food in most school
districts.

Economics of School Food Programs

Measuring the cost of a healthy school meal has
been a subject of inquiry in much of the literature (Wilde
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& Kennedy, 2009). Key factors include the multiple tiers
of free, reduced, and full priced meals, vending machines
and other competitive foods both inside and outside the
school cafeterias. All of these issues affect operational
decisions as well as the quality of available food and
participation rates within schools. Based on two cases,

it was found that costs increased with the serving of
healthier foods. However, the schools also took measures
to increase efficiency. The increase in meal sales and the
increased efficiency of operations fully offset the rise in
food costs (Wilde & Kennedy, 2009). An important part
of the transition to serving healthier foods was capital
investment in both equipment and the training of staff
(Wilde & Kennedy, 2009).

In addition to systemic changes that could be
made to school food programs at both the national and
local level, many proponents argue that reimbursement
rates should increase in order to serve healthy food. Ann
Cooper, a prominent figure in school lunch reform and
the self-proclaimed “Renegade Lunch Lady,” argues that
reimbursement rates need to double (Cooper, 2007).

Student Participation

A key concern is whether participation rates will
increase and plate waste or uneaten food will decrease
if healthier breakfasts and lunches are served in public
schools. Under the current NSLP, participation rates (of
both free, reduced price, and full pay) are tremendously
important in terms of funding. One consistent argument
against serving healthier foods has been that kids simply
won’t eat them or will choose other options. However,
as discussed in studies of Boston, San Francisco, and
Minnesota this argument appears to be unfounded.

A study on plate waste in Boston public schools found
that students would, in fact, eat healthier foods. The study
shows that participation rates actually rose with healthier

It was found that costs
increased with the
serving of healthier
foods. However, the
increase in meal sales
and the increased
efficiency of operations
fully offset the rise in
food costs.
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food while plate waste decreased. This study was the first
of its kind in Boston and its results reflect the potential to
increase food services revenue by improving nutritional
quality (Project Bread, 2009).

One of the first school districts to implement Farm

to School and healthier lunch initiatives was the San
Francisco Unified District. In a
case study on the San Francisco
Unified School District, researchers
compared school revenues and
participation rates from the
2002-2003 school year, before
implementation, to the 2003-2004
school year, after implementation
(Wojcicki & Heyman, 2006). The
data was collected from the Student

Figure 1: Food Waste in the BAA Cafeteria Nutrition Services in the San

Francisco Unified School District
(SNS), which monitors revenues

and participation rates for each school in the district.

The researchers found that, although the results differed

between schools and grades, the overall participation rates

increased and revenue either remained level or increased

(Wojcicki & Heyman, 2006). Researchers recommended

that further studies be completed to illustrate the longer-

term effects of this type of program (Wojcicki & Heyman,

20006).

The Center for Agricultural and Food Policy at the
University of Minnesota performed a case study on the
Hopkins school district in Minnesota, focusing on Hopkins
high school. The study showed an increase in participation
with the addition of more nutritious foods. The high school
instituted a salad bar, switched to healthier 4 la carte items,
and revamped the school’s catering department (Grainger,
Senauer, & Runge, 2005). The Hopkins school district
made changes in the school food served as well as the




overall structure of the cafeteria. A major conclusion was
that the school could actually maintain consistent revenue
with these changes (Grainger et al., 2005). The study has
been cited in many other policy reports, which take the
position that healthy lunches are economically viable.

Summary

Public school food service in the U.S. is a
tremendously complex topic with a wide variety of
1ssues at the federal, state and local levels. Current
debates concerning this topic involve the nutritional
value of school food, procurement processes, cost, and
participation rates. These areas are of great concern
because of their importance in developing and maintaining
a national program that provides quality food for American
children. These issues are also all interconnected. Their
complex relationships reinforce the notion that reform
aimed at correcting only one of these issues will not
create the most efficient system. For example, increasing
reimbursement rates without decreasing competitive foods
in the cafeteria could provide better food but may not
increase participation rates. Therefore, successful reform
must be comprehensive in nature.

While BAA is not able to control the national
reimbursement rates or USDA’s support for agricultural
markets, the literature points to a few areas of school food
programs where an individual school does have control.
These areas include access to competitive foods inside and
outside of the school as well as the overall presentation
of the cafeteria. As the school food movement continues
to gain momentum, BAA should utilize literature on
successful schools as a guide. On a national level, it is
clear that some type of school lunch reform is coming and
BAA should continue to advocate their position and utilize
any opportunities for additional funding.
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Chapter 3
Legislative Overview

To begin to understand the systems
and processes that have generated the
current school food conditions at Boston
Arts Academy (BAA), one must begin
at the federal level, where the national
school meals programs are administered
and the guidelines are established for
participating districts across the country.
Federal legislation provides the bulk of
funding for the national school breakfast
and lunch programs, sets the dietary
standards for school meals, determines
who is eligible for free and reduced price
status, and authorizes the commodity
purchasing and distribution programs.

It is within this national structure that

the Boston Public School’s Food and
Nutrition Services (FNS), and therefore
the BAA cafeteria, operates. FNS is
completely dependent upon federal
reimbursements for the revenue to cover its
operating costs. Therefore, understanding

how the reimbursable meal system is
administered, and what exactly qualifies
as a reimbursable meal is essential to
understanding how a school district may
increase participation rates and potentially
improve their food services.

It is also at the federal level where
significant reform efforts are currently
underway, which if successful, could
dramatically alter the parameters in which
school district food services and the
individual school cafeterias within them
are able to operate. To work towards
reform within a school district, this
national context must be understood so
that it becomes clear what is possible at the
local level and what is beyond the scope
of the school district and subsequently
addressed at the federal level.

A series of legislative acts have
established national school meal programs
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over the past 70 years and have delineated the role the
federal government plays in school food provisioning
(FTS Network, 2009). The administration of the various
school meal programs has been placed under the US
Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service.
Every four to five years, federal legislation is reviewed
as part of the Childhood Nutrition Reauthorization

Act. Although the National School Lunch Program
(NSLP) and School Breakfast Program (SBP) are
permanently authorized, the reauthorization process
allows for a reconsideration of the programs and provides
opportunities to change their funding and operation.

Although participation in the NSLP and the SBP is not
mandatory for public school districts, the vast majority of
districts do participate. Districts that choose to participate
receive cash subsidies as well as donated commodities
from the USDA. Federal support is based upon how many
reimbursable meals a district serves and, in return, it must
serve meals that meet federal nutrition guidelines and offer
free and reduced priced meals to eligible children (NSLP,
2009).

The nutritional requirements for the NSLP and SBP
are based on the 1995 Dietary Guidelines for Americans,
which are jointly issued and updated every five years by
the USDA and the US Department of Health and Human
Services (Dietaryguidelines.gov, 2010). The most recent
guidelines were established in 2005, but the USDA’s
FNS has yet to update the nutritional requirements of the
NSLP and SBP to conform to the 2005 guidelines. The
2010 Dietary Guidelines for Americans are currently
in the development stage. The most recent version of
Childhood Nutrition Reauthorization (2004) directed the
USDA to update the school meal guidelines to reflect the
2005 Dietary Guidelines for Americans, but the USDA
has, so far, been unable to do so. Instead the department
has contracted the Institute of Medicine to develop a
separate set of guidelines specifically for school meals
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(Poppendieck, 2010). These most recent guidelines
suggest a set of updated nutritional standards, but school
districts participating in the NSLP and SBP are not held
accountable to meeting them (IOM School Meals Report
Brief, 2009). For now, the 1995 Dietary Guidelines for
Americans remain the benchmark nutritional requirements
that school food services must meet to participate in the
NSLP and SBP.

To meet these requirements each school lunch
served under the NSLP must contain one third of the
recommended dietary allowances of protein, vitamin A,
vitamin C, iron, calcium, and calories (NSLP Factsheet,
2009). In addition, no more than 30 percent of the calories
may come from fat, and less than 10 percent of the
calories may come from saturated fats (NSLP Factsheet,
2009). The meals served under the SBP are subject to the
same nutritional requirements as the NSLP, except that
each school breakfast served must meet one quarter of the
recommended dietary allowances as opposed to one third
(SBP Factsheet, 2009).

According to the USDA Food and Nutrition Services’
most recent data from 2008, 30.5 million children
participate daily in the NSLP in 101,000 public schools,
non-profit private schools and residential childcare
institutions across the country (NSLP Factsheet, 2009).
Children with incomes at or below 130% of the federal
poverty level qualify for free lunches and those with
incomes between 130% and 185% of the federal poverty
level qualify for reduced price lunch. School districts may
not charge more than $0.40 for a reduced price lunch. For
the period beginning on July Ist, 2009 and ending on June
30th, 2010, it was determined that an income for a family
of four at 130 percent of the poverty level is $28,665 and
at 185% of the poverty level is $40,793 (NSLP Factsheet,
2009). The local school food authority identifies the
children whose families have incomes greater than 185%
of the poverty and these children pay full price for school

30.5 million children
participate daily in
the NSLPin 101,000
public schools, non-
profit private schools
and residential
childcare institutions
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meals. Each fiscal year, the USDA sets the reimbursement
rates for the corresponding academic year. The 2009-2010
reimbursement rates can be found in Table 1. The total
cost for the NSLP in the fiscal year 2008 was $9.3 billion
(NSLP Factsheet, 2009).

In addition to the cash reimbursements, schools
receive donations of commodity foods from the USDA
for every NSLP meal served. These commodity food
donations come primarily from U.S. agricultural surpluses,
which the USDA purchases and then redirects to school
meal programs. School districts

Table 1: National School Lunch Program are entitled to a specific dollar
Reimbursement Rates value of commodities for each
2009 - 2010 meal served, which is 19.5¢
(Source: NSLP Factsheet, 2009) for FY 2010 (NSLP Factsheet,
Category Reimbursement 2009). Over two thirds of the
Free Lunch $2.68 funds for USDA purchases of
Reduced Lunch $2.28 these commodities must be
Full Price $0.25 used to support the farm sector,

as mandated by Section 32 of
the National School Lunch Act (Poppendieck, 2010). The
remainder of the funds is not tied to agricultural market
conditions.

Federal regulations have made it legal for school
districts to exchange commodity donations from the
USDA for commercial products from food processing
companies and distributors that contain the same
ingredients (Poppendieck, 2010). This process, called
commodity diversion, allows schools to trade the raw
unprocessed commodities they are receiving from the
USDA, such as a large shipment of chicken breasts, for a
processed good, such as chicken nuggets, thus relieving
the school district of processing and preparation duties.
While this option saves the school district the time and
money it would have spent preparing the commodities
themselves, the value of the processed product is higher
than that of the unprocessed commodity and therefore
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the district often receives less food from the trade than
they originally obtained from the commodity donation.
The processed product is also often less healthy than
the original raw product (L.

Zeinteck & W. Morgan, personal
o Table 2: School Breakfast Program
communication, March 5, Reimb t Rat
2010). FNS currently makes elng(gsgem;glo ates
substantial use of the commodity _
. . . (Source: SLP Factsheet, 2009)
diversion process to supply its :
) ) Category Reimbursement
school cafeterias, which further
- the heat-and Free Breakfast $1.46
ren; orcfes © .ea -and-serve Reduced Breakfast $1.16
mode of operations. Full Price $0.26

The SBP operates in much
the same manner as the NSLP. In
FY 2008, 10.6 million children in 87,000 public schools,
private non-profit schools and residential childcare
facilities participated in the program (SBP Factsheet,
2009). The same requirements hold for free and reduced
price breakfasts as do for lunches in the NSLP. In the same
way that USDA sets reimbursement rates for the NSLP, is
sets yearly SBP reimbursements. The reimbursement rates
for 2009-2010 can be found in Table 2.

Schools and school districts participating in the NSLP
and SBP may use two federally approved forms of menu A reimbursable meal

planning to determine the meals served to students. The must include five items
first is Food-Based Menu Planning, in which specific from the following list:
component and quantity requirements of certain food » Meat/Meat
categories must be met to qualify the meal for the federal Alternate
reimbursement. For the NSLP, a reimbursable meal " Vegetables/Fruit
must contain five food items from the following four * Grains/Bread
food components: meat/meat alternate, vegetables and/ = Milk

or fruits, grains/breads, and milk (NSLP Menu Planning,
2000). For the SBP, a reimbursable breakfast is required
to contain four items from the following the following
food components: vegetables and/or fruits; milk; and two
servings of meat/meat alternate, two servings of grains/
breads OR one serving of each of these components (SBP
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In Boston, the
regulations require
that, instead of serving
students each of the
five items that have
been prepared for

the school meal, the
student need only
select three of the five
offered components.

Menu Planning, 2000). BAA and the entire BPS system
uses this form of menu planning.

The second form of menu planning is Nutrient
Standard Menu Planning, often referred to as “NuMenus.”
This is a newer, computer based form of menu planning
in which software is used to determine the nutritional
content of a given meal. Instead of using certain quantities
of different food components as the benchmarks for a
reimbursable meal, NuMenus requires minimum nutrient
and calorie levels, based on the 1995 Dietary Guidelines
for Americans. As long as these levels are matched or
exceeded, the meal will qualify for reimbursement. The
NuMenu system allows nutrient fortified processed goods
to replace food components such as fruits and vegetables
as long as the nutrients are being provided in the meal.

To further complicate the qualification of a
reimbursable meal, an Offer Versus Serve (OVS) system
has been in place in most school cafeterias since 1970.
OVS regulations were introduced to the NSLP in response
to concerns over children wasting much of the food served
(Poppendieck, 2010). The regulations require that, instead
of serving students all of the items that have been prepared
for the school meal, the student need only select a certain
quantity of what is available for his/her meal to qualify as
reimbursable. In a Food-Based Menu Planning System,
students must select three of the five offered components,
and in a Nutrient Standard system, the student must
select two of the meal items offered (Poppendieck, 2010).
This means that in a Food-Based System, if chicken
nuggets, french fries, apple slices, peas, and milk were
being offered, a student could select only the chicken
nuggets, french fries, and milk, and the meal would
qualify as reimbursable. All high schools are required to
implement the OVS system and generally most middle and
elementary schools follow suit.
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Competitive foods, or those that are available in
schools outside the federal meals programs through
vending machines or a la carte options, are not governed
by federal standards with the exception of the prohibition
on “food of minimal nutritional value” in cafeterias during
meal times (Poppendieck, 2010). According to the USDA,
foods of minimum nutritional value include sodas, water
ices, chewing gum, and certain candies (USDA, Foods
of Minimum Nutritional Value, 2009). The regulation
of all other competitive foods is left to local school
food authorities or, in some more recent cases, to state

legislatures.

While progressive on many issues, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts’s government has not been particularly
proactive on the issue of school food and nutrition.
However, bills to limit access to junk food within the
public schools have been introduced to the Massachusetts
General Court several times, yet none of these bills
received legislative attention until 2010. In 2010, both
chambers of the Massachusetts General Court passed bills
banning junk food and sugary drinks from schools. As of
April 2010, the two bills needed to be reconciled, but they
were similar in content. These bills are limited in scope
as they only apply to the competitive foods available in
Massachusetts’s school districts.

Under the federal requirements, states have the
authority to require stricter standards for nutrition and
quality, but cannot lower the federal standards. While
FNS must comply with state and federal nutritional
requirements, its internal requirements are already more
stringent than anything the state government has proposed
(H. Mont-Ferguson, personal communication, March
2010). The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education serves as the distributing agency
for all the food supplied by the USDA, including the
commodities program. This department places orders with
the USDA as well as arranges for the receipt, storage and

“Even though
breakfasts currently
meet the USDA
guidelines, there were
a lot of things we
didn’t think were as
healthy as they could
be...We’d go to schools
and routinely see
things like chocolate
milk, fortified donuts,
highly sugared cereals
for breakfast and we
just knew that schools

could do better.”
-Elaine Taber, Project Bread
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School food policy
could significantly
change in the near
future. More funding
will likely be one
such change.

distribution of food to a wide variety of institutions across
the state including schools, daycare centers, soup kitchens,
food pantries and programs for the elderly.

The nutritional quality of school meals has recently
been placed in the national spotlight with the current
Congressional negotiation of the 2009 Childhood
Nutrition Reauthorization Act and Michelle Obama’s
“Let’s Move!” campaign to end childhood obesity and
improve the health of America’s children. Much of the
legislation and programming outlined above is currently
under review and could potentially lead to large scale,
transformative changes to federal school food policy.

The Childhood Nutrition Reauthorization Act
has opened a policy window in school food reform,
and substantial lobbying efforts to influence the new
legislation are underway by organizations such as the
School Nutrition Association and the Food Research
and Action Center, a leading anti-hunger organization.
An increase in funding for school meals is likely with
President Obama including an additional $1 billion for
school food in his 2010 budget. However, this increased
funding is subject to approval through the Childhood
Nutrition Reauthorization Act process (SNA News, 2010).

Michelle Obama’s campaign has gained significant
national attention and is pressuring both legislatures and
school districts to improve school food. A “Healthier
US Schools Challenge Program” was created to apply
more rigorous standards to participating school meal
programs and provide support and assistance to meet
these standards. The campaign has increased pressure on
Congress to approve President Obama’s $1 billion increase
in funding and has aggressively advocated for the adoption
of the Institute of Medicine’s suggested standards.

Due to the growing national concern over childhood
obesity and current federal government action, school food
policy could significantly change in the near future. More
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funding will likely be one such change. With an increase
in funding, school districts could then improve the quality
of the food they serve, the facilities they use to prepare
the food, and their management tools and techniques.
Another potential shift may be higher standards for the
nutritional value and quality of food served through the
national meal programs. The current Childhood Nutrition
Reauthorization Act will likely include a required updating
of the nutritional guidelines to meet a more recent
Dietary Guidelines for America standard or the Institute
of Medicine’s recommendations. By the end of 2010,
there should be a clearer picture of what changes will be
instituted through the reauthorization.

The food services at BAA, and all other schools in
the BPS system, must operate within the constraints
of the federal school meals program structure outlined
above. While the federal administration does allow
a substantial amount of leeway for individual school
districts to determine their food service operations, the
complete dependence on federal reimbursements and the
lack of other sources of significant government funding
leaves little money available for improving school food
services across the country. The absence of funding,
compounded with the lenient federal nutrition standards
for reimbursable meals and the decades old shift to low-
cost, highly processed food items requiring minimal
preparation has allowed school meal programs to reach
their current unsatisfactory state. Increasing participation
rates among students in the federal meals program can
generate additional and much needed revenue that may be
reinvested in improving school districts’ food services. In
order to increase participation rates, however, the meals
programs must become more attractive to students, which
will likely only occur with an improvement in the quality
and nutrition of the food.

Without additional governmental support, obtaining
the funding for improved cooking facilities, food

The absence of
funding, compounded
with the lenient federal
nutrition standards
and the decades-

old shift to low-cost,
highly processed

food items requiring
minimal preparation
has allowed school
meal programs to
reach their current,
unsatisfactory state.
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preparation training for staff, and establishing new
distribution networks that allow the sourcing of fresher,
healthier, higher quality, and locally produced food
products is a substantial challenge. However, on a case-
by-case basis, some school districts across the country
have been able to significantly improve their food service
operations within the constraints of the current federal
meals program and the confines of a severely limited
budget. These school districts will be illustrated in greater
detail in our case vignettes section. BAA may look

to these other districts for best practices in improving

its own food services. Unfortunately, until the federal
government truly recognizes the importance of what is
being fed to America’s schoolchildren and appropriates
the funding necessary for significantly improving school
food services nationwide, reform efforts at the individual
district level will be difficult and often tenuous at best.
Therefore, change will require inspired leaders and
devoted organizational coalitions to improve upon the
unsatisfactory food the federal meals program provides.
The latest round of federal legislative activity concerning
school food may yield some substantial changes, which
BAA should pay close attention to in order to capitalize on
the opportunities for reform as they present themselves.
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Chapter 4
Local Context

The previous chapter on federal and
state programming provides context for
the system within which Boston Arts
Academy (BAA) and the Boston Public
Schools (BPS) system as whole operate.
The analysis illustrates that school districts
manage much of their food service
operations by a federally set agenda.
Consequently, this chapter will explore
how the BAA functions within the larger
framework of the BPS Department of Food
and Nutrition Services (FNS). In particular,
this chapter will elaborate upon the FNS
structure and draw close attention to the
key players and programming that impact
BAA’s cafeteria.

BAA Food Operations

Of the 135 cafeterias in Boston, BAA
is one of 42 city schools with a full service
cafeteria. The BPS system administers
USDA’s School Meal program through

FNS. In addition to providing meals to
BPS students, FNS determines policy for
the food service within the school district,
including guidelines on competitive foods
and nutritional standards. Like most school
districts, FNS acts independently from
the rest of the BPS administration, with
its own budget. Under its business model,
FNS revenue from participating school
children is intended to cover the expenses
of the department’s operation.

FNS is structured with a core
leadership and managerial staff in the
downtown Boston office who administer
the program and provide clerical and
administrative support to the hundreds
of operations staff working at various
school sites (The Food Project, 2007).
In the current arrangement, the majority
of BAA’s communication occurs with
FNS staff at the cafeteria level. BAA’s
cafeteria is assigned three hourly-wage
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workers and a cafeteria manager, Debra Franks, who
directs daily operations. Ms. Frank’s primary role is to
coordinate the food and supply purchases for her assigned
schools. Under the present model, BAA administrators
have little interaction with any FNS personnel who work
above the cafeteria manager (See Appendix B for the FNS
Organizational Chart).

Students participate in the BAA cafeteria program

in two different ways. Firstly, the formal participation
begins when a student completes
the National School Lunch
Program (NSLP) application
used to determine the amount
of meal financial assistance. In
2008-09, 62% of BAA students
qualified for free or reduced
price lunch (BAA Year End
Report, 08-09). Each student
receives an ID number that
is entered into an electronic
database and used to handle

Figure 2: Boston Arts Academy Cafeteria

meal purchases and administer
discounts. In the second way, since federal assistance for
meals is only applicable to complete meals (see Chapter 3
for explanation of Offer Versus Serve), students can also
purchase individual items 4 la carte. Both options produce
revenue for FNS.

BAA'’s cafeteria manager is responsible for creating
school meals that reflect the menu developed at the central
office in accordance with federal guidelines and product
availability. While BAA cafeteria staff do not participate
in the menu planning process, the staff do have some
freedom in the preparation of set meals. For example, if
the menu calls for pasta and turkey sandwiches, the staff
can prepare homemade sauce with flavoring and grill the
sandwich instead of serving it cold (K. Conrad, personal
communication, April 29, 2010). The department is
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reimbursed, on a sliding scale (See Table 1 on page 18),
for all school lunches and, out of that reimbursement rate,
they have approximately

$1 to spend on food Table 3: BPS Meal Prices

once all overhead 2009-2010

costs are accounted for Breakfast Lunch

(L. Zientek, personal Full-Pay $1.50 Full-Pay $2.50
oo Reduced $0.30 Reduced $0.40

communication, March

5,2010). According to Free $0 Free $0

the FNS website, in the
2009-10 academic year high school meals are served at the
prices listed in Table 3.

BAA cafeteria food arrives from three primary
sources. According the 2007 Food Project report, the
department placed food orders through the Department of
Defense Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP), Costa
Fruit and Produce Inc., USDA, and the Boston Farm to
School beginning in school year 2010.

The FFVP program was established in 1994 in part
to increase schools’ access to fresh fruits and vegetables.
Districts that place orders through the FFVP receive
deliveries directly to cafeteria schools and fresh produce
is prepared on site at BAA. In school-year 2006-07, FNS
allocated $61,000 toward FFVP products (The Food
Project, 2007). FNS also holds a contract with Costa Fruit
and Produce, Inc., a distribution company that purchases
items from producers and manufacturers and then ensures
delivery to individual cafeteria schools for further
processing.

Much of FNS’s procurement plan is also based on
commodity products available through the USDA. MA
Department of Education (DOE) serves as the central
distributor for commodity products for the state. FNS
is responsible for transporting products from MA DOE
locations to individual cafeterias.
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The model for Farm to School procurement is
somewhat simpler than the district-wide model. Kim
Szeto, Farm to School coordinator of FNS, works
exclusively with Czajkowski Farms in Hadley, MA to
provide participating schools with a bimonthly delivery
of vegetable of the month produce. Czajkowski Farms
requires a $50 minimum bill per school and Ms. Szeto
must pay a rate competitive to what FNS would spend
on produce through Costa Fruit or other distributors.
When Farm to School began in Boston, in SY 2009, Mr.
Czajkowski arranged for all the deliveries to schools. Now

Table 4: BPS and BAA Breakfast Participation Rates

2008-2009
(Source: BPS Food and Nutrition Services)
% Qualify L
for Meal Breakfast Participation Rate
. (Based on Average Daily Attendance)
Assistance
Free Reduced Paid Total
BAA/Fenway 62 28 9 1 15
Boston Cafeteria
High Schools 68 >2 / 3 30
Boston Public 77 61 2 5 47
Schools

in its second year, Farm to School works with the Produce
Company of New England to handle distribution to the
program’s six campuses (Interview Zeintek, 2010).

FNS’s business model is highly dependent upon
student participation rates in their meals programs. In
order to receive federal reimbursement for each individual
meal, FNS must demonstrate that the students are
choosing full meal options from their cafeterias. Given
the freedom of choice in food outlets that BAA students
enjoy, FNS loses federal funding when students choose
off-campus or vending machine options. A noteworthy
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fact is that BAA and Fenway Academy, who share one
cafeteria, have an open campus policy for some of their
students during the lunch period, meaning that students
may leave campus during their lunch periods to purchase
food elsewhere.

Since the school district receives reimbursement for
all qualifying meals served, regardless of level of meal
assistance, it is important to the district that participation
rates be as high as possible. Nationally, in school year
2009, 62% of all students who qualified for free or
reduced meals participated in the school lunch program

Table 5: BPS and BAA Lunch Participation Rates
2008-2009
(Source: BPS Food and Nutrition Services)
% Qualify S
for Meal Lunch Participation Rate
. (Based on Average Daily Attendance)
Assistance
Free Reduced Paid Total
BAA/Fenway 62 43 16 4 25
Boston Cafeteria
High Schools 68 76 34 0 47
Boston Public 77 ’7 57 31 67
Schools

(USDA Child Nutrition Tables, 2009). From a local
perspective, the BAA and Fenway participation rates
(not available separately) are below the city and high
school averages for both lunch and breakfast. Consistent
with national figures, BAA and Fenway participation is
highest among students who qualify for free meals. It is
interesting to point out that for both lunch and breakfast
programs, BAA/Fenway’s participation is nearly half the
national participation rates among those who qualify for
free or reduced meals. One reason for this difference,
specifically at lunch, may be due the aforementioned open




campus policy. Additionally some high schools, such as
South Boston High, have instituted a Breakfast After the
Bell program, in which breakfast is served to students

Table 6: FNS Expenses Summary

2008-2009

(Source: Helen Mont-Ferguson)
Salary: School-Based 7,662,486
Salary: Non-School 2,128,026
Benefits 3,064,135
Salaries + Benefits 12,854,648
Utilities 303,993
Repair/Maintenance 1,284,735
Contracted Services 357,367
Food 12,023,569
Miscellaneous Supplies 555,594
Other 11,267
Equipment: Heavy 43,880
Equipment: Technical 25,098
Adjustments 0
Total Expenses 27,460,151
Revenue 23,929,117
Net Profit (Loss) -(3,530,973)

in their first period class, and have

seen a 100% increase in participation
(W. Morgan, personal communication,
March 5, 2010). Any increase in student
participation increases funding for FNS
and also serves as a sign that students are
opting to fuel their bodies with meals to
help get them through the school day.

FNS Budget

FNS’s operation is structured to
be self-sufficient, as it must generate
enough revenue to cover expenses
while providing food services to 56,000
students. However, FNS has been
operating at a deficit, and BPS has
covered the budget loss by transferring
money from its general fund.

The largest source of FNS revenue
comes from federal reimbursement
for meals based on participation rates
served under the NSLP, School Breakfast
Program (SBP) and Afterschool Snacks
Program. Other sources of revenue
include a la carte food sales, rebates,

a small catering program (H. Mont Ferguson, personal
communication, March 2010). At present, 80-90% of FNS
funding comes from federal sources (H. Mont Ferguson,

personal communication, March 2010).

In planning the budget for the fiscal year, Mont

Ferguson and her staff make revenue projections based

on participation rates from the previous year and potential




increases in federal reimbursements (H. Mont Ferguson,
personal communication, March 2010). FNS uses zero-
based budgeting. This method of budgeting does not
predict real increases in revenue and attempts to break
even. The primary costs of the school food program
include food purchases, salaries and benefits, maintenance
of facilities, utilities, contracted service, equipment and
miscellaneous supplies.

FNS is currently operating at a $3.5 million deficit,
and the department has been in the red for many years.
Michael Goar, Chief Operating Officer of BPS, explained
this deficit as the result of structural inefficiencies in the
food service system that FNS, as it is currently organized,
has been unable to “self correct” (M. Goar, personal
communication, March 30, 2010). This deficit has been
compounded by low participation rates in the school
meals programs amongst BPS students (M. Goar, personal
communication, March 30, 2010).

Recently, FNS contracted with Root Cause, an
external consultant, to develop a recovery plan to tackle
the deficit internally. Goar appointed Shamil Mohammed
as Deputy Director of Strategic Finance and Technology
to coordinate this effort within FNS. The department has
been able to reduce its deficit from $6.7 million to the
current $3.5 million over the past three years. However,
according to Goar, the department has accomplished all
they can and will not likely be able to reduce the deficit
further (M. Goar, personal communication, March 30,
2010). As previously stated, each year that FNS operates
at a multimillion-dollar deficit, money from the overall
BPS budget, that should be used to fund educational
programs and operations in other BPS departments, is
diverted to cover the deficit. Goar, who is ultimately
responsible for reigning in the deficit, has determined that
FNS is hindered by its structural capacity and has decided
to contract with an outside, private company to co-manage
FNS and erase the deficit. As this report was completed

The department has
been able to reduce
its deficit from $6.7
million to the current
$3.5 million. However,
according to Goar,
the department has
accomplished all they
can and will not likely
be able to reduce the
deficit further.
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The ultimate goal of
co-management is to
increase participation
in the meals program.

(May 2010), the plan for co-management was in the
development stage and a request for proposal (RFP) was
about to be released.

Most importantly, the co-management model
requires the hired company to assume the FNS debt and
reduce the deficit to zero within one year (M. Goar, City
Council Video Library, April 15, 2010). The company
could be a consulting firm that would provide advice
on infrastructure, service delivery, and managerial
improvements to be implemented by the current FNS
leadership; or it could be a managerial company that
would assume some of the management responsibilities of
FNS without replacing any current staff. FNS is seeking a
proposal that addresses management structure, improves
upon the infrastructure and delivery model, makes
better use of the commodity programs, and improves the
quality and preparation of the food served in BPS schools
(M. Goar, personal communication, March 30, 2010).
According to Goar, the ultimate goal of co-management
is to increase participation rates in the meals program
since participation rates generate income and allow FNS
to sustain itself and improve its services to BPS students.
Unfortunately, they will not be able to address this goal
until after the structural inefficiencies in the FNS system
are resolved (M. Goar, personal communication, March
30, 2010).

Outside Partnerships

FNS’s current budget deficit creates a significant
obstacle to addressing BAA’s desire to rethink food
service in its cafeteria. However, partnerships with the
non-profit sector have been established that offer the
opportunity for BAA to serve as one of the district’s
models for a school working to make change within the
current food service model. Specifically, BAA has been
matched with initiatives from two local non-profits,
Project Bread and The Food Project.
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Project Bread, the leading anti-hunger organization in
Massachusetts, has developed several initiatives to bring
better food into the BPS system. The Food Project, whose
mission is to empower youth from diverse backgrounds
through the development of sustainable food systems,
led the establishment of the Farm to School program in
Boston. Each of these organization’s efforts continue
to grow, raising awareness about school food in Boston
and providing a much needed impetus for improving the
quality and nutrition of the food services.

Four years ago, Project Bread worked with BPS to
develop the Chef in Schools Program, in which trained
chefs prepare and serve a school lunch once a week
in select schools. The program started at East Boston
High School and has since expanded to eight schools
around Boston including BAA. On Mondays during the
2009-2010 school year, Chef Kirk Conrad works with
BAA cafeteria staff to use the ingredients available in
the school’s cafeteria to prepare and serve creative and
often healthier meals than the normal cafeteria fare.
Additionally, Chef Kirk often incorporates a “vegetable of
the month” into his meals, which BAA receives from the
Farm to School Program. To emphasize its support for this
program, BAA’s administration instituted a closed campus
for Mondays so that students do not have the option to
purchase lunch from outside vendors.

BAA is one of ten city schools to participate in Farm
to School. BAA joined Farm to School for the 2009-10

academic year, the second year of the program’s existence.

Farm to School has two main components. First, it works
with Czajkowski Farms to select a vegetable of the month
that is featured on all Farm to School campuses. Food

of the Month preparation is supplemented by visits from
Laura Zientek, an AmeriCorps VISTA who is sponsored
by the Food Project for 2009-2010. Laura works with
students at BAA to encourage them to try the Farm to
School program’s vegetable of the month. Her work

“BAA students tend to
have artistic palates
and have been very
responsive to the Chef

in Schools Program”
-Chef Kirk Conrad
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also includes advising a team of students from BAA
and Fenway to promote wellness and making healthy
food choices on their campus (L. Zientek, personal
communication, 3/5/2010).

While BAA is part of a small group of schools with
access to these supplemental programes, it is unclear
whether the partnerships will continue under the
proposed co-management structure (K. Conrad, personal
communication, 4/29/2010). Moreover, poor quality and
nutrition of school food is a country-wide, systemic issue
and while nonprofits such as these can provide certain
services, systemic change will only occur through a
reformation of the entire system.

BAA’s cafeteria system, the structural framework
of FNS, and recent partnerships established by FNS
between BAA and local nonprofits, demonstrate that
BAA'’s food system cannot be logically separated from
the larger institutional framework of the school district’s
food services. This reality makes it difficult for BAA to
act autonomously in its food choices. Regardless, BAA
is acting independently and thinking creatively about
complimentary options, which benefit BAA and the
greater Boston public school system.
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Chapter 5

Student Survey

In order to better understand how
students use the cafeteria and perceive
the food service at Boston Arts Academy
(BAA), an anonymous survey of the
student population was conducted. Surveys
were distributed to all 430 BAA students.
The survey consisted of 74 questions with
a combination of multiple choice and open-
ended questions. In total, 229 completed
surveys were returned for analysis. The
study population was divided relatively
equally amongst the four grades: 29% of
the respondents were freshman, 23% were
sophomores, 27% were juniors and 21%
were seniors. The majors were also equally
represented in the study population: 31%
of the respondents were dance majors, 31%
were music majors (combined instrumental
and vocal), 21% were theatre majors and
17% were visual arts majors. Roughly
38% of the respondents were male and
62% were female, which reflects BAA’s
overall gender ratio. The final demographic

question asked was about students free or
reduced meal eligibility. The responses are
as follows: 41% pay full price for school
meals, 15% pay the reduced price and 44%
receive free meals. This statistic is also
representative of the official data available
for the number of students who receive
free or reduced meals at BAA (62%).
Please find the full survey and raw data in
Appendices E and F.

Since the survey’s participants were
primarily minors, it was required that
both they and their parent or caregiver
sign a consent form to participate in the
survey. A consent form specific to this
project was distributed approximately two
weeks prior to the survey’s administration.
Additionally, as a pilot school, BAA
requires every family to sign a general
consent form at the beginning of each
school year. These consent forms
provide blanket consent for everything
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“I like the school’s
breakfast, but they
need more variety.”

-BAA Student

from field trips to studies such as this survey. As an
additional consent, families were encouraged by the BAA
administration to return the study’s specific consent forms.

Results

The surveys were administered by teachers during the
students’ 45-minute advisory (homeroom) period. Students
had the entire period to complete the survey. The survey
design included several open-ended questions to allow
students to express their opinions however they chose.
Furthermore, open ended questions allowed students to
discuss their at-home eating habits, where they went and
what they ate when the left campus for lunch, what they
would like to see added to the cafeteria menu, and to make
general recommendations for changes to the school food
program.

It was never intended that this project would analyze
and assess all 74 survey questions; instead, the survey
included such a wide range of questions to give BAA as
much comprehensive data as possible to be used for future
research and assessment. The responses discussed in the
following sections were selected by the team to highlight
some of the results that could be readily applied to BAA’s
quest for improved food quality and nutrition.

Breakfast

The survey included two questions that examined the
reasons that students were not eating breakfast and why
they were not choosing the cafeteria breakfast. These
questions were, “If you do not eat breakfast regularly,
why not?” and “If you do not eat the cafeteria breakfast,
why not?” For both questions, the students were provided
with several different answers and instructed to select as
many as necessary or provide their own ‘other’ response.
The data shows that approximately 56% of students who
reported not eating breakfast regularly chose “not enough
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time” as the reason they do not eat breakfast on a regular
basis. In response to the question of whether or not they
eat the cafeteria breakfast, nearly 46% also indicated “not
enough time” as one of the factors.

Lunch

The survey also included two questions that examined
the reasons that students were not eating lunch at all and
why they were not choosing the cafeteria lunch. These “The meals are not
questions were, “If you do not eat lunch regularly, why nutrious or tasteful.”
not?” and “If you do not eat the cafeteria lunch regularly, “BAA Student
why not?” Again, students were provided a list of possible
choices and instructed to select as many answers as
necessary or provide their own answer. Similar to the
responses for breakfast, “not enough time” was selected

quite frequently; but many students also selected “lines

Figure 3: Reasons BAA Students Do Not Eat the Cafertria Lunch
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“Most kids go out to

eat.”
-BAA Student

“Sometimes the food is
old, in small portions

and cold”
-BAA Student

too long” as one of the reasons they do not eat lunch.

The same reasons were indicated when asked specifically
about the cafeteria lunch, but many students also added
that “food not tasty” and “don’t like the food” were
reasons they do not eat the cafeteria lunch. These results
are shown in Figure 3 (Located on Previous Page).

Participation in the School Lunch Program

In order to gauge participation in the school lunch
program, students were asked to select the number (0-5) of
days that they generally eat in the cafeteria. The result of
this question is shown in Figure 4. It is important to note
that even students receiving free meals are only taking
advantage of them approximately three times per week.

Figure 4: Average Number of Days Per
Week Students Eat the Cafertria Lunch

Satisfaction with Cafeteria Food

One of the most important questions on the survey
was, “Are you generally satisfied with the cafeteria
meals?” The response to this question indicates that
students are supportive of their school’s efforts to improve
the quality and nutritional value of the food served in
their cafeteria: 65% of respondents reported that they are
not satisfied with the cafeteria meals and 22% indicated
that they are satisfied with the cafeteria meals (13% of
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respondents did not reply to this question). Students were
also given the opportunity to reply to an open-ended
question about the cafeteria meals. “What do you think
of the cafeteria meals” offered students a number of lines

t their thoughts; tudents (14%) used th. “I only like Chef
© e);p rfss tilr ‘?ug S .rnir}iy‘s uaents . th(f Hse ; © Kirk’s food because it’s
words nasty  or grosS 1n th€ir answer to tnis question. fl"eShly C00ked. 99

-BAA Student
Chef in Schools Program

To gauge student satisfaction with Project Bread’s
Chef in Schools program, the survey asked students which
days of the week they generally ate the cafeteria lunch.
They were also asked if they were more likely to eat the
school lunch on Mondays, when Chef Kirk prepares the
meal. Students report a much higher participation rate on
Mondays than any other day of the week (See Figure 5).

Figure 5: Weekly Participation Rates

“On Mondays, the

food is really good.”
-BAA Student

Open Campus Policy

Most BAA students are permitted to leave campus for
lunch Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday. On Fridays,
school ends at lunch time, so while the cafeteria staff
prepares and serves a meal, most students do not stay
for lunch. To learn more about students eating habits,
the questions “During the school week, how many times
do you usually go to a store or fast food chain and buy
something for lunch?” and “When you go to a store or
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“If our chef'isn’t here,
we aren’t either.”

-BAA Student

fast food chain for lunch, where do you usually go?”” were
asked. For the first question, students were instructed to
select a number (0-5) and the second question was open
ended. Students responded that they leave campus an
average of 1.9 days per week. Students who identified
themselves as receiving reduced price meals left campus
the most often, an average of 2.5 days a week. Both
students who pay full price and who receive free meals
reported leaving campus an average of 1.8 days per week.
These numbers are significant because students are only
permitted to leave campus a maximum of four days per
week because the campus is fully closed on Mondays.
Many students reported that when the leave campus they
eat at CVS, McDonalds, Burger King, the Hong Kong
Chinese Restaurant or the gas station convenience store.

Figure 6: Number of Days Per Week Students

Leave Campus for Lunch
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Vending Machines

Another issue that influences the school meal program
is the availability of vending machines. The survey asked
“In general, how often do you use the vending machines
in the cafeteria?” thirteen percent of the students who
responded to the survey reported that they used the
vending machines more than once a day, 12% use them “There should
once a day, 31% use them 1-4 times per week, 16% used definitely be a salad
them 1-3 times per month and 13% never use the vending  bar; but it would need

machines (14% of the respondents did not answer this to have more than
question). A subsequent question asked students, “Do you  just leftuce, cucumber
ever eat food from the vending machine for your meal?” and tomato. It would

An overwhelming 45% of students indicated that they do ~ be nice to have other
in fact, sometimes choose food from the vending machine ~ vegetables, croutons

for their meal. and cheese.”
-BAA Student

Salad Bar

Many high schools have made a salad bar available for
lunch every day. Prior to developing the survey, the BAA
Administration expressed a clear interest in providing their
students with a salad bar option. To address this issue,
the survey asked students “If the cafeteria offered a fruit
and salad bar, would you use it?” Students were asked
to choose ‘yes’ or ‘no.” A majority of the students (67%)
indicated that they would in fact, use a salad bar. Eighteen
percent responded that they would not use a salad bar and
15% of respondents did not answer the question.

Student Recommendations

Students were given the option to share
recommendations for improving their cafeteria; they “Have Chef Kirk here
were asked “What recommendations would you make to everyday.”
improve food service and quality in the cafeteria?” The ~BAA Student
most common responses suggested healthier, fresh foods

as well as increasing the availability of fresh vegetables,
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“They serve the same
things every week,
there should be more

choices.”

-BAA Student

salads and fruits. Additionally, many students responded
that they would like to have Chef Kirk at their school
everyday. Another open ended question asked, “Are there
types of foods or certain food items that you would like
the cafeteria to serve more often?”” Salads, fruits and/or
vegetables were mentioned by 16% of respondents. While
many students suggested healthier food options, some
suggested items such as ice cream, pizza, burgers and
chicken nuggets.

Limitations

While the survey had a very large response rate,
there are still a number of limitations that could have
impacted the results discussed in this chapter. The survey
used only self-reported data and no efforts were made
to corroborate answers. Students were encouraged by
their administration to participate in the survey, but their
response was entirely voluntary. It would be expected
that the students who feel the most strongly about school
food would reply to the survey which may sway some of
the results. Approximately 45% of the students’ opinions
are not represented in this data set and moreover, not
every student who responded to the survey answered
every question. Students received little or no guidance in
completing the survey, so they could have misinterpreted
questions. While the indication is that this survey is
representative of the BAA student body, BAA is a unique
environment and thus the survey results should not be
generalized to discuss the preferences and opinions of
students at other high schools. Finally, the survey data was
manually compiled, so there was a chance of human error
during that process although the data entry process was
checked to assure consistency.
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Discussion

This chapter has discussed some of the findings of the
student survey. Some of the most important findings are
reiterated below.

= Students do not have enough time to eat breakfast
in the morning

= The lunch period is too short for many of the
students to eat the cafeteria lunch

= Students are generally dissatisfied with the school
lunches currently being served

= Students are particularly dissatisfied with the lack
of meal options and variety

= Students like the Chef in Schools Program and
would like to see it expanded

= Many students are not making use of the school
meals programs. The majority are leaving campus
for lunch and/or relying on the vending machines

= Many students would like the cafeteria to increase
its offering of fresh fruits and vegetables

= Students also support the addition of a fruit and
salad bar to the lunch offerings

Further Research and Analysis

This survey is a first step in understanding the factors
that explain student preference and the choices they
make. Since the entire survey has not been analyzed,
further research could simply take this data and expand its
analysis. Additionally, researchers could develop a series
of surveys that could capture student preferences and
behavior over time. Many of the questions on this survey
asked students to generalize their behavior, which is very
difficult to do. A longitudinal study could follow students
to obtain a more specific data set. Additionally, the
Institutional Review Board Approval for this project did
not allow the team to interact directly with the students; if
this project is continued, conducting student interviews or
focus groups could deepen researchers’ understanding of
student preference and behaviors.
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Chapter 6
Innovative Programs

The four school districts profiled in
the following vignettes were selected from
a list of exemplary programs mentioned
in various publications and by individual
stakeholders during interviews. An initial
list of public school districts was compiled
from the academic literature. Additionally,
districts that interviewees mentioned as
having strong school meals programs were
added to the list. The final districts were
chosen from the initial list. The districts
selected were: Baltimore, MD; Chicago,
IL; New York, NY and Worcester, MA.
These districts are all Title I schools; have
a student populations similar to that of
the Boston Public Schools (BPS), and are

large, urban districts.

These vignettes provide a glimpse
of programs that provide healthy, fresh
foods and encourage their students to eat
healthfully. The programs highlighted here
are by no means an exhaustive list of the

options available to Boston Arts Academy
(BAA) and the BPS as they begin to
reform school food. These programs can
serve as a model for BAA and the BPS and
provide important information about the
process of improving food district-wide.

There are several lessons to be learned
from these districts. Dynamic leadership
is a necessity when revolutionizing a
complex system. Open communication
and universal buy-in amongst all
stakeholders are also intregal to the success
of any new program. Incorporating trained
culinary professions into management
positions to serve a resource for cafeteria
staff demonstrates that there are
opportunities for creative meal planning
within the current system. Finally, student
and parent involvement is imperative to
the overall success of a school or district’s
meal program.
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Baltimore, MD

Tony Geraci, Director of Food & Nutrition
Department Website
www.bcps.k12.md.us/school_info/lunch/index.asp

Student Population

82,866 Total Meal Prices
24, 152 High School Eligibility Breakfast Lunch
Full Pay Free $2.25
N Reduced Free $0.40
Eligibility Free Free Free
74% Free and
Reduced Price

Student Demographics
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“The Federal Program offers Washington State Apples at $56 a
case. I can buy Maryland apples for $6 a case and feed 50,000

more kids a year with the same amount of money.”
-Tony Geraci, Baltimore Food and Nutrition Services Director

How is Baltimore Revolutionizing School Food?

= The dynamic, outspoken and passionate leadership of Tony Geraci,
Baltimore’s Food Service Director allows the district to implement a
variety of programs.

= Baltimore consistently and visibly places their students out in front of its
mission for healthier food.

= Open communication between food services management, cafeteria staff,
faculty, school support staff and students creates an atmosphere where
everyone feels a sense of pride in the food served in each cafeteria.

* The Farm to Fork Program highlights the importance of using local
produce. In fact, Baltimore now purchases many items from local growers
at rates less than those offered by the federal government.

= Improvements in Baltimore’s food quality and programming have
been made largely without additional funds from the federal or state
government. Tony Geraci makes wide use of funding from alternative
sources, such as grant programs, to fund expenditures such as steam tables
to make food preparation possible in cafeterias without kitchens.

= The Breakfast in Baltimore Program provides every student with a free
grab-and-go breakfast. Breakfast packages include prizes from local
sponsors, such as the Baltimore Orioles, to encourage participation.

Lessons Learned from Baltimore

= Student involvement and high visibility of the program are very important
ways to garner support from the community.

= Upper management and cafeteria staff need to have a strong working
relationship and common goals.

= Well run school breakfast programs are good for student wellness, and if
supported in all schools with federal reimbursements may lead to more
revenue for the district.

= BAA/FNS could investigate partnerships with local sports teams for meal
prizes.

= With proper planning, it is possible to increase the quantity of locally
sourced fruits and vegetables without expanding the overall budget.




Student Population
409,279 Total

114,770 High School

Eligibility
84% Free and
Reduced Price

Chicago, IL

Louise Esaian of Chartwell-Thompson Hospitality

Department Website:

http://www.cps.edu/Pages/home.aspx

Meal Prices
Eligibility Breakfast Lunch
Full Pay $1.50 $2.10
Reduced $0.30 $0.40
Free Free Free

Student Demographics
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“Food experts need to be front and center in menu planning to

make the most of the 100 pennies available.”
-Northwestern Chicago News, 2010

How is Chicago Revolutionizing School Food?

= Students are front and center in the effort to improve food in their schools.
Most notably, a group of 20 students representing several schools attended
a school board meeting to present council members with ideas to improve
meals.

= Chicago utilizes two models for their universal breakfast program. Pre-
secondary schools practice the Breakfast in the Classroom model while
secondary schools use the Grab and Go model.

= Removing kitchen fryers and coordinating daily delivery of fresh fruit
promotes healthy meal options in schools.

= The district-wide ban on minimal nutritional value snacks, such as candy
and gum, in school vending machines on school property. Additionally,
there are nutritional guidelines in place to direct snacks options sold in
schools. For example, sodium levels cannot exceed 480 mg per serving
and sugar cannot exceed 40% weight per serving.

Lessons Learned from Chicago

= Students can be empowered activists, create interest around an important
issue, and challenge school officials to re-think food options in schools.

= The media often plays a significant role in bringing the issue of school
food to the public’s attention.

= Chicago offers an example of a school district whose food service
is managed by a private company who offers a variety of innovative
programming.
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Student Population
1,038,741 Total

270,168 High School

Eligibility
73% Free and
Reduced Price

New York, NY

Jorge Collazo, Executive Chef of SchoolFood

Department Website:

http://www.opt-osfns.org/osfns/default.aspx

Meal Prices
Eligibility Breakfast Lunch
Full Pay Free $1.50
Reduced Free $0.25
Free Free Free

Student Demographics

50




“Surveying your customers is a critical part of meeting their needs,
regardless of what business you are in”

-Jorge Collazo, New York City School Food Executive Chef

How is New York Revolutionizing School Food?

New York City parents are active in the school food issue. Most notable
is the SchoolFood Partnership that holds monthly meetings and serves as a
forum for parents, students, and administrators to discuss issues related to
school meals.

New York schools think carefully about the use of vending machines in
schools. The district is pursuing a vendor that will only offer healthy snacks
in school machines and limits the hours that vending machines operate
during the school day.

City schools offer universal free breakfast to all students in the district.
Age specific promotional events are held monthly to encourage meal
participation and provide an opportunity for students to voice their
preferences on menu offerings.

Regional Coordinators must generate ‘profit and loss’ statements to track
spending and encourage active oversight of school managers and staff.

Chef Jorge Collazo works closely with product vendors to order food
options that align with the district’s nutritional guidelines and culinary
standards. Additionally, service managers, cooks and assistant cooks receive
culinary instruction as part of staff training.

Many middle and high school students are allowed to leave campus

for lunch. The district works to compete with fast-food businesses by
implementing marketing strategies to encourage participation while

delivering healthier options and that replicate the fast-food model.

Lessons Learned from New York
= Menus can be designed not only around federal guidelines but also by

considering students as clients. Additionally, it is important to consider age
and ethnic background of the students in a particular school.

= Universal free breakfast promotes healthy eating habits and contributes to

overall participation rates.

= New York’s Culinary Concepts Team includes a trained chef for each of the

five boroughs to assist cafeteria staff in the menu preparation.

= By targeting parents, the city has managed to impact student participation.
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Worcester, MA

Donna Lombardi, Director of Nutrition Services
Department Website:
http://worcesterschools.org/

Student Population

23,988 Total Meal Prices
6,744 High School Eligibility Breakfast Lunch
Full Pay Free $2.25
Reduced Free $0.40
Eligibility Free Free Free
84% Free and
Reduced Price

Student Demographics
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“The [Farm to School Project] cookbook, which strives to keep
school lunch programs within their budgets, has 45 fast and easy
recipes... using Massachusetts crops...and preparation and cooking

tips for fresh produce.”
-Worcester Telegram and Gazette, 2007

How is Worcester Revolutionizing School Food?

= Worcester schools promote breakfast by offering Breakfast After the Bell
programs in 80% of the city’s schools.

= To date, 75% of the city’s schools offer meals that include dishes made from
scratch with fresh ingredients.

* Vending machines and milk containing high fructose corn syrup are banned
from school cafeterias.

= Worcester is an active member of the state’s Farm to School program.
Donna Lombardi, the Director of Nutrition Services, attributes much of the

district’s 15% increase in meal participation to the Farm to School initiative.

Lessons Learned from Worcester

= By developing relationships between the school district and local farms, the
nutritional quality of school foods can be improved at no additional cost.

= Eliminating a-la-carte items makes it possible to deliver more than one
choice for the full meal option and thus offers free and reduced pay students
more choice.

= Investment in an electronic system that uses swipe cards to checkout
simplifies accounting, lessens stigmas associated with free meals, and
speeds up the food line by eliminating the need for cash.

For More Information on Any of these Districts or Programs

Baltimore City Public Schools. (2010). Retrieved called sickening. Chicago Tribune.
from http://www.bcps.k12.md.us/. Retrieved from http://articles.
Chicago Public Schools. (2010). Retrieved from chicagotribune.com/2010-03-23/
http://www.cps.edu/Pages/home.aspx. news/ct-met-cps-students-school-
Chief Executive Officer, Chicago Public Schools. lunch-speech-20100322 1 school-
(2004). Chicago Public Schools Policy Manuel. food-food-service-board-meeting.
Eng, Monica. (2010, March 23). Chicago high Geraci, Anthony. (2009). Written
schoolers to demand better food at board Testimony of Anthony Geraci,
meeting: Daily fare that includes pizza, nachos Director of Food and Nutrition

53



Services, Baltimore City Public Schools Before
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Loglisc, Ralph. (2009, October 13). School Lunch
Revolution Blossoms in Baltimore. Center for
a Livable Future. Retrieved from http://www.
livablefutureblog.com/2009/10/school-lunch-
revolution-blossoms-in-baltimore/.
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htm.
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Chapter 7
Recommendations

& Conclusions

It is clear that improving school
food presents an extraordinarily complex
challenge involving programs, policies,
and systems at multiple scales, ranging
from the local to the national. There is a
long and often contentious history and
many powerful political interests involved
in the debate. School food reform is also a
major contemporary issue that has recently
risen in the national consciousness. The
First Lady is calling for healthier lifestyles
for children and celebrity chef Jamie
Oliver aired a prime time television mini-
series dedicated to improving school
food in West Virginia. Given the political
climate and the heightened awareness
amongst the public, substantial school
food reform is likely in the coming years.
Since school meal programs are ultimately
administered at the federal level, there are
limitations as to what can be accomplished
at the local level. However, improving

school food within the Boston’s public
schools is possible. Significant inroads
have been developed within the Boston
Public Schools (BPS) system and Boston
Arts Academy (BAA) can continue to play
a major role in leading this reform effort.

District Wide Reform

It is important to recognize that, in
large part, individual public schools do
not have the ability to independently
determine their school’s food services.
Individual school cafeterias operate as
single components of a much larger
system, in this case the BPS Department
of Food and Nutrition Services (FNS),
which itself is a single entity within the
statewide system and federal school meals
programs. While there are some actions
that BAA may take as an individual school
that could potentially improve their own
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Thinking creatively
about school food is

a district wide issue,
and BAA need not act
alone in advocating for
reform.

food services, the primary locus of action should be the

at the district level. All major decisions concerning food
procurement, distribution and preparation in BPS are made
by FNS. Almost all other cafeteria schools within Boston
receive food from the same distributors as BAA and have
similar cooking facilities. Thinking creatively about
school food is a district wide issue, and BAA need not act
alone in advocating for reform.

As a pilot school that is committed to educational
innovation and characterized by a student body with an
activist mentality, BAA is uniquely positioned to garner
support and take a leading role in the school food reform
effort in Boston. Its students, staff, teachers, parents,
and administration should collaborate as an outspoken
public voice to draw greater attention to the important
issue of school food in BPS. BAA can become a catalyst
for change, raising awareness and amassing support from
other schools and the general public to call for more
significant action than what is currently being pursued
through the co-management strategy.

The Innovative Programs chapter highlights school
districts that have worked to improve their food services
within the confines of the federal meals program.
Significantly, in each case there has been a tenacious and
outspoken “champion” who has led school food reform
efforts. Tony Geraci in the Baltimore public school
system, Chef Ann Cooper, otherwise known as “the
Renegade Lunch Lady,” in Berkeley, CA and Boulder,
CO, and Jamie Oliver in Huntington, West Virginia are
all examples of such a champion. All have been able to
improve the nutrition, quality, and service in the districts
they have worked. One does not need to be a celebrity
to be a champion, however. They need only the will and
the determination to organize, be outspoken, and take on
school food reform. The BAA community can be that
champion in Boston. BAA should look to the districts
profiled in the vignettes to see what strategies they have
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used and determine if BAA can lead similar efforts in
Boston.

Additionally, lobbying the Boston Public School
Committee, Massachusetts General Court and the
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation for higher
standards of nutrition, quality and freshness of school
foods could serve as a unique learning experience for
BAA students. Students’ voices are important to the
reform efforts that have occurred to develop innovative
and healthy school meal programs. Parents also have
extraordinary power in changing school policies. Both
these resources should be tapped into when pursuing any
of the efforts suggested here.

However, before BAA can become a champion of
reform, and before any significant effort to improve its
food service can be made, better communication must
be established between the BAA administration, its
student body and their parents, the cafeteria staff, and
the management at FNS. The lack of communication

between the BAA community and the FNS management Fostering open

and staff serves to stifle reform efforts, not enable them. communication

As noted in the literature review, it is essential that the between the BAA
cafeteria staff feel they have a stake in improving food administration, its
quality. This is only possible through open dialogue. student body and their
School administrators, parents and students alike must parents, the cafeteria
talk about their goals for the meal program. They must staff, and the FNS
communicate not only among themselves and also with management team
various employees at the district level. is essential.

While the issue has clearly begun as an “us versus
them” situation, both sides need to realize the limitations
the other is working with and try to communicate these
difficulties to one another. Some in the FNS management
have expressed a desire to establish a more consistent
and recognized forum for BPS students to communicate
with leadership about concerns over school food. BAA
should pursue this desire to establish better channels of
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communication between students and FNS management.
The vignettes presented in this report demonstrate that the
best meal services programs are developed through open
dialogue and collaboration.

However, FNS’s decision to send out a request
for proposal (RFP) and establish a co-managed food
service may severely constrain any efforts by BAA to
generate district wide reform. Although the private sector
management company is being brought in to reduce
the debt and improve the quality and nutrition of the
food served to students, it remains to be seen whether
a corporation attempting to earn a profit while cutting
a $3.5 million deficit will place improving quality and
nutrition at the top of its agenda. Those in the BPS and
FNS leadership who are orchestrating the co-management
process, including Michael Goar and Shamil Mohammed,
have stressed that the RFP will contain very specific
language concerning the improvement of nutrition,
quality, and service delivery of school food, and that the
co-management company must meet these conditions
(M. Goar, personal communication, March 30,2010 &
S. Mohammed, personal communication, 4/29/10). If no
company is able to meet these conditions, then the RFP
process will be dropped and FNS will return to status quo.

In addition, members of the public, such as Project
Bread Director Ellen Parker, have raised concern
that the private co-management company will be far
less accountable for its actions than a governmental
department (E. Parker, City Council Video Archives,
4/15/10). Likely bids will come from multinational
corporations, some of which are headquartered in Europe,
and whom the public cannot hold accountable through
the use of political pressure and votes. The concern is
that in the name of reducing the debt and improving the
food services, the ability to control and influence what is
being fed to Boston’s school children is being contracted
out to a private company that is not grounded in the
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local community. Shamil Mohammed countered this
argument, stating that FNS is looking for a partnership,
not a complete abdication of power, and that the outside
company will bring in its expertise, but the operations will
still be implemented by the FNS management and staff,
none of whom will be let go (S. Mohammed, personal
communication, 4/29/10).

It appears that the co-management decision is final,
and now the only question is how it will come to fruition.
Although the shift to co-management could ultimately be
beneficial or detrimental towards improving school food
in BPS, it does provide a unique opportunity for BAA to
engage in conversations with decision makers at FNS.
The RFP will be released in May 2010, with company
selection shortly thereafter. BAA can bring more public
attention to the process, lobby for greater transparency
in the decision-making, and request that students, staff,
and teachers from the individual Boston schools have
the ability to participate in the selection of a company
committed to serving fresh and healthy foods while at
the same time reducing the department’s debt. The BAA
community can also generate support for an evaluation
model to be included in the co-management process,
which is being advocated for by Project Bread and would
ensure some accountability of the private co-management
company towards improving the quality and nutrition of
food in BPS.

Reform Within BAA

Beyond acting as a champion for district wide reform
and influencing the co-management process, BAA has
the opportunity to pursue efforts to improve its own food
services. Perhaps the most feasible route that BAA can
take to improve its current food services is to expand upon
its partnerships with the non-profit sector. Project Bread
and the Food Project have made significant contributions
to improving the quality and nutrition of school food in

BAA can improve its
current food services

by expanding upon its

partnerships with the
non-profit sector.
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BAA ought to pursue
its options for
establishing a salad
bar in the cafeteria.

BAA and other BPS schools. Although these organizations
do not have the capacity to fully revolutionize BAA’s meal
program, the relationships they have built are important
and have already served to improve BAA’s food offerings.
Advocating for an expansion of the Farm to School
program to bring more fresh and local produce into BAA
and have Chef Kirk cook more than once a week would
increase the quality and nutritional value of the school
meals. Additionally, the staff could continue to partner
with Chef Kirk as a resource for culinary practices.

A majority of the students surveyed indicated that
they would welcome the addition of a salad bar, and this
has been done with great success through Farm to School
programs in other school districts. BAA ought to pursue
its options for expanding the Farm to School and Chef in
School programs and for establishing a salad bar in the
cafeteria. These initiatives, in turn, would likely increase
participation rates.

As a pilot school, BAA has the ability to lengthen or
shorten its school days. Many students responded that a
lack of time was a major deterrent to eating breakfast and
lunch. Further, they felt that the cafeteria lines were too
long. If the breakfast and lunch periods were lengthened,
BAA students might be able to make better use of the
current meal program offerings and participation rates
could possibly increase. Furthermore, many high school
students forgo breakfast altogether due to time constraints,
which is detrimental to their learning capacity for the
day. Allowing more time for breakfast in the school day
and encouraging students to take advantage of the school
breakfast could also improve the academic environment
at BAA. Alternatively, FNS has observed significant
increases in breakfast participation rates through the
implementation of a Grab’n’Go breakfast program,
jointly developed with Project Bread in certain BPS high
schools. BAA should examine its options in establishing a
Grab’n’Go breakfast program for its students.
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In order to increase participation rates and encourage
students to take advantage of healthier, higher quality
cafeteria meal options as they become available, BAA
should phase in a closed campus policy. As long as the
school has an open campus, a significant portion of the
students will leave to purchase food at the abundant
fast food and convenience store options nearby. If these
students were required to remain at school during the
lunch period, BAA would likely see an upswing in lunch
participation, especially if improvements were made to
the food service in conjunction with the phasing in of
the closed campus policy. While it could be a difficult
transition at first, after four years the incoming freshmen
would accept the closed campus as status quo. Closing
the campus would demonstrate BAA’s commitment
to working with FNS to improve the food within their
cafeteria and district wide as it will increase participation
rates and compel the students to take advantage of BAA’s
meal programs. This option should only be pursued,
however, if significant steps are made towards increasing
the nutritional value and quality of the food served in
BAA’s cafeteria.

In rare circumstances, FNS has allowed individual
schools, such as Boston Day and Evening Academy, to
outsource food services for their own individual cafeterias.
It is very expensive; the schools that have taken this
route are required to pay upwards of $20,000 to subsidize
their program and provide a subsidy to FNS. While not
an ideal solution from an economic standpoint, it is an
option that remains available to BAA. Furthermore,
since BAA shares its facilities and cafeteria with Fenway
High School, it would make sense that any reform efforts
pursued by BAA would need to be supported by Fenway
High School. Sharing the cost of an outside vendor might
make that option more attainable if each school were
willing to fundraise for and/or include a separate food
service company in their budget.
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Conclusion

Significant reform is likely to occur within the BPS’s
food services in the near future, whether it is generated
through the co-management process, new federal policies,
funding, and/or guidelines for the National School Meals
Programs, or through more grassroots efforts here in Boston.
It is up to the BAA community to determine the role it
would like to play in improving its own cafeteria’s meals
and school food services district wide. Whatever the source
of reform may be, the BAA community may empower itself
by acting as an outspoken public advocate for healthier,
fresher, and higher quality food.

When all the legislation, bureaucracy, and politics are
stripped away, the basic function of school food services
are to provide students with healthy and quality meals that
provide them with the energy and nutrition needed to be
successful young learners. In its current state, the food
service in the BPS system, and therefore in BAA, is not
entirely meeting this basic function. One would be hard
pressed to find someone willing to publicly oppose an effort
to provide Boston’s public school students with higher
quality and more nutritious food. Long term reform requires
an actor with the will to take on the challenge. In looking at
the successes of other large urban school districts, there is no
significant reason why Boston should not be able to pursue
similar efforts. BAA has the potential to be a powerful agent
for change in the pursuit of good food.

Good luck!
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Appendix B: FNS Organizational Chart
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Appendix C: FNS Sample Menu

T

your lunch menu for the week of: May 03 to May 07

print page
-

BOSTON
BOSTON ARTS ACADEMY

monday
May 03, 2010

BREAKFAST +

tuesday
May 04, 2010

BREAKFAST +

wednesday
May 05, 2010

BREAKFAST +

thursday
May 06, 2010

BREAKFAST +

friday
May 07, 2010

BREAKFAST +

. Bran Muffin . Colby Cheese Omelet . Manager's Special . Apple Spice Muffin . Whole Grain French
. OR . OR . OR . OR Toast Sticks
. Cinnamon Toast Crunch . Bagel w/Peanut Butter . Blueberry Muffin (c) . Cinnamon Crisp Cereal - OR

w/Bread or Cream Cheese . OR w/Bread . Banana Nut Muffin
. OR . OR . OR . OR

. Strawberry/Banana

. Honey Nut Cheerios

. Rice Krispies w/Bread
. Fruit

. Scrambled Eggs in

. Multi-Grain Cheerios

French Toast Sticks w/Bread Tortilla Wrap w/Salsa w/Bread
. Fruit . Fruit + Milk Variety . Fruit . Fruit
. Milk Variety . Milk Variety . Milk Variety . Milk Variety

LUNCH =+

. FRESH ENTREE:

. Lasagna w/Veggie Beef
Sauce or Garlic Be

. SUPER SACK:

. Peanut Butter & Jelly
Sandwich on Whole

. PIZZA OF THE DAY:
. Cheese Pizza w/Onions

. Cheese Pizza (h)

. SUB OF THE DAY:

. "Fully Loaded" Breaded
Chicken Patty w/C

. ENTREE SALAD:

. Tuna Salad w/School

Food Green Salad

. FRUIT OF THE DAY:

LUNCH =

. FRESH ENTREE:
« Turkey Chili w/Pinto

Beans (h)

. Salsa (h)
. Shredded Cheddar

Cheese (h)

. Brown Rice (h)

. Corn Tortilla

. SUPER SACK:

. Tuna Salad on Whole

Wheat Bread w/Lettuc

. PIZZA OF THE DAY:

. Cheese Pizza w/Turkey

Sausage

. Cheese Pizza (h)
. SUB OF THE DAY:

LUNCH =+

. FRESH ENTREE:

. Manager's Ethnic
Special w/Meat, Grain
&

. SUPER SACK:
. Turkey Ham & Cheese

on
Whole Wheat Bread
. PIZzA OF THE DAY:

. Cheese Pizza w/Turkey
Ham & Green Pepper

. Cheese Pizza (h)
. SUB OF THE DAY:

. Cheeseburger Sub
w/Lettuce, Tomato,
Onio

. ENTREE SALAD:

LUNCH =

. FRESH ENTREE:

. Cubano Pork Burrito

w/Cheese, Rice & Bea

. SUPER SACK:
. Sliced Turkey & Cheese

on Whole Wheat Br

. PIZZA OF THE DAY:
. Cheese Pizza w/Beef

Crumbles

. Cheese Pizza (h)
. SUB OF THE DAY:
« Chunk Turkey w/BBQ

Sauce w/Roasted
Onion

. ENTREE SALAD:

. Tuna Salad w/School

Food Green Salad

LUNCH =+

. FRESH ENTREE:
. Stuffed Shells

w/Marinara Sauce &
Garlic

. Green Peas (h)
. SUPER SACK:
. Turkey & Turkey Ham &

Cheese Club w/Lett

. PIZZA OF THE DAY:
. Cheese Pizza w/Buffalo

Chicken

. Cheese Pizza (h)
. SUB OF THE DAY:
. Fully Loaded New York

Style Hot Dog w/Be

. ENTREE SALAD:
. Chef Salad w/School

» Apricot Halves (h) » Beef Meatball & - Turkey Salad w/School  rp\ i1 oF THE DAY Food Green Salad
Shredded Mozzarella Food Green Salad

- POTATO/SALAD OF Chee Fresh Banana (h) FRUIT OF THE DAY:
THE ) . FRUIT OF THE DAY: : : ’
DAY: . ENTREE SALAD: . Fresh Pear () . _ll?SI'EFATO/SALAD OF . Peaches (h)

. Baked Potato Fries . Chef Salad w/School . POTATO/SALAD OF DAY: . POTATO/SALAD OF
OR Food Green Salad THE THE

: . Sweet Potato Fries (h) DAY:

. School Food Green

Salad w/Pizza & Sub
. Milk Variety (h)

. FRUIT OF THE DAY:
. Sliced Apples
. POTATO/SALAD OF

DAY:

. Seasoned Potato
Wedges

. OR
. School Food Green

. Baked Potato Fries
. OR

THE . OR Salad w/Pizza & Sub . School Food Green
DAY: . School Food Green . Milk Variety (h) Salad w/Pizza & Sub
. Baked Potato Puffs Salad w/Pizza & Sub . Milk Variety (h)

. OR
. School Food Green

Salad w/Pizza & Sub

. Milk Variety (h)

. Milk Variety (h)

http://www.schoolmenu.com/print_menu.php?sid=75974&d=May+03%2C+2010 (1 of 2) [5/6/2010 12:22:09 PM]
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Appendix D: FNS Participation Rates
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Appendix E: Student Survey
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Appendix F: Raw Survey Data

tabulate questionl - Grade

Question 1 | Freq. Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1] 58 29.15 29.15
2 | 46 23.12 52.26
3 | 53 26.63 78.89
4 | 42 21.11 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 199 100.00
Year Count %
Freshman 58 29%
Sophomore 46 23%
Juinor 53 27%
Senior 42 21%
lunanswered 30
Total 229 100%
tabulate question2, major
Question 2 | Freq. Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1 | 67 31.16 31.16
2 | 66 30.70 61.86
3 | 45 20.93 82.79
4 | 37 17.21 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 215 100.00
Year Count %
[Dance 67 31
Music 66 31
Theatre 45 21
Visual Arts 37 17
unanswered 14
Total 229 100
tabulate question2, sex
Question 3 | Freq. Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
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1] 125 62.19 62.19

2 | 76 37.81 100.00
____________ +___________________________________

Total | 201 100.00
Year Count %
Female 125 62
Male 76 38
[Unanswered 28
Total 229 100
tabulate question4, free or reduced

Question 4 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________

1] 85 40.48 40.48

2 | 32 15.24 55.71

3] 93 44.29 100.00
____________ +___________________________________

Total | 210 100.00
Year Count %

Full Price 85 41
[Reduced Price 32 15
Free 93 44
jJunanswered 19
Total 229 100

tabulate option33a - not enough time/breakfast

Option 33a | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1] 129 79.63 79.63
2 | 33 20.37 100.00
____________ e -
Total | 162 100.00
Year Count %
Yes 129 0.563318
77729257
6
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Year Count %
[No 100 0.436681
22270742
4
Total 229 1

tabulate option34a - not enough time/lunch

Option 34a | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1| 105 67.74 67.74
2 | 50 32.26 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 155 100.00
Year Count %
Yes 105 0.458515
28384279
5
[No 124 0.541484
71615720
5
Total 229 1
tabulate question64 - salad bar
Question 64 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1] 154 78.97 78.97
2 | 41 21.03 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 195 100.00
Year Count %
Yes 154 0.672489
08296943
2
[No 41 0.179039
30131004
4
[Not answered 34 0.148471
61572052
4
Total 229 1
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tabulate question68 - do you eat food from the vendi

Question 68 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1 103 52.82 52.82
2 | 92 47.18 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 195 100.00
Year Count %
Yes 103 0.449781
65938864
6
INo 92 0.401746
72489083
[Not answered 34 0.148471
61572052
4
Total 229 1

tabulate question58 - unsatisfied with lunch

Question 58 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1 51 25.63 25.63
2 | 148 74.37 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 199 100.00
Year Count %
Yes 51 0.222707
42358078
6
INo 148 0.646288
20960698
7
[Not answered 30 0.131004
36681222
7
Total 229 1

tabulate question52 - do you each lunch on monday

Question 52 |

Freq.

Percent
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tabulate question53 - do

Question 53 | Freq
____________ +

1 73

2 | 135
____________ +

Total | 208

tabulate question54 - do you each lunch on Wednesdaj

you eat lunch on Tuesday

Percent

Question 54 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1] 75 36.41 36.41
2 | 131 63.59 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 206 100.00
tabulate question55 - Thursday
Question 55 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1| 75 36.23 36.23
2 | 132 63.77 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 207 100.00
tabulate question56 - Friday
Question 56 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1| 48 23.76 23.76
2 | 154 76.24 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 202 100.00
tabulate questioné66
Question 66 | Freq Percent Cum.
____________ +___________________________________
1 31 15.66 15.66
2 | 28 14.14 29.80
3 | 72 36.36 66.16
4 | 37 18.69 84.85
5 | 30 15.15 100.00
____________ +___________________________________
Total | 198 100.00
Year Count %
Lines too long 31 0.135371
17903930
1
Maintain 28 0.122270
74235807
9
1-4 times/week 72 0.314410
48034934
5
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Year Count

1-3 times per month 37

0.161572
05240174
7

Inever 30

0.131004
36681222
7

no answered 31

0.135371
17903930
1

Total 229

Why dont you eat breafast

How often use vending machine

Year Count

more than 1 a day 32

0.139737
99126637
6

once a day 229

19.08333
33333333

1-4 times/week 18

0.078602
62008733
62

1-3 times per month 42

0.183406
11353711
8

never 10

0.043668
12227074
24

Ino answered 12

0.052401
74672489
08

Total 12

0.052401
74672489
08

&9



Year

Count

0.026200
87336244
54

15

0.065502
18340611
35

34

0.148471
61572052
4

14

0.061135
37117903
93
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Appendix G: Interviewees

Kirk Conrad, Chef, Project Bread Chef in Schools Program
Michael Gore, Chief Operating Officer, Boston Public Schools
Justine Kahn, Director of Child Nutrition Outreach, Project Bread
Helen Mont Ferguson, Director, Food and Nutrition Services
Shamil Mohammed, Deputy Director, Food and Nutrition Services
Will Morgan, VISTA, Food Database Manager

Linda Nathan, Headmaster, Boston Arts Academy

Deidre O’Halloran, Health and Wellness Coordinator and Director of Student Activities
Boston Arts Academy

Elaine Tabor, Director of Education Policy, Project Bread

Laura Zientek, VISTA, Farm to School Education

3
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