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Abstract 

 Farm to School is a phrase used to describe programs that connect locally-grown foods to 
schools (Farm to School, 2009).  The medium that provides this connection varies, but it is 
typically made through school gardens, farm field trips, nutrition and culinary education, or 
serving local foods in the school meals program.  Farm to School programs are implemented to 
provide students with a hands-on learning environment and experiential education, to increase 
the nutritional quality of food served to students and the amount of time students spend outdoors, 
and to teach students about the agricultural heritage of their region, among other features.  Four 
approaches are typically utilized in North Carolina and other states to institute Farm to School 
program: 

• T he North Carolina Farm to School Program; 
• Local purchasing through contracted produce vendors; 
• Individual school initiatives; 
• District-wide initiatives.   

The method that a school or school district uses to implement a Farm to School program depends 
heavily on stakeholder commitment, funding opportunities, and the support of the school 
community and the district’s Child Nutrition Services.  In this project I have evaluated these four 
approaches to Farm to School programs, using examples in three North Carolina counties: 
Durham, Guilford and Wake, and one North Carolina City: Asheville.  As a corollary case study, 
I documented my experiences working with stakeholders from E.K. Powe Elementary School in 
Durham, North Carolina as they worked to implement a Farm to School program during the 
2009-2010 school year.  In short, I evaluate Farm to School programs state-wide and determine 
the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of each program.  Further, I describe a 
formative process in Durham and use this experience in conjunction with my research to create a 
Farm to School implementation guide geared to North Carolina public school parents.   
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1.  Introduction 

 The past decade has seen an enormous growth in the global organic and local foods 

movement for environmental and health-related reasons (DuPuis, 2005); (Halwell, 2002).  

Greater numbers of individuals are becoming more concerned with not only where their food 

comes from, but how it was produced, the livelihood of those working on the source farm, how 

many miles the food item had to travel from the farm to their plate, and the chemicals that were 

applied to the products, and a variety of other issues.  In the face of industrialized agriculture, 

genetically modified organisms, monocultures, and other modernized farming procedures, 

support to save small and medium scale farms and their traditional agricultural practices is 

increasing (Steele, 1997).  While the United States strongly promotes industrialized and modern 

agriculture, thousands of individuals are showing preference for food that is sourced from 

smaller farms (Gray, 2005).  Furthermore, while the organic foods market constitutes just 3.5% 

of all food sales in the United States, it is the fasted growing segment of the food market with 

growth reaching near 20% per year over the past twenty years and total sales reaching $32 billion 

annually (OTA, 2009).  Local food markets have also experienced tremendous growth.  As of 

2009, there are 5,274 operational farmers’ markets in the United States, a 13% increase from 

2008 and over a 300% increase since 1994 (USDA(q), 2009).   

The current diet and sedentary lifestyle of many U.S. children is leading to an alarming 

epidemic of obesity and diabetes (CDCP, 2009); (Ebbeling, 2002); (Rocchini, 2002).  For many 

children, particularly those from low income families, the majority of calories that they consume 

are at school through Federal breakfast, lunch and snack programs.  Therefore; school meals are 

viewed as an appropriate target for nutrition reform to combat childhood obesity (Peterson, 

2009).  Additionally, the idea to link fresh local foods to school kitchens is becoming more 
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prevalent in schools across the country as an intervention strategy to not only improve child 

nutrition and health, but also to protect the environment and economic security.   

This initiative, called Farm to School (FtS), is used to describe a program that connects 

students (kindergarten through 12th grade) with local food through the following mediums: (a) 

local foods being served in school meals and snacks, and (b) local foods related curriculum and 

experiential learning opportunities (e.g., school community gardens, farm and farmers’ market 

field trips, farmer visits to the school, culinary education, nutrition education, etc.).  A program 

is considered to be FtS if, at the very least, local produce is served in school or after school to 

students (Farm to School, 2009).  The local farm-school connection not only provides students 

with healthier, less-processed foods, it also strengthens the local economy and provides school-

aged children with an opportunity to learn healthy eating habits, and to become better connected 

with the agricultural history and culture of their region (Farm to School, 2009).  The most current 

information estimates that there are over 2,000 FtS programs across the United States being 

implemented in over 9,000 schools (Farm to School, 2009).  The benefits of FtS are directly 

linked, but not limited to, improvements in student health and education, growth of local and 

regional agricultural economies, and positive impacts on the environment (Farm to School, 

2009); (Kish, 2008); (USDA, 2000); (Bellows, et al., 2003). 

1.1 Objectives 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate different methods used by elementary schools in 

North Carolina to implement Farm to School programs within their schools and districts. I 

conducted this case study of FtS meals programs in North Carolina at three levels: (a) I evaluated 

participation and satisfaction data for all North Carolina counties, (b) I used interview and on-
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site observations to do a qualitative evaluation of one school in Asheville, Durham, Greensboro 

and Raleigh and used online and published materials to research integration with school 

curriculum, and (c) I participated in the formative stages of a FtS program at a Durham county 

school.  This report is particularly intended for parents of public school children in North 

Carolina who are not only interested in learning about the different options for implementing 

Farm to School programs, but also about the regulations impacting the food that is served in the 

cafeteria.  This report will: 

• Describe the Federal National School Lunch program, the Federal School Breakfast 

Program, and the Fresh Fruits and Vegetables Program;  

• Analyze the North Carolina Farm to School Program organized by the North Carolina 

Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services; 

• Evaluate state-run programs in place in Durham, Guilford and Wake Counties and the 

City of Asheville; 

• Evaluate out-of-state programs in Davis, California and Baltimore, Maryland 

• Detail the benefits of Farm to School program on students, farmers and the 

environment; 

• Provide parents with an abridged Farm to School Implementation Guide; 

• Document the experiences of E.K. Powe Elementary School in Durham, North 

Carolina as they worked to implement a Farm to School program during the 2009-

2010 school year. 

This project aims to serve the North Carolina in community, in part because North 

Carolina is the only state in the country with an expansive, state-run program called the North 
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Carolina Farm to School Program (NCFSP).  For this reason, among others, this project will look 

specifically at FtS program implementation strategies in North Carolina. 

2.  Background 

 This section will describe the way that school-meals programs function in North Carolina 

to ensure comprehension of the Farm to School movement.  Specifically, this section will detail 

the Federal National School Lunch Program, the School Breakfast Program, the Afterschool 

Snack Program, the Fresh Fruits and Vegetables Program, and the state-run North Carolina Farm 

to School Program.   

2.1 USDA National School Lunch Program 

Over the past 60 years, state and federal programs have been developed in the United 

States to address childhood nutrition and hunger.  Historically, one of the most widespread 

actions was the passage of the National School Lunch Act (NSLA) in 1946 in response to the 

widespread poverty and malnutrition of school children (Harris, 2002).  The NSLA declared that 

Congress institute a policy to protect the health of the nation’s children by encouraging the 

consumption of nutritious food products in the academic setting.  The NSLA has resulted in the 

creation of the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), a school lunch initiative that has 

provided over 187 billion meals to school-aged children (USDA(e), 2009).  As of present, 99% 

of public school and 83% of public and private schools combined offer the NSLP (John, 2010). 

The NSLP grants funds to public schools, non-profit private schools, and residential child 

care institutions throughout the country to provide reduced cost and free lunches to all students, 

while the rate that children pay is dependent on the income of their parent(s) or guardian(s) 
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(Table 1).  Reimbursements rates for school meals depend on the quantity of children within the 

school that demonstrate high need (Table 2).  The meals served through this program must meet 

federal nutrition requirements based on the 1995 Dietary Guidelines for Americans, but 

individuals schools make the decision on what foods are served and how they are prepared 

(USDA(e), 2009).  To date, the NSLP provides nutritionally balanced low-cost or free lunches to 

more than 30.5 million school children in over 101,000 schools at a cost of over nine billion 

dollars per year (Figure 1) (USDA(e), 2009). 

Table 1: Indicates income for a family of four that qualifies student for free, reduced price, or 
full pay meals during the 2009-2010 school year (source: USDA(e), 2009). 

Meal type Income Level Income for a Family of Four 
Free ≤130% poverty level ≤ $28,665 
Reduced Price 130%-185% of poverty level $28,793 - $40,793 
Full Pay >185% of poverty level >$40,793 

 

Table 2: School meal programs Federal reimbursement rates, effective July 1, 2009 – June 30, 
2010.  Percentages refer to the proportion of children within the school who qualify for free or 
reduced lunch (source: USDA(e), 2009) 

 

National School Lunch 
Program   

Less than 
60% 

More than 
60% 

Maximum 
Rate 

  Full Pay $0.25 $0.27 $0.33  

Lower 48 Reduced Price $2.28 $2.30 $2.45  

  Free $2.68 $2.70 $2.85  

  Full Pay $0.41 $0.43 $0.52  

Alaska Reduced Price $3.95 $3.97 $4.20  

  Free $4.35 $4.37 $4.60  

  Full Pay $0.30 $0.32 $0.38  

Hawaii Reduced Price $2.75 $2.77 $2.93  

  Free $3.15 $3.17 $3.33  
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School Breakfast 
Program 

  Non-severe 
need 

  Severe Need 

  Full Pay $0.26   $0.26  

Lower 48 Reduced Price $1.16   $1.44  

  Free $1.46   $1.74  

  Full Pay $0.38   $0.38  

Alaska Reduced Price $2.03   $2.49  

  Free $2.33   $2.79  

  Full Pay $0.29   $0.29  

Hawaii Reduced Price $1.40   $1.73  

  Free $1.70   $2.03  

Afterschool Snack 
Program 

  Less than 
50% 

More than 
50% 

 

  Full Pay $0.06 FREE   

Lower 48 Reduced Price $0.37 FREE   

  Free $0.74 FREE   

  Full Pay $0.10 FREE   

Alaska Reduced Price $0.59 FREE   

  Free $1.19 FREE   

  Full Pay $0.07 FREE   

Hawaii Reduced Price $0.43 FREE   

  Free $0.86 FREE   

 

Figure 1: Growth in Federal expenditures on the NSLP between 1947 and 2008 (source: 
USDA(e), 2009) 
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2.1.1 Nutritional Guidelines 

To be eligible for federal reimbursement for school meals, districts must meet dietary 

requirements set by the USDA which are based on the 1995 Dietary Guidelines for Americans 

(USDA(e), 2009).  School meals man not have more than 30% of calories come from fat, and no 

more than 10% of calories may come from saturated fat.  Furthermore, lunches must provide 

one-third of the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) of protein, Vitamin A, Vitamin C, 

iron, calcium and calories (USDA(e), 2009).  To qualify for NSLP reimbursement, the school 

meals must offer a serving of meat or a protein alternative, a serving of grain, two produce items, 

and a serving of milk (Harris, 2002). 

 2.1.2 Commodity Foods 

 Beyond cash reimbursements for school meals meeting the NSLP requirements, schools 

receive commodity foods, also referred to as entitlement foods, as part of their reimbursement 

package (Peterson, 2009).  Commodity foods are USDA purchased foods that are domestic in 

origin.  Approximately 60% of the foods purchased for NSLP must be determined by the USDA 

to be in surplus at the date of purchase (USDA(l), 2008).   Approximately 15-20% of each school 

lunch is comprised of commodity foods, and value of the commodity foods per meal served must 

be at least 19.5 cents of the total meal cost (Table 3) (USDA(e), 2009).  This value changes year 

to year and is dependent on the annual adjustment to reflect changes in the Price Index of Foods 

used in schools and institutions (Table 3) (USDA(m), 2009).     

Table 3: Monetary commodity donations to the NSLP from the federal government during the 
2007-2010 school years.  Values shown reflect national totals (USDA(m), 2009). 

School Year Cents per meal Value (millions of dollars) Pounds (million) 
2009-2010 19.5 $844 1091
2008-2009 20.75 $972 980
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School Year Cents per meal Value (millions of dollars) Pounds (million) 
2007-2008 18.75 $1,067 1209
2006-2007 17 $919 1183

Commodity foods are first chosen by states, and then each specific Child Nutrition 

Services (CNS) department may choose from the state-wide list of foods that they would like to 

serve within their district (USDA(e), 2009).  Overall, states are able to choose from a 180 

varieties of meats, vegetables, fruits and dairy products (Table 4).  Most commodity foods are 

available in a number of different ways (e.g. turkey may be roasted, deli roasted, cubed, frozen, 

etc.), allowing CNS directors to choose a form of the product that is most cohesive with their 

district’s preparation and cooking abilities.  Additionally, schools may sometimes have access to 

bonus foods resulting from agricultural surpluses.  School districts are able to utilize these 

bonuses in addition to their commodity allotment (USDA(m), 2009). 

Table 4: List of commodity foods available to state nutrition departments for the NSLP 
(USDA(n), 2009). 

Vegetable   products Pasta products Poultry products Cheese 
Black turtle beans Pinto beans Elbow macaroni Chicken American 
Black-eyed peas Potatoes Rotini Egg mix Cheddar 
Canned corn Red kidney bean Spaghetti    Deli turkey roast Mozzarella 
Carrots Refried beans Whole grain rotini Turkey hams Processed 
Corn Salsa Whole grain spaghetti Turkey roast Peanut products 
Garbanzo beans Small red beans Grain/flour products Turkey taco filling Peanuts 
Great northern beans Spaghetti sauce  Cornmeal Pork products Peanut butter 
Green beans Sweet potatoes Flour (all purpose) Ham Rice products 
Lima beans Tomato paste Flour (bread) Pork leg roast Brown rice 
Peas Tomatoes Flour (corn) Fish products White rice 
Pink beans Vegetarian bean Flour (wheat) Tuna  
Fruit products   Oats Catfish  
Apples Raspberries Juice products Oil/shortening   
Cherries Peaches Orange Soybean oil  
Pineapple Pears Beef products Sunflower butter  
Raisins Strawberries Beef Vegetable oil  
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2.1.3 Afterschool Snacks 

The NSLP also offers cash reimbursements to support schools that provide snacks to 

students during afterschool programming.  In order to qualify for reimbursement, schools must 

already run the NSLP, and they must provide regularly scheduled programming in a structured 

and supervised environment.  The activities must be educational or enrichment-oriented (i.e. 

competitive sports teams do not qualify) (USDA(j), 2009); (USDA(k), 2009).  Snacks served 

must provide two of the following four choices: a serving of milk; a serving of meat or meat 

alternative; a serving of vegetables, fruits, or 100% vegetable or fruit juice; or a serving of whole 

grains, enriched bread, or cereal.  If an afterschool program is conducted in a school where at 

least 50% of students are eligible for free or reduced price lunch, than the snack reimbursement 

covers the full cost of the snack (Table 2) (USDA(k), 2009).   

2.2 The School Breakfast Program 

The School Breakfast Program (SBP) is another federally subsided meals program 

operating in public and nonprofit private schools.  A two-year pilot version of this program 

began in 1966 and grants were distributed to schools to provide breakfast for “nutritionally 

needy” students.  The original legislation mandated that primary grant consideration be given to 

schools in poor areas or those schools where children had to travel a great distance to get to 

school (USDA(i), 2009).  During the 1966-1967 school year, 80,000 children were served at a 

cost of $573,000 (Figure 2).   
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Figure 2: Growth in Federal expenditures on the SBP (source: USDA(h), 2009). 

 

The SBP was made permanent in 1975 (USDA(h), 2009).  As part of this legislation, 

Congress announced that the program needed to be made available in all schools where children 

were in need of adequate nutrition.  Later on, legislation emphasized participation by schools in 

severe need and that these schools would be provided with higher rates of reimbursement. 

The SBP works in a manner similar to the NSLP.  The program is open to public and 

nonprofit private schools and participating institutions receive cash subsidies1 from the USDA, 

though meals must meet federal requirements and be offered free or reduced price to eligible 

students (Table 2) (USDA(i), 2009).  While commodity foods are not specifically designated for 

the SBP, commodities received for the NSLP may be used (USDA(m), 2009)     

                                                            
1A major difference in Federal reimbursement between the NSLP and the SBP is that the NSLP receives both cash 
and payment through commodity foods.  The SBP only receives cash reimbursement (USDA(h), 2009).   
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2.2.1 Nutritional Guidelines 

In order to be eligible for Federal reimbursements, no more than 30% of a student’s 

breakfast calories can come from fat, and less than 10% can come from saturated fat.  

Furthermore, breakfasts must provide one-fourth of the RDA of protein, calcium, iron, Vitamin 

A, Vitamin C and calories (USDA(h), 2009).   

2.3  The Fresh Fruits and Vegetables Program 

 2.3.1 Program History 

Beginning in 1994, the Food and Nutrition Service and the Agricultural Marketing 

Service began exploring ways to increase the supply of fresh fruits and vegetables to schools as a 

way to target childhood obesity and to teach children more healthful eating habits (USDA(p), 

2010).  Following these talks, in 1995 the Department of Defense (DoD) collaborated with the 

USDA to deliver fresh produce to schools along with their deliveries to military installations in 

the United States (FFVP) (USDA(o), 2008).  The produce distribution began in 1995-1996 

school year in eight states.  Participating states financed the program by allocating a portion of 

their commodity funds from the NSLP to cover the cost of the produce (Scott, 2010).  In the first 

year, $3,259,367 of produce was delivered to schools.  The program has since divided, and the 

original DoD program is now called DoD Fresh.  A similar program, referred to as FFVP has a 

similar concept, but the produce is no longer delivered through the DoD.  However, FFVP 

participating schools may choose to purchase produce through DoD Fresh as it is often a low-

cost alternative (USDA(c), 2008).  Since its first formal legislative documentation in 2002, the 

FFVP has grown tremendously in both outreach and funding allocated over the past decade 
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(Table 5).  While states continue to allocate funding towards FFVP from their commodity 

entitlements through the NSLP, a significant source of funding is now found in federal support 

(Table 5) (Scott, 2010). 

Table 5: Legislative action impacting the FFVP from 2002-2008 (source: USDA(c), 2008); 
(USDA(o), 2008). 

ACT Year Description Total of states 
participating 

Funding 
Allocated 

Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act 

2002 First official documentation of 
the program.  Authorized funding 
to four States and one Indian 
Tribal Organization (ITO) for the 
2002-2003 school year 

4 $50 million 

Child Nutrition and 
WIC reauthorization 
Act 

2004 Expansion of program to make it 
permanent under the School 
Lunch Act.  Four states and two 
ITOs were added for 2004-2005 

8 $50 million 

The Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food 
and Drug 
Administration, and 
Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act 

2006 Enabled a one-time funding of 
$6,000,000 to further expand 
program to six additional states 

14 $6 million 

Consolidated 
Appropriations Act 

2008 Expanded program nationwide 
and appropriated $9.9 million for 
program operations in the 2008-
2009 school year 

50 and 
Washington, 
DC 

$9.9 million 

The Food, 
Conservation and 
Energy Act 

2008 Amended the NSLA to include 
§19, The Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program. This 
addition authorized the FFVP to 
exist nationwide and provided a 
funding increase to support 
programming 

50+ (Puerto 
Rico, Guam, 
Virgin Islands) 

$40 million 

Farm Bill 2008 Increased funding allocation over 
the next ten years to implement 
the FFVP nationwide to eligible 
schools 

50+ (Puerto 
Rico, Guam, 
Virgin Islands) 

$1.2 billion 
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2.3.2 Program: Purpose and Implementation 

The goal of the FFVP is to both increase children’s consumption of fruits and vegetables 

and to expand the variety of fruits and vegetables that students consume (USDA(c), 2008).  To 

accomplish this goal, produce2 is offered daily through the FFVP as a snack to students at no 

cost.  While the produce served through the FFVP is not mandated to be local or organic, each 

school is given the choice over what produce is served and where it is purchased (USDA(c), 

2008); (United Fresh, 2010).  For example, schools have the option to purchase produce at a low 

cost through the DoD Fresh program, which already offers a nationwide delivery system of 

United States-grown produce to military installations, Federal prisons, and veterans hospitals 

(USDA(o), 2008).  Districts utilizing this DoD purchasing program can choose from over 870 

products such as but not limited to watermelon, kiwi, cucumbers, collard greens, avocados, and 

bananas (USDA(o), 2008).  As part of the regulations, the snacks served through the FFVP may 

not be served in coordination with the NSLP, the SBP, or afterschool snack (USDA(p), 2009).   

The FFVP is targeted towards elementary schools3 with more than 50% of students 

eligible for free or reduced price lunch.  Additionally, to be in consideration of the program, 

schools must operate the NSLP and submit an application to their state agency (USDA(c), 2008).  

Within each state, priority is given to schools with the highest percentage of low-income students 

(as indicated by their free or reduced-price lunch status) (United Fresh, 2010).   

Each state receives specific funding for the allocation of this program, which results in 

$50-$75 spent per child per school year (United Fresh, 2010).  The total amount of funding 

                                                            
2 As per regulations, schools may not serve fruit more than three times per week (Hopkins, 2002).   
3 As per the direction of the 2008 Farm Bill, the FFVP will be phased out of secondary education institutions during 
the 2009-2010 school year (USDA(c), 2008). 



                 

14 
 

allocated to the state determines the number of schools that may participate in the program.  

Each state must select an appropriate number of schools so that funding per student is within the 

allocated allotment (USDA(c), 2008).  Additionally, at least 90% of funds received by a school 

must be spent on produce purchasing.  The remaining 10% may be used on items such as 

produce storage (e.g., refrigerators), labor, snack serving materials (e.g., plates, cups, etc.), and 

other additional administrative costs (Hester, 2009); (USDA(c), 2008).  

Once a school is selected to receive the FFVP grant they must meet the following criteria: 

agree to make free fruits and vegetables available to all enrolled children, regardless of income; 

provide fruits and vegetables during the school day; publicize the availability of free fruits and 

vegetables; and have document support from the food service manager, principal, and district 

superintendent.  Furthermore, both fruits and vegetables served through this program must be 

served raw.  However, cooked or prepared fruits or vegetables are permitted up to once per week 

per school if the food is served in conjunction with a nutrition education class (USDA(c), 2008).  

Additionally, the grant does allow raw vegetables to be served with a low-fat or non-fat 

dips/dressings.  In their program information manual, schools are specifically told that the grant 

does not cover reimbursement for the following products: processed or preserved fruits and 

vegetables (i.e. dried, canned, frozen, etc.), dressing/dip for fruit, fruit leather, jellied fruit, trail 

mix, nuts, cottage cheese, fruit or vegetable pizza, or smoothies (USDA(c), 2008). 
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2.4 The North Carolina Farm to School Program 

 2.4.1 Program History 

In North Carolina, the DoD partnered with the Markets and Food Distribution Division of 

the North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDA & CS) in 1997 to 

incorporate local purchasing into the FFVP administered by the DoD.  This program became 

known as the North Carolina Farm-to-School Program (NCFSP).  In its first year, the NCFSP 

offered a one-time purchase of two varieties of apples in western North Carolina (NC Farm to 

School(b), 2009).  In the subsequent year the program also offered strawberries, and the program 

has since grown to offer 14 weeks of purchasing of 20 varieties of 11 different products (NC 

Farm to School(c), 2009); (Gay, 2009).   

When the program started in 1997, North Carolina was the only state in the country that 

the DoD worked with to incorporate local purchasing.  The primary reason for North Carolina 

serving as a pilot state for the program was that the North Carolina Department of Agriculture 

(NCDA) already had the necessary infrastructure (warehouses and transportation) to deliver the 

produce.  Furthermore, the NCDA was already making deliveries to some schools in the state 

(Gay, 2009).   

Beginning in the 2007-2008 school year, the DoD privatized the management of the 

NCFSP and the subsequent leadership no longer focused on the necessity of procuring local 

(state-grown) produce.  Due to these changes, the North Carolina Department of Agriculture and 

Consumer Services (NCDA&CS) took over full management of the program and they have been 

the sole organizers since the 2008-2009 school year (Gay, 2009).  Despite this transition, the 
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DoD program continues to exist, but it is referred to as DoD Fresh and it runs in conjunction 

with the FFVP.   

 2.4.2 Program Logistics 

All school districts in North Carolina are eligible to take part in the NCFSP, and as of 

2009, over 80% of school districts have made at least one purchase since the program’s inception 

in 1997 (NCDA&CS, 2009).   At present, the program enables districts to buy North Carolina-

grown produce 14 weeks during the year.  In addition, schools have the choice of determining 

how many weeks and which weeks they’d like to make purchases, and what products they would 

like to buy.  Furthermore, districts do not have to opt into the program; they can make their 

choices up until the purchasing deadline for each programming week (Gay, 2009).   

The NCDA handles the procurement process of the produce.  In the June prior to the 

upcoming school year, it bids out the products for the year and farmers reply with a bid for the 

contract.  The farmer that bids the lowest price receives the deal, and that farmer is then secured 

for the upcoming school year (Gay, 2009).  The NCDA is the only state department of 

agriculture with a food distribution network.  In North Carolina, the network contains 14 trucks, 

30 trailers, and two warehouse facilities (Brockhouse, 2009).  The NCDA&CS picks up produce 

at the farms, although smaller farms often bring their produce to neighboring farms to facilitate 

pickups (Gay, 2009).  From that point the produce is moved to one of the two central warehouse 

facilities in Butner or Salisbury, North Carolina, and is then trucked to school districts (Figure 3).  

From the farmer to the school, the delivery time is typically 48 hours (Brockhouse, 2009).  While 

NCDA does not deliver the produce to each individual school, they will make one delivery to 

school district at a site chosen by the CNS director (Gay, 2009).  Through this program, 
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purchases may only be made on a district-wide level.   Additionally, produce is delivered across 

the state, regardless of where it originated (e.g. produce from the Salisbury warehouse does not 

get shipped only to districts in the western part of the state).   

 

Figure 3: Zip codes containing participating NC Farm to School Program participating farms.  
NCDA NCFSP distribution centers and North Carolina public school locations are also indicated 

 

  2.4.3 Farm Eligibility 

 In order for farms to be eligible to work with the NCDA on the NCFSP they must meet 

the following criteria:   

• Have Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) Certification; 
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• Have a required amount of liability insurance; 

• Must take part in the Goodness Grows in North Carolina (GGNC) program; 

• Must package produce according to NCDA standards; 

• Must be willing to join the North Carolina Farm to School Cooperative (Gay, 2009) 

2.4.3.1 GAP Certification 

GAP Certification is a process used internationally with agriculture to reduce the risk of 

food-borne human disease contamination in fresh produce both during food production and post-

harvest procedures (UKCES, 2007).  While no official protocol currently exists, different states 

or countries may have different criteria that enable a farm to be GAP certified.  In general GAP 

steps address clean soil, water, hands and surfaces (UKCES, 2007).  In addition, a critical step of 

GAP is accurate record keeping so that any food outbreaks may be efficiently traced back to their 

source (UKCES, 2007).  GAP training, materials and certification vary by state, and the cost of 

implementing the program will vary by farm as it will depend on how well they already institute 

the GAP practices (UKCES, 2007).  In North Carolina, the NCDA will cover up to $400 of the 

cost of having an auditor review the farm safety program (ASAP, 2010).  GAP certification is 

not specific to the NCFSP as many institutions and other businesses require growers to have this 

certification, and acquiring GAP may help growers increase their consumer market as food 

safety has been a growing concern over the past two decades (UKCES, 2007). 

2.4.3.2 Liability Insurance 

Farm liability insurance of at least $2 million is required to participate in NCFSP.  The 

insurance is used as protection in case any farm product causes harm to the consumer. 
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2.4.3.3 Goodness Grows in North Carolina (GGNC) 

The GGNC is the official marketing program of the NCDA&CS.  This program began in 

1985 as a way to promote produce, processed foods, fiber and nursery products that are grown or 

manufactured in North Carolina. The purpose of the program is to increase awareness, 

availability and sales of North Carolina products, and the GGNC logo is used by retailers and 

sellers alike as a symbol for North Carolina products (Figure 4) (NCDA&CS). In order to qualify 

for GGNC designation, the product must either be grown in North Carolina, or the primary 

ingredient/component must have been grown or produced in North Carolina (NCDA&CS).  In 

exchange, farmers/producers receive marketing assistance, advertising, sales promotions, 

merchandising, public relations campaigns, and media promotions related to the GGNC network 

(NCDA&CS).  In order to qualify, producers must document proof of the oaring of their product 

and submit an application, but there is no fee for joining the network (NCDA&CS).   

 

Figure 4: GGNC logo (source: NCDA&CS) 

2.4.3.4  Produce Packaging 

Farmers must be willing to package their produce in accordance to the specifications of 

the NCDA&CS.  These include a clearly visible farm name on the outside of the packaging that 
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indicates where the produce originated.  Furthermore, farmers must be willing to accommodate 

NCDA&CS specifications as to the number of products per box (e.g. 120 apples per case, etc.) 

(Gay, 2009).    

2.4.3.5  North Carolina Farm to School Cooperative (NCFSC) 

The cooperative was created from the NCFSP participating farmers in 2008 as a way for 

farmers to incorporate education into the program.   There is a one-time fee of $100 to join the 

cooperative, and in addition, growers/suppliers pay an additional $.50 per case of produce to 

fund promotions and educational materials.  In the past, promotions have included posters, lesson 

plans, informational cards on cafeteria tables, and art activities for younger students 

(Brockhouse, 2009).  The stated objectives of the cooperative are to:  

• Supply locally-grown fresh produce to school systems throughout North Carolina; 

• Promote healthy eating in school students and fight childhood obesity;  

• Support organizations that complement the interests of the co-op and its 

membership;  

• Promote North Carolina farmers and agriculture (Brockhouse, 2009).  

3.  Methods 

3.1 Tradition of Inquiry 

The research for this project follows a case study tradition of inquiry.  Data was collected 

through observation, interview, and analysis of materials including documents and websites.  

Case studies serve as one strategy for conducting social science research as they enable the 
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researcher to investigate a phenomenon as part of its surrounding context (Yin, 1994). Further, 

case studies combine several methods of qualitative and/or quantitative data collection and the 

subsequent research is then used in a multiple possible ways including: (1) to provide a 

description; (2) to test theory; or (3) to generate theory (Eisenhardt, 1989).  The case study 

method was chosen as to enable to me to investigate each approach to FtS programming in depth 

and to understand the underlying factors that influence the successes and shortfalls of each 

program in context.  While each case study is unique and nonreplicable in its entirety, the lessons 

learned in each case study will be beneficial to other school districts, and information can be 

extracted appropriately from each case study so that it is useful to the reader.   

The research for this project was gathered in three phases.  First, an exhaustive review of 

academic literature, documents and the United States Department of Agriculture website was 

done to detail the North Carolina school meals program.  In addition, four approaches to FtS 

programs were analyzed.  Three of these approaches; NCFSP, local purchasing through 

contracted produce vendors, and individual school programs, are detailed using in-state 

examples.  School-wide approaches were researched using out-of-state examples, as there are 

currently no examples of district-wide approaches to FtS programming in North Carolina. To 

analyze these programs, interviews were conducted with individuals in leadership positions in 

the related fields, the list of whom is detailed in the following sections.  Lastly, I worked closely 

with E.K. Powe Elementary School (Powe) in Durham, North Carolina to not only document the 

experience of starting a FtS program, but to also contribute to the effort in establishing the 

program.  In this way, Powe served as a case study for this project.  The implementation of 

successful FtS programs is directly correlated with the context from which the program is begun.   

The case study at Powe enabled me to investigate one approach to implementing a FtS program, 
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the individual school approach, and to investigate the conditions that not only enabled the 

program to take shape but also indicated how the program would be designed. 

 3.2 NC Farm to School Program Review 

 The NCFSP is the well-developed initiative connecting schools with state-grown produce 

led the state’s department of agriculture.  To analyze this program, three interviews were 

conducted with individuals in programmatic leadership positions.  These interviews included a 

meeting with Gary Gay, Director of the NCDA&CS Food Distribution Division and Ted 

Fogelman, the Assistant Director of the same department on October 28, 2009.  The primary 

purpose of this interview was to review the administrative logistics and the history of the 

program.  Further, at the October meeting, Gay made recommendations for districts to visit that 

are implementing the NCFSP.  Based on his recommendation, two interviews and site visits were 

conducted with Child Nutrition Services representatives from Guilford and Wake Counties and 

one elementary school was visited from each district.  Lastly, in January, 2010, Gay arranged for 

his office to send me NCFSP purchasing data from the 2008-2009 school year.   

  3.2.1 School Site Visits 

 Guilford County School District and Wake County School District were visited as 

examples of schools implementing the NCFSP.  These counties were chosen based on the 

recommendations of Gary Gay and Ted Fogelman at NCDA&CS, and the CNS directors of both 

counties serve on the NCFSP Advisory Council (Gay, 2009).  Furthermore, Wake County was 

chosen as they are an example of a district that has their own refrigerated truck fleet and are 

more easily able to distribute the NCFSP produce to their schools.  Guilford County was chosen 
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because they do not have their own refrigerated truck fleet and I was interested in learning how 

they overcame this obstacle. 

The CNS directors from these districts were emailed and in Wake County, an interview 

was conducted with the director, Marilyn Moody and a site visit was done to the district’s central 

warehouse facilities.  Moody then facilitated a separate school visitation to witness the program 

in action.  These meetings and site visits were conducted November 2nd and 19th, 2009.  A 

Guilford County school was visited on December 11, 2009.  In this case, upon the 

recommendation of the CNS director, Cynthia Sevier, the meeting took place with the district 

dietician, Amanda Hester.  These meeting took place in the school cafeteria.  Observations of the 

school’s lunch program and FFVP implementation were observed prior to the meeting with 

Hester.  For privacy purposes, the names of the schools visited for NCFSP observations have 

been omitted.  

  3.2.2 CNS Director Surveys 

 Two online surveys were conducted of CNS directors in North Carolina to gather both 

quantitative and qualitative information regarding directors’ perceptions of the NCFSP.  

Directors were divided into two groups.  Survey A was administered to those whose districts 

were identified as currently participating, or recently participated with an intention to participate 

again (90 districts).  Survey B was administered to those who no longer participate (and do not 

intend to do so), or have never participated in the NCFSP (30 districts) (Appendix C).  Surveys 

were distributed in January of 2010 and collected in February of 2010.   
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 Survey A was comprised of ten questions, one of which was open ended and the survey 

was designed to take approximately five minutes to complete.  The survey was reviewed and 

edited by two individuals: Amy Paxton, a PhD candidate at UNC-Chapel Hill Center for Health 

Promotion and Disease Prevention, and Marilyn Moody, the CNS director for Wake County 

Schools and a member of the advisory board for the NCFSP.  The survey design and structure 

was altered according to their specifications.  In addition, questions were added as per the 

request of Marilyn Moody.   

 Survey B was comprised of six questions, one of which was open ended and the survey 

was designed to take fewer than five minutes to complete.  The questions from Survey A were 

altered to be appropriate for Survey B and therefore this survey was not reviewed by other 

individuals before distribution.      

 A list of participatory districts was available on the NCDA&CS NCFSP website.  Using 

that list, and comparing it to a statewide list of CNS Directors, school districts were classified as 

participatory or non-participatory in the NCFSP.  Districts were pre-classified using the list of 

participatory districts on the NCDA&CS NCFSP website, however I soon found out when 

districts contacted me directly that they received the wrong survey that this list was not up-to-

date.  Therefore, some districts re-classified themselves as participatory or non-participatory 

based on the interpretation of the email invitation to take the survey.  The contact information for 

each district director was gathered through internet searches and phone calls to school district 

centers when email addresses were not available online.  

 Surveys were distributed on Tuesday, January 26th and collected on Friday, February 5th.  

Between those dates, two email notifications were sent to recipients to remind them to complete 
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the survey.  One of these reminders included a personal email addressed to the director using 

their first name.  Additionally, upon completing the survey, participants were encouraged to 

enter a drawing for a $25 gift certificate to an online book store.  Once surveys were distributed, 

eight districts directors replied to notify me that they either had participated in the program and 

received survey B, or they had not participated in the program and they received survey A.  This 

indicates that the list provided on the NCFSP website was either not up to date or incorrect.   

 Upon completion, the survey information was uploaded into a spreadsheet and analyzed.  

Survey responders were given the opportunity to provide comments on every question, however, 

due to the limited number of quantitative data, these comments were able to be reviewed and 

analyzed without using NVivo™ or another qualitative analysis computer software program.   

 3.3  Produce Vendors 

 Produce vendors were investigated as an avenue for implementing a FtS program upon 

the recommendation of Emily Jackson, the Program Director of the Growing Minds program at 

Appalachian Sustainable Agriculture Project (ASAP) in Asheville, North Carolina.  In a phone 

interview conducted on November 18, 2009, Jackson shared her experiences working with North 

Carolina school districts that purchased locally through their contracted produce vendors.   

  3.3.1 The Carolina Produce Company, Inc  

The Carolina Produce Company (CPC) was chosen as a representative produce vendor 

due to their public commitment to distributing local produce, as evidenced by the advertisements 

on their website.  Furthermore, CPC already works with school districts in North Carolina, which 

means that they can both meet procurement procedures necessary for schools and acquire local 
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produce.  CPC was contacted via email in January, 2010 and a phone interview was conducted 

with Jerry Welborn CPC president on February 23, 2010.   

 3.4 Individual School Programs 

 Three public elementary schools were researched to document programs undertaken at 

individual school to enact FtS programs. 

  3.4.1 Isaac Dickson Elementary School | Asheville, North Carolina 

 Isaac Dickson Elementary School (Dickson) was chosen to represent a school in North 

Carolina that has implemented a strong community garden program that is well integrated into 

the school’s culture.  This school was chosen upon the recommendation of Emily Jackson from 

ASAP.  The school principal, Alida Woods, was contacted in January, 2010.  Woods connected 

me with the lead garden volunteers, one parent of a student at Dickson and one teacher.  These 

contacts were emailed in January of 2010 but a response was not received until late February, 

2010.  At this time it was too late to schedule a site visit, and instead, information was gathered 

from a grant application forwarded by the Dickson teacher and other materials used to promote 

the garden within the school community. 

  3.4.2 George Watts Montessori School | Durham, North Carolina 

 The George Watts Montessori School (Watts) was selected to represent a school with an 

up and coming community garden program.  This school was chosen based on my interactions 

with Alice Bumgarner, a parent of a Watts student.  I met with Alice several times during the 

course of my work at the case study site, E.K. Powe Elementary.  The garden at George Watts 
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was visited in October of 2009, and an interview was conducted with Bumgarner on February 

27, 2010.   

  3.4.3 E.K. Powe Elementary School | Durham, North Carolina 

 Powe serves as both an example of an individual school program and as the case study 

for this project.  An in-depth description of the selection of this case study may be found in 

section 3.5.  Further, a detailed explanation of my experience working at the school throughout 

the 2009-2010 school year may be found in Appendix A.   

 3.5 District-wide Programming 

 Examples of district wide, large-scale FtS programs or examples of policy change 

focused on FtS programs were not found in North Carolina.  Instead, two out-of-state examples 

were used to document actions taken by other districts to institute and maintain FtS program. 

  3.5.1 Davis, California 

 The Davis Joint Unified School District (DJUSD) was chosen as a study site based on an 

interview with Ann Evans, a key-player in the movement to bring a FtS program to DJUSD over 

the past decade.  The connection to Ann Evans was made through Slow Food Triangle, a local 

chapter of Slow Food USA, a national non-profit organization that ‘envisions a world in which 

all people can eat food that is good for them, good for the people who grow it, and good for the 

planet’ (Slow Food USA, 2010).  Ann Evans wrote to Slow Food Triangle in September, 2009 

and offered to speak with any members about the FtS movement and to share her experiences in 
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Davis.  A meeting between Ann Evans, Jennifer Minelli (a Powe parent), and myself took place 

on October 2, 2009.   

  3.5.2 Baltimore, Maryland 

 The Baltimore City Public School System (BCPSS) serves as the second example of 

district wide change.  Baltimore was selected as a district because compared to the 

aforementioned example, and other well-known examples (e.g., Berkeley), the BCPSS is an 

example of a low income district in an intensely urban setting.  The work done in Baltimore will 

help demonstrate that wide-scale changes do not only have to take place in higher-income 

communities. 

3.6 SWOT Analysis 

A SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) analysis was conducted for 

each of the identified Farm to School approaches as a way to compare the different programs that 

were both highlighted by site visits, and also those that were researched. Strengths and 

Weaknesses are attributed to internal factors and Opportunities and Threats are external 

conditions.     

3.7 Case Study Selection  

 The relationship with E.K. Powe Elementary School, Durham, NC (Powe) began over the 

summer of 2009 when a parent of a Powe student emailed contacts at the Nicholas School of the 

Environment looking for assistance in starting a composting project.  After a brief exchange, it 

was realized that this school was working towards three objectives in the upcoming school year 
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and beyond: (1) to establish an on-site school composting project that will serve to reduce school 

waste headed for the landfill and to also provide a source of revenue for the Powe Parent-

Teacher Association (PTA) as the PTA planned to sell the compost to Powe community 

members; (2) to redevelop and integrate school gardens into the curriculum; and (3) to increase 

the quantity of fresh and local foods into the school meals program.  The school had a number of 

characteristics that made this program promising: (1) there was a dedicated group of parents 

interested in the cause; (2) school administration was in support of the projects; (3) the school 

had extensive kitchen facilities that could accommodate the increase in fresh produce in the 

cafeteria; (4) the school had existing garden facilities and plenty of property to expand the 

existing outdoor garden learning space; and (5) the interest in this project was beginning to 

evolve and would enable the process to be documented from the beginning.  A group of parents, 

Durham Nutrition Services staff, and community members interested in this project met in 

September 2009 and formed the Slow Food Powe (SFP) group that was dedicated to the 

aforementioned causes.  The full documentation of the yearlong experience at Powe is available 

in Appendix A. 

 The original aim of this project was to use the experiences at Powe to create a how-to 

program implementation guide based on first-hand experiences.  However, once the project at 

Powe got underway, I realized that progress on the FtS program would be slow and given the 

timeline of the masters project, this particular project direction was no longer a good fit.  Instead, 

I decided to shift focus and use Powe as an amendment to a project that looked at approaches to 

FtS program across the state and country.  Further, after speaking with several practitioners in 

the FtS movement in North Carolina, they recommended targeting North Carolina parents as the 

audience for this report.  Parents are often most likely to pursue FtS programs in their child’s 
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schools, but that there is often a severe lack of understanding among parents regarding the 

execution of the school meals program and the federal and state regulations imposed on school 

meals, NCS, and the types of food that is served and where the food comes from.  Therefore, 

providing a guide that not only introduced parents to the FtS concept, but also explained the 

school meals program would be of value to the North Carolina community.  

4.  Results 

 4.1. North Carolina Farm to School 

During the 2008-2009 school year, 75 of North Carolina’s school districts participated in 

the NCFSP for an average of 6.88 weeks (median: seven weeks; mode: nine weeks), though 

nearly 23% of districts participated for three weeks or fewer (Table 6) (Figure 5).   Through this 

program, over $635,000 was spent on 19 different varieties of North Carolina grown produce 

(Table 7).  From the 2008-2009 to 2009-2010 school year, the NCDA&CS increased its delivery 

schedule from 13 weeks to 14 weeks, and they added cucumbers, Kennebe potatoes, Jonathan 

and Fugi apples as additional purchasing options and they removed sweet potato sticks due to the 

unpopularity of this product (Table 8) (NCFSP, 2009); (Gay, 2009).  

Table 6: List of NCFSP participating districts and the number of purchasing weeks (out of 13) in 
the 2008-2009 school year (Source: NCDA&CS, 2009)   

Alamance-
Burlington 

7 Catawba 2 Guilford 9 Martin 2 Roanoke 
Rapids  

11 

Alexander 11 Chapel 
Hill-
Carrboro 

6 Halifax 9 Mitchell 1 Rockingham 12 

Alleghany 12 Chatham 7 Hartnett 10 Montgomery 5 Rowan 
Salisbury 

7 

Anson 7 Cherokee 13 Haywood 1 Moore   4 Stanley  11 
Ashe 3 Craven 10 Henderson 9 Mooresville 3 Stokes 12 
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Asheboro 12 Cumberland 4 Hertford 9 Mt. Airy 
City 

4 Surry 11 

Asheville 
City 

3 Currituck 3 Hickory 
City 

6 Nash-Rocky 
Mt. 

12 Swain 4 

Avery 9 Davidson 2 Hoke 10 New 
Hanover 

7 Thomasville 
City 

5 

Beaufort 9 Davie 8 Iredell-
Statesville 

2 Newton-
Conover 
City 

6 Tyrell 2 

Bladen 5 Edenton-
Chowan 

10 Jackson 9 Northampton 9 Union 4 

Brunswick 11 Fort Bragg 13 Johnston 12 Pamlico 6 Vance 5 
Burke 5 Franklin 12 Kannapolis 6 Pender 1 Wake 7 
Caldwell 2 Gaston 3 Lenoir 2 Perquimans  12 Watauga 5 
Camp 
Lejeune 

10 Graham 6 Lexington 
City 

10 Person 6 Wilkes 7 

Carrabus 2 Granville 3 Madison 4 Randolph 8 Yadkin 9 

 

Table 7: NCFSP products and order totals from the 2008-2009 school year (data source: 
NCDA&CS, 2009) 

DATE PRODUCT CASES ORDERED CASE PRICE DOLLARS 

Aug. 25, 2008 & Sept. 9, 2008 Seedless Watermelons 2,555 $8.50 $21,717.50 

Aug. 25, 2008 & Sept. 9, 2008 Cantaloupes 2,431 $13.00 $31,603.00 

Aug. 25, 2008 & Sept. 9, 2008 Slicing Tomatoes 1,159 $9.75 $11,300.25 

Aug. 25, 2008 & Sept. 9, 2008 Grape Tomatoes 1,044 $12.50 $13,050.00 

Sept. 9, 2008 Gala Apples 1,360 $26.50 $36,040.00 

Sept. 9, 2008 Golden Delicious 1,233 $26.50 $32,674.50 

Sept. 28, 2008 Jonagold Apples 675 $26.50 $17,887.50 

Sept. 28, 2008 Red Delicious Apples 1,097 $26.50 $29,070.50 

Oct. 6, 2008 Gala Apples 1,568 $26.50 $41,552.00 

Oct. 6, 2008 Red Rome 963 $24.50 $23,593.50 

Nov. 3, 2008 & Dec. 8, 2008 Broccoli Crowns 1,728 $20.00 $34,560.00 

Nov. 3, 2008 & Dec. 8, 2008 Green Cabbage 1,967 $4.50 $8,851.50 

Nov. 3, 2008 & Dec. 8, 2008 Red Cabbage 305 $5.00 $1,525.00 

Nov. 3, 2008 & Dec. 8, 2008 Sweet Potatoes 2,101 $16.50 $34,666.50 

Dec. 8, 2008 Pink Lady 1,891 $26.50 $50,111.50 
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DATE PRODUCT CASES ORDERED CASE PRICE DOLLARS 

Jan. 12, 2009 & Mar. 23, 2009 Apple Slices 3,850 $25.50 $98,175.00 

Feb. 23, 2009 Sweet Potato Sticks 627 $21.60 $13,543.20 

Apr. 27, 2009, May 4, 2009 & May 
18, 2009 Strawberries 12,871 $13.00 $167,323.00 

June 3, 2009 Blueberries 824 $22.00 $18,128.00 

Grand Totals 18 different products 40, 249 cases   $685,372.45 

 

Table 8: NCFSP product calendar for the 2009-2010 school year (source NCFS, 2009) 

Week of Product Available 
Aug. 31, 2009 Watermelons, cantaloupes, tomatoes, grape tomatoes, cucumbers 
Sept. 14, 2009 Grape tomatoes, tomatoes, cantaloupes, cucumbers, apples (Gala & Golden delicious) 
Sept. 28, 2009 Apples (Red delicious, Fuji, Jonathan) 
Oct. 12, 2009 Apples (Rome, Jonagold), Kennebe potatoes 
Nov. 2, 2009 Broccoli crowns, sweet potatoes, cabbage (red, green), apples (Pink lady) 
Dec. 7, 2009 Broccoli crowns, sweet potatoes, cabbage (red, green), apples (Pink lady) 
Jan. 11, 2010 Apple slices, sweet potatoes 
Feb. 8, 2010 Apple slices, sweet potatoes 
Mar. 8, 2010 Apple slices, sweet potatoes 
Apr. 26, 2010 Strawberries 
May 3, 2010 Strawberries 
May 17, 2010 Strawberries 
May 24, 2010 Strawberries, blueberries 
Jun. 21, 2010 Blueberries 
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Figure 5: Map detailing the school districts that were very low participatory (1-3 purchases), low 
participatory (4-6 purchases), average participatory (7-9 purchases), high participatory (10-11 
purchases), and very high participatory (12-13 purchases) in the NCFSP during the 2008-2009 
school year. Location of public schools is also included.   

 

4.1.1 School site visits 

 Two elementary schools were visited in Wake and Guilford counties to observe the 

serving of a NCFSP produce item.  These counties were chosen because they were both 
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recommended by Gary Gay at NCDA&CS: one county is an example of a district that is able to 

distribute produce using its own refrigerated truck fleet, and the other county must make 

accommodations to distribute the produce from their central facilities to their schools because 

they do not have a refrigerated truck fleet.   

  4.1.1.1 Wake County 

Forest Elementary School4 in Wake County has 650 students, and 194 (30%) were 

enrolled in the free/reduced price lunch program (Moody, 2009).  There were three full-time 

cafeteria staff, and one was designated as the manager.  I visited the school on November 19th, 

and the school was serving the November 3rd sweet potato NCFSP delivery.  The cafeteria staff 

at this school indicated that the item was not planned for the menu, and that it would be served as 

an additional vegetable item.  Upon observation of the November School Lunch Menu, it was 

noted that the sweet potatoes were not listed as a vegetable option.  School menus must be 

uniform throughout the district; however, the sweet potatoes delivered through the NCFSP were 

treated as an additional item and the product was received by Wake County schools on different 

days.  Due to the fact that the sweet potatoes were not planned on the menu, they were 

distributed to students on a day when they already had a mashed potato vegetable choice as one 

of their vegetable options for lunch.   

 The potatoes were roasted and served alongside the mashed potatoes and other vegetable, 

fruit and entrée items served that day.  The staff indicated that they overcooked the potatoes 

because they were not familiar with roasting them in the school’s oven and had accidentally left 

                                                            
4 Forest Elementary School is a pseudonym.  The true identity of the elementary school has been omitted to protect 
the privacy of the individuals interviewed. 
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them cooking for too long.  I observed approximately 300 students go through the lunch line, and 

only six students and one adult chose the sweet potato as a vegetable option for their meal.   

 In discussing the school meals program with the cafeteria staff, the staff indicated that 

they saw the importance in serving fresh food to students and they mentioned that they had the 

training and kitchen support to do simple preparation of fresh produce.  The staff also indicated 

that some students would choose a healthier option when given a choice between products, but 

they believe that this is because the student was taught these behaviors at home.   

4.1.1.2 Guilford County 

 Green Elementary School5 in Guilford County has approximately 400 students, 81% of 

which are on free/reduced lunch.  This school serves 93% of its students with the NSLP, and 

50% of students participate in the SBP (Hester, 2009).  Furthermore, the school had also received 

the FFVP and it was the only school in the district to have the grant (Hester, 2009).  The 

cafeteria manager oversaw the ordering of the produce, and on the day of observation, I noted 

cafeteria staff preparing fruit platters consisting of pineapple, star fruit, kiwi and raspberries.  

The staff noted that the FFVP grant enabled them to purchase an additional refrigerator to store 

the produce and to pay for additional hours for the staff to prepare the produce received through 

the grant.   

 On the day of visitation, the school was serving the December 7th delivery of broccoli 

crowns, which were sprinkled with shredded cheddar cheese.  This item was listed on the school 

lunch monthly menu and it was served alongside salad, baked potatoes, and strawberries as the 

                                                            
5 Green Elementary School is a pseudonym.  The true identity of the elementary school has been omitted to protect 
the privacy of the individuals interviewed. 
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other fruit and vegetable choices.  Students frequently chose the broccoli option while they 

moved through the lunch line, but there was no information telling the students that the broccoli 

was from North Carolina.  In the cafeteria, there was a ‘Goodness Grows in North Carolina’ 

banner next to the food line entrance, and on the school menu the district places the NCFSP logo, 

though the day that NCFSP produce is served was not indicated.  Hester mentioned that there 

was a small amount of nutrition education integrated into the curriculum, as the district utilizes 

an intern from UNC-Greensboro.  However, this education is general nutrition-based, and not 

specific to FtS.     

4.1.2 Survey A | Participating districts in the NCFSP between 1997-2010 

 School districts indicated which years they participated in the NCFSP.  While most 

districts have participated in recent years (between 2006 and 2010), nine districts indicated that 

they were involved in the program during its pilot school year from 1997-1998 (Figure 6).  The 

survey was originally distributed to 81 CNS directors, but three adjustments were made when 

recipients of Survey B indicated that they had in fact participated in the NCFSP.  After the 

survey was distributed and collected, contradictory data was found indicating districts who 

participated in the NCFSP during the 2008-2009 school year, but these schools were not listed on 

the NCDS&CS website.  Therefore, while 90 districts have participated in the program, only 84 

received a copy of Survey A.  The six districts that received the wrong survey did not write a 

response to indicate the error, even though the email containing the link to the survey encouraged 

them to do so (Appendix D).  Three respondents indicated in the comments section that they did 

not have knowledge of participation prior to their employment date.   
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Figure 6: The years that districts have participated in the NCFSP from 1997-2010 (n=59) 

A majority of respondents indicated that they chose to participate in the NCFSP because 

they purposefully wanted to support North Carolina farmers.  However, reliable delivery, overall 

high quality of the produce, and the ease of incorporating produce into the school menu were 

also popular choices (Figure 7).  Less popular options, but chosen by 21-28 individuals, include 

that the produce cost was comparable and/or cheaper than the current produce supplier and the 

produce was of higher quality than their current produce supplier (Figure 7).  In the survey, 

participants also indicated that they appreciated that the NCDA replaced or credited produce 

received in poor quality, and that the freshness of the produce allowed CNS to provide produce 

of high nutrient value to students.  Furthermore, participants also acknowledged the importance 

of purchasing North Carolina produce to allow retail dollars to stay within the state.  One 

director described their participation and appreciation of the program in this way;  

“I want to thank [the] NCDA…for providing an alternative to the DoD 

program, for providing another viable market for local farmers, for 
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providing the manpower to procure, purchase and transport NC produce 

following all local, state and federal regulations.” (2010 02 05, Shoecraft 

survey response) 

 

Figure 7: Reasons given for participating in the NCFSP during the 2008-2009 school year. 

The delivery of produce from the NCDA drop off location to the school proves to be one 

of the most challenging features of the NCFSP.  A majority of respondents (76%) indicated that 

they delivered the produce from their district’s central warehouse facility to the schools within 

their district using their own trucks (Figure 8).  Further, 3% of respondents borrowed trucks to 

deliver produce, 12% paid their contacted produce vendor to deliver the produce, and 8.6% used 

another non-produce vendor to deliver the produce (Figure 8).  Of those that responded, 33% 

delivered the produce in refrigerated trucks (Figure 9). 
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Figure 8: Methods school districts used to deliver produce from the NCDA NCFSP drop-off 
location to the schools in their district during the 2008-2009 school year (n=58). 

 

 

Figure 9:  Distribution of districts using refrigerated and non refrigerated trucks for NCFSP 
produce delivery (n=58) 
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 A majority of respondants (81%) indicated that the produce offered through the NCFSP 

was cost effective (Figure 10).  However, three respondants commented that while the program 

is usually cost effective, occassionally produce offered through NCFSP is more expensive than 

the produce offered through their regular, contracted produce vendor.  As one survey responder 

stated;   

“It depends on our current product costs compared to the Farm to School 

cost, some are lower and some are higher.” (02/05/2010, Shoecraft survey 

response) 

A similar response was given by the Amanda Hester, staff dietician of Guilford County Schools 

on  December 22, 2009 when she said that the cost was the bottom line: if the NCFSP produce 

was more expensive than the produce through their distributor, she would follow the vendor with 

the cheaper price (Hester, 2009).  Other survey participants indicated that the cost 

prohibitiveness of some products from commercial vendors prevented them from making 

specific product purchases.  Furthermore, some survey respondants indicated that they would not 

be able to purchase as much fresh produce as they do without the Farm to School program.  For 

example, one respondant said; 

“The quality is very good on most items and for many we could not afford 

the commercial produce vendor's price.  Such as strawberries.  Many 

students do not get a chance to have fresh strawberries.” (02/05/2010, 

Shoecraft survey response) 

Another director had a similar comment; 

“We have extremely enjoyed the [NCFSP].  We have been able to have 

fresh fruits and vegetables at a resonable cost and they are always so 
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fresh and nice when they are delivered.  My students would not be able to 

have these products if it was not for the [NCFSP].” (02/05/2010, 

Shoecraft survey response) 

 

Figure 10: CNS directors’ determinations of whether the NCFSP is cost effective in comparison 
to regular produce purchases (n=59) 

   

One approach to the FtS program includes both nutrition education, local and regional 

agricultural education, and awareness of food and where it comes from.  Directors were asked 

whether they notified staff and students when North Carolina products were offered through the 

school meals program.  While 93% of directors answered that they do notify staff, only 58% 

answered that they notified students about the North Carolina-grown produce (Figure 11).  

However, despite these notifications, based on personal observation at Green Elementary School, 

I noticed that cafeteria staff often were confused about the difference between the FFVP and the 

NCFSP.  Upon asking whether students generally liked the fresh produce offered through 

NCFSP, one cafeteria staff member replied that the students generally appreciated the program 
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because it gave them an opportunity to try, “grapes, kiwi, star fruit and other fruits,” which are 

products that are not grown in North Carolina or offered through the NCFSP.   

 

Figure 11: Number of CNS directors that notify their staff and students when NCFSP produce is 
served in the school meals program 

 

Most CNS directors participating in the NCFSP indicated that they participated in this 

program in order to support North Carolina growers (Figure 7).  When asked if Directors 

participated in any other local produce purchasing, 35% indicated that they were able to purchase 

some local (North Carolina) grown products through their contracted produce vendor (Figure 

12).  Eighteen percent indicated that their contracted produce supplier enabled them to purchase 

regionally-grown produce (Tennessee, Virginia, South Carolina, and Georgia) (Figure 12).  

Some districts indicated that they were able to do local purchasing on their own, though this is 

typically only available in smaller districts with purchases less than $2,500, as larger purchase 

orders require districts to go through the offical procurement process which then requires that 

they accept the lowest bid on a product (Moody, 2009).   
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Figure 12: Product purchasing behavior of CNS directors participating in the NCFSP.  Local 
refers to North Carolina-grown produce, regional refers to produce growin in South Carolina, 
Virginia, Tennessee, or Georgia (n=60) 
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for not participating in the program (Figure 14).  One director said the following to indicate how 

difficult it is to both incorporate the produce and use it before it spoils; 

“It is difficult for my staff to incorporate this produce into the school 

menus in the volume that it is ordered.  Plus the logistics to use it up, ship 

and get [the produce] out on the menu before the product goes bad or 

while being stored not having the correct temperature for the product for 

long-term storage.” (02/05/2010, Shoecraft survey response) 

Another director described his/her experience with the program during the 2007-2008 school 

year as follows: 

“A part-time  delivery person [was] employed…produce arrived, sat in 

central storage, and was degraded by the time it reached schools.  Items 

were not planned on the menu because Farm to School decisions were 

made the prior year.  Our central facility is not really set up to properly 

store fresh produce.  Fresh produce can be obtained weekly from the 

regular vendor.” (02/05/2010, Shoecraft survey response) 

Additionally, one director described the ordering process as “not worth the time or the 

headache,” indicating that administrative and logistical complications arise when 

orders are placed with multiple vendors.   
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Figure 13: Years that currently non-participatory districts have participated in the NCFSP in the 
past (n=14) 

 

 

Figure 14: Reasons that non-participatory districts are not particapating in the NCFSP (n=12) 
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Table 9: SWOT Analysis of the NCFSP 

Strengths 

o NCDA handles procurement process 
o All produce is from North Carolina 
o All school districts are eligible to 

participate 
o Does not require buy-in or commitment 

from the school district at the start of the 
school year 

o Transportation from NCDA warehouses 
to district CNS central warehouse is free 

o Produce is sometimes cheaper than a 
comporable, non-local product offered 
through a contracted produce vendor 

o There is little to no time lag in 
participation.  Once a district decides to 
participate, they can serve local produce 
within a few weeks. 

o Produce delivery from NCDA to school 
district warehouses typically occurs 
within 48 hours 

 

Weaknesses 

o NCDA unable to transport to individual 
schools 

o Schools must participate on a district-
wide level 

o It is more difficult for smaller farms to 
participate 

o There are no environmental 
considerations of participating farmers 
(with regards to growing procedures, 
chemicals/fertilizers used, etc.) 

o Produce may travel unnecessary miles 
(from farm, to warehouse and back to a 
school district within the same county as 
the farm) 

o Program is not large enough to serve as 
a single source of income for a farmer 

o Only 14 delivery weeks during the 2009-
2010 school year (out of a 40 week 
school year) 

o Education on local and regional 
agriculture is not well-incorporated in 
the program at this time 

o NCDA does not currently have the 
capacity to increase the frequency of 
deliveries  

o Program inherently favors larger farms 
who are more likely to have the required 
GAP certification 

Opportunities 

o A stepping stone for districts to become 
aware of and take part in local (state-
wide) purchasing 

o This program is open to colleges and 
universities in North Carolina 

o The NCDA is capable of handling a 
greater quantity of orders 

 

Threats 

o Program relies on tax money to 
subsidize the cost of produce 
transportation from NCDA central 
warehouses to school districts 

o NCFSP produce is constantly in direct 
competition with produce offered to 
school districts through the contracted 
produce vendor 
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4.2 Produce Vendors 

One option for increasing local produce purchasing is to work with the schools’ current 

contracted produce vendor and to request local products on produce orders, or to request that the 

company consider making more local purchases.  Since the 2002 Farm Bill, schools have been 

encouraged to purchase products from local vendors, though they were unable to specify location 

in the bid process.  As of the 2008 Farm Bill, schools are allowed to ‘site geographic preference 

for the procurement of unprocessed agricultural products’ (Farm to School(c)).  Unprocessed 

agricultural products include items that require some handling preparation (i.e. washed 

vegetables, bagged greens, meat, milk and eggs).  Further, while the bill allows for states to pass 

legislation encouraging local purchasing, this purchasing behavior cannot be mandated (Farm to 

School(c)).     

4.2.1 Carolina Produce Company, Inc. | Anderson, South Carolina 

Carolina Produce Company (CPC), founded in 1935, is a full-service wholesale produce 

company serving customers in western North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia (CPC, 

2007).  This company has made a public commitment to providing local produce to customers 

upon request, and they approximate that 50% of the produce they deliver to their customers is 

locally or regionally grown (Welborn, 2010).  Upon asking CPC President, Jerry Welborn, about 

why it is important to offer local produce to his customers, he replied: 

“Usually [the produce] is fresher and cheaper.  Local produce supports 

the economy where the school is located and it helps the farmers, schools 

and children.  [Produce from further away] may sit in a truck for up to 

seven days.” (02/23/2010, personal communication) 
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He continued to describe that one of the greatest challenges with local produce is defining what 

local means.  While most districts, he said, prefer product within a 100-120 mile radius of the 

school, the term local often refers to product that can be acquired within one day.  One of the 

first questions that CPC asks a new customer who demands local is, “what does local mean to 

you?” (Welborn, 2010). 

 CPC works with four school districts in North Carolina, and ten-to-twelve districts in 

South Carolina and Georgia.  Welborn said that in his over thirty years working at the CPC he 

has seen the demand for local products from school districts increase dramatically, but that 

despite the growth in demand, meeting the needs of this growing body of customers is becoming 

more difficult.  The greatest hindrance to supplying a greater quantity of local produce relates to 

food safety issues.  Schools and other customers require growers to have liability insurance and 

to be GAP certified, and many farmers are not willing to do this, primarily because they do not 

know what is involved in GAP certification and they are also reluctant to complete the required 

paperwork that is necessary for GAP certification (Welborn, 2010).  Therefore, while school 

districts and other customers demand local products, and there is an abundance of local growers 

in North Carolina, there is only a small fraction of growers that meet the food safety issues 

demanded by schools and other customers (e.g., restaurants, hospitals, etc.).  This severely limits 

the number of growers that CPC can work with (Welborn, 2010).  
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Table 10: SWOT analysis of the produce-vendor approach to implementing a FtS program 

Strengths 

o Work within existing framework of 
school purchasing leads to a simple 
transition to serving local foods 

o Easy to implement changes as 
framework for purchasing with the 
company already exists 

o Changes in purchasing can happen 
quickly 

o Benefits of program are felt on a district-
wide level 

 

Weaknesses 

o Without proper educational tools in 
place, the difference in procuring the 
local produce can go unnoticed by 
students and cafeteria staff 

o Will not necessarily increase the 
quantity of fresh produce that students 
consume as this program will generally 
replace produce shipped from across the 
country with produce grown locally or 
regionally 

o Produce is generally acquired from 
large-scale farms 

o Produce is rarely organic 
o Produce is not necessarily sustainably 

grown 

Opportunities 

o  Local purchasing in school meals can 
help link seasonal produce in the school 
garden 

o An effective stepping stone to 
implimenting more large-scale changes 
within individual skills and/or the 
district as a whole 

o Enables districts to use their customer 
voice to demand changes from their 
contracted produce company 

Threats 

o Can influence local purchasing, but it is 
most likely that the larger, conventional 
farms will offer the product at the 
cheapest price 

o Participation in program is at the will of 
the District’s CNS director 

 

 

4.3 Individual School Program 

Two school districts were investigated that have either just begun, or have a well-

established school garden and farm to school curriculum within the school.  Efforts taken on by 

individual schools often include school community gardens, waste reduction projects, farm field 
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trips, farmer visits to schools, an increase in fresh and/or local foods served in the cafeteria, etc.  

Further, over the past year I have worked closely with E.K. Powe Elementary School in Durham 

as they worked to implement a FtS program comprised of a school-wide composting initiative, 

reintroducing a large-scale school community garden into classroom curriculum, and an increase 

the quantity of local foods served during the school day.  Those efforts are documented in 

Appendix A. 

4.3.1 Dickson 

 Dickson is a 416 student K-5th grade elementary school in Asheville, North Carolina and 

is designated as an experiential learning school.   Over 36% of Dickson students are on free or 

reduced price lunch (ACS, 2009).  Dickson serves as a FtS model throughout the state largely 

due to its strong gardening program (Jackson, 2009).  Additionally, the school was awarded the 

Governor’s Program of Excellence in Education Award for Environmental Service-Learning for 

the 1999-2000 school year (Office of Environmental Education).   

   4.3.1.1 Community Garden  

The garden at Dickson is a half-acre organic community garden located adjacent to the 

staff parking lot near the front entrance to the school (Evans, 2010).  Produce is grown that 

matches the cultural heritage of western North Carolina, and the fruits and vegetables grown in 

the garden are ultimately used for nutrition education lessons through cooking activities in the 

garden and the classroom (Evans, 2010).  Students also raise eggs in their classrooms and then 

keep the chickens as part of the gardening program.  As a fundraising effort, they are able to sell 

eggs in the local community.  In the spring of 2008, an outdoor clay oven was built in part by 
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students through an artists-in-residence program.   The oven is currently used to prepare foods 

using produce in the garden (e.g., pizza, etc.) (Fitten-Glenn, 2008).  To engage students on topics 

of environmental sustainability, the garden features a shed with a living roof, and they have the 

capacity to capture 530 gallons of rainwater on site.  Further, the garden has plans to install a 

solar powered pump with their summer garden camp program (Evans, 2010).   

Dickson has integrated the outdoor learning environment to other parts of their school’s 

campus.  The school created a Landscapes for Learning project which includes a natural trail for 

students featuring a bird blind, a stream, and an outdoor classroom.  They have also built a pond 

and wetlands area, a blue bird trail, and an outdoor sound garden (Evans, 2010).  The purpose 

behind these efforts is to enable teaching to reach a high degree of interdisciplinary learning.  

Further, the school believes that the garden and other outdoor spaces help children to work 

cooperatively and will ultimately encourage them to be environmental stewards as adults (Evans, 

2010). 

 The garden is primarily organized by a parent volunteer, Kate Fisher, though there is also 

a strong network of teacher support.  While the garden’s history is short - it has only been in 

place for three year - the garden has been fairly self-sustainable through the selling of garden 

produce, eggs, and pizzas from the earth oven.  A modest budget of $1,000-$2,000 per year, in 

addition to grant funding, ordinarily covers garden expenses (Evans, 2010).   

 To overcome the difficulties associated with summer maintenance, Isaac Dickson applies 

for funding to cover the cost of a summer garden camp for low-income Buncombe County 

children at educational and nutritional risk.  Further, middle school students are employed as 
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summer interns to serve as a leadership role in supervising the elementary-aged campers 

(CFWC, 2008).   

4.3.2  Watts 

Watts is a kindergarten-5th grade Montessori magnet school in the Durham Public School 

district.  The Montessori model assumes that children have a natural desire to learn, and the 

school structure respects each individual student’s style and pace of learning.  The classrooms at 

Watts operate using independent and self-directed learning, and multi-age groupings.  Students 

are enrolled in the school via a lottery process, though students that live within the neighborhood 

boundary of the school are automatically eligible to attend (Durham Public Schools, 2009).  As 

of the 2009-2010 school year, Watts enrolled 347 students, 65% of which were enrolled in the 

free and reduced price lunch program (Durham Public Schools, 2010).      

4.3.2.1 Edible Schoolyard | History  

In early 2009, a stakeholder group consisting of parents, PTA representatives, teachers 

and community members began a discussion on creating an edible schoolyard at Watts.  This 

schoolyard would contain features traditional to a community garden, but would integrate the 

garden into the playground and would contain additional attributes like natural walkways, 

outdoor meeting spaces, native planting, etc.  

The project’s steering committee decided to incorporate the garden under the umbrella of 

the PTA, as having this organizational affiliation would enable constituents to fundraise for the 

garden and apply for grants, which would be more difficult to accomplish without the non-profit 

association.  The garden steering committee organized a community meeting (the meeting 
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included Watts students among the aforementioned stakeholders) which enable individuals to 

voice their preferences for the garden (how it would look, what would be grown, where it would 

be, how it would be integrated into the school, etc.) and attendees were all invited to draw garden 

plans that expressed their vision for the garden’s layout (Bumgarner, 2010).   

Using these drawings, the steering committee created a visual plan for the garden and 

divided it into three phases: 

• Phase I: conversion of the abandoned kindergarten play space in the school 

courtyard.  Primarily a vegetable garden; 

• Phase II: creation of the fruit garden in a separate location; 

• Phase II: integration of the garden into the school yard.  Project include additional 

raised beds interspersed with place spaces, a landscaped, gravel walking path, 

native plantings, outdoor classroom with organized seating, and funds to cover the 

formulation of curriculum development and to finances a summer CSA share with 

garden produce for low-income families.   

4.3.2.2 Edible Schoolyard | Implementation 

 The steering committee initially applied for and received grants to fund Phase I of the 

project, though they have since secured funds for Phase II and are now waiting to hear about 

funds for Phase III.  Last spring, volunteers and students worked to convert the abandoned play 

space into a school community garden.  The garden’s design features community beds lacking 

individual ownership.  A designated volunteer garden coordinator creates a weekly list of tasks, 

along with information for students (recommendations for plants to notice, nutritional 
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information about the plant, etc.).  The weekly tasks move from classroom to classroom each 

week, and most teachers coordinate their students to accomplish these tasks at the beginning of 

the recess period.  Further, teachers are encouraged to integrate the garden into their scheduled 

classroom teaching time, though this is not mandated.  Further, to ensure that teachers had the 

knowledge to undertake tasks in the garden, all faculty at Watts were invited to a garden 

orientation before the start of the 2009-2010 school year (Bumgarner, 2010).  Once produce is 

ready to be harvested, teachers are notified and assigned a quantity to take for in-class 

consumption.  At the end of the week, if produce remains, teachers are invited to bring their class 

and take as much as they like (Bumgarner, 2010).  

4.3.2.3 Edible Schoolyard | Challenges  

A steering committee member for the garden at Watts had identified a number of 

challenges that stakeholders confront in achieving long-term sustainability of the garden.  These 

include: 

• Determining ways to better integrate the garden into the curriculum.  They have 

identified the fact that teachers often lack time to research lesson plans for 

integrating in-class lessons with the outdoors.  The steering committee hopes to 

make lesson kits that would ultimately be a resource to be shared with other 

schools interested in introducing the lessons with their school gardens. 

• The garden’s summer plan is dependent on acquiring the funding pursued for 

Phase III of the project.  As a model, steering committee members have looked at 

methods undertaken in Oakland, CA, a district that is working to not only place a 

school garden at every school in the district, but to also integrate the garden into 
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the school culture and maintain a sustainable plan for garden maintenance and 

produce distribution in the summer.  As of February 2010, the garden at Watts is 

operating under the assumption that they will secure funding to pursue their 

summer CSA plan (Bumgarner, 2010). 

4.3.2.4 Edible Schoolyard | Future  

The ultimate goal for the garden is that it will be both well-integrated into the school 

curriculum and afford students with the opportunities to connect their classroom lessons with the 

natural world in a hands-on environment.  In addition, the steering committee is looking for ways 

to evolve continued interest so that the project will be sustained and self-running, regardless of 

the composition of parents at the school.  They see that the best way to ensure this success is to 

form school or district policy related to both the presence and integration of the garden and 

edible schoolyard (Bumgarner, 2010).   Further, having the appropriate data to back up the 

success of the garden is imperative.  The steering committee hopes to create a tool that will 

enable them to measure the impact of the garden, and ultimately the edible schoolyard at Watts. 

4.3.2.5 Edible Schoolyard | Lessons learned 

Based on the experiences of initiating this project, a member of the steering committee 

developed the following recommendations to other parents: 

• Build collective buy-in from the start of the project.  Stakeholders must spend a 

proper amount time building a community to support the project.  Items to consider 

include diversifying your stakeholders.  For example, offer translators to encourage 



                 

56 
 

non-English speaking parents to participate.  In addition, the steering committee 

emphasized the importance of integrating students into the planning process. 

• Build positive relationships with the people who will oversee any aspect of your 

project.  For example, it is imperative to communicate effectively with the head of 

grounds for the school.  These projects are often seed as worrisome as parents are 

involved in an elementary school for six years, but the staff of the grounds will be 

working for the school for many more years.  Keep communication open and discuss 

all plans. 

• The work is hard, but it is not impossible.  Parents and stakeholders are often turned 

off from the project because they see the task as too big or daunting.  Starting small 

and slowly is a good thing, as it provides time to build proper relationships and to 

make sure that all parties are satisfied with the project before it gets too big 

(Bumgarner, 2010). 

Table 11: SWOT analysis of individual school efforts towards implementing a FtS program 

Strengths 

o A site-adaptive approach.  Each school 
can develop a program that works based 
on their needs and assets 

o A hands-on approach that affords 
students with experiential learning 
opportunities 

o Hands-on componant of a garden helps 
children connect with nature.  Especially 
important in urban environments where 
nature-based experiences may be limited 

o Encourages students to try new produce. 
o Students are more likely to eat produce 

that they have helped grow 
o Gardens provide opportunities for 

Weaknesses 

o Investment from teachers and school 
staff is essential 

o Schools need adequate land to 
accommodate a garden on grounds 

o Financial  investment from school 
o Produce grown in the garden may not be 

served in school cafeterias 
o Soils must be tested, and potentially 

amended so that they are safe for 
growing produce 

o Requires a strong, ongoing commitment 
from volunteers 

o Incrorporating progreamming into the 
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success for children with a number of 
different learning styles or behavioral 
disorders 

o Easy to integrate nutrition lessons when 
they are related to a school garden 

curriuculm can be difficult 

 

 

Opportunities 

o Individual school efforts give district-
wide policy changes more leverage 

o May lead to increased awareness of 
school community of nutrition, the 
environment, and other garden-related 
knoweldge  

o Garden can be integrated into the 
curriculum in a number of diffirent 
disciplines (such as art, english, math, 
sciences, etc.) 

o May provide students with an 
opportunity to learn about the 
agricultural history of their region 

o Gardening affords students with the 
opportunity to learn about and 
experience team-work 

 

Threats 

o Dependent in part on teacher’s 
willingness to integrate garden in 
classroom curriculum 

o Schools lacking the volunteer base and 
local community support will most 
likely not be able to institute a 
successful garden 

o Efforts and project face abandonment 
with parent turnover 

 

 

 4.4 District Wide Approach 

 A number of school districts across the country have been working on FtS efforts for 

many years.  These districts’ accomplishments to date are due to a combination of the 

perseverance of stakeholders, a supportive community, ability to secure funding, and the 

commitment to the project over many years.  These districts have instituted large-scale changes 

and some have changed the district policy regarding school food, which has resulted in both 

wide-spread and sustainable changes.   
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  4.4.1 Davis, California 

 The DJUSD serves 8,900 students in eight elementary schools, two junior high schools, 

and one high school.  DJUSD operates one central kitchen, and food is shipped to district schools 

daily.  Of the district’s 8,900 students, only 13% receive free lunch and 3% received reduced 

price lunch.  As of 2003, approximately 16% of the school population took part in the NSP 

(Brillinger et al., 2003).  In 1999, members of the Davis Community began working on a Davis 

Farmers Market Salad Bar (DFMSB) as a five-day-per-week alternative to the FSLP daily meal. 

4.4.1.1 DFMSB | Creation 

 In 1999, the DFMSB project began as a conversation among interested parents and 

community members, many of whom were already working on school gardens in the district’s 

elementary schools.  Based on the conversations, a Davis FtS committee, later named the Davis 

Farm-to-School Connection6 (DFtSC) was created and was comprised of parents, farmers, and 

representatives from community organizations7.  The focus of the committee was to start a salad 

bar program that would provide a salad bar composed of local foods as an option for students 

participating in the school meals program.  Not only did the committee wish to source produce 

locally, but they also wanted to incorporate other aspects of the FtS program, including school 

                                                            
6 The vision statement of the DFtSC is as follows: To educate and nourish students through a farm and garden-based 
experience that embraces the connections between agriculture, environment, nutrition, health and community.  To 
celebrate the cycles and seasons of life by growing, preparing and eating fresh food.  To integrate these principles 
into the curriculum and lunchroom.  To link students’ active involvement in their school’s garden with the 
opportunity to eat from a “farmers’ market salad bar” as part of the school lunch program.  Integrating the school 
garden where possible, the salad bar contains seasonal ingredients purchased from local farms that practice 
environmentally sound agriculture.  This reinforced by visits to local farms and farmers’ markets.  Waste from the 
salad bar and garden is recycled through on-site composing and Davis Waste Removal’s recycling program 
(Brillinger et al., 2003).   
7 Organizations included the Davis Farmers Market, the University of California Children’s Garden, the California 
Department of Education, the California integrated Waste Management Board, and the Community Alliance with 
Family Farmers (Brillinger et al., 2003). 
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gardening, visiting local farms, conversations with farmers, cooking, nutrition education and 

composting.  Additionally, the group was looking for ways to help teachers incorporate these 

lessons into the school curriculum.   

In order to finance the imitative, the DFtSC decided that the best way to move forward 

was to create a non-profit organization whose mission was to execute this project.  Due to the 

fact that the salad bar would be funded through external sources, the 501(c)(3) status of a non-

profit would give the group tax-exempt status and would enable the group to both legitimately 

and legally request and distribute funding (Brillinger et al., 2003).  The DFtSC decided to 

collaborate and merge with the Davis Education Foundation (DEF), an existing non-profit 

organization that had been relatively inactive for the year preceding the formation of the DFtSC.  

DEF was a good fit as a host organization for the DFtSC because DEF had spent the past decade 

working with students in the DJUSD and their mission was to improve student health and 

learning, and increase student personal responsibility and community awareness (Brillinger et 

al., 2003).  By merging the missions of the two organizations, the DFtSC was able to avoid the 

difficulties associated with starting a non-profit.  Once DFtSC was incorporated into DEF, a 

steering committee developed and spent a year researching existing models of FtS programs, 

wrote grant proposals, worked and formed relationships with district administrators, staff and 

parents.   

4.4.1.2 DFMSB | Funding 

The DFtSC worked with a nationwide collaboration to apply for grant money from the 

USDA Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food Systems.  In July of 2000, $46,235 was 

awarded to pilot the Farmers Market Salad Bar in three elementary schools.  Further, the grant 
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money could also be used to fund farm tours for students (Brillinger et al., 2003).  DFtSC also 

received $50,000 from California Department of Education to develop links between classrooms, 

school gardens and food service to enhance opportunities for nutrition education (Brillinger et 

al., 2003).  The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) gave $30,000 to 

pursue vermicomposting, waste diversion and recycling initiatives.   

 While the DFtSC made substantial headway in pursuing funding opportunities, within 

three months of implementing the program they realized that the true cost of the program would 

be more than the money they had acquired.  At this point, the group pursued additional funds 

from private foundations; the Center for Ecoliteracy and the Alice Waters’ Chez Panisse 

Foundation providing funding program’s second year and the Kellogg Foundation providing 

funding for the program’s third year (Brillinger et al., 2003).  Additional, larger grants were 

supplemented through targeted fundraising in the Davis community at Farmers Markets, 

individual mailings, and direct requests to local businesses (Brillinger et al., 2003).   

4.4.1.3 DFMSB | Working with the Board of Education  

In late 2000, the DFtSC made a formal presentation to the DJUSD Board of Education to 

introduce the Farmers’ Market Salad Bar.  The presentation included visual images of successful 

salad bar program in other districts, and they also offered sample plates of produce from the 

Davis Farmers’ Market as an example of the produce that would be served to students.  Davis’ 

experience was that it was imperative to get the support of the school board and they did so by 

explaining the program’s importance, detailing the funds that had been raised and how it would 

not cost the school board money, and providing them with a clear implementation plan 

(Brillinger et al., 2003).   
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4.4.1.4 DFMSB | Working with CNS  

CNS provides school meals to students and they are often run as a separate business from 

the school district.  One of the most common complications of FtS programs is that they often 

create more work and are an added cost to a district.  The DFtSC did not realize the importance 

of a positive relationship with their local CNS until they were two years into the DFMSB 

program.  They ultimately learned that it is best to work slowly, and to involve CNS in each 

decision as attempts to work quickly, or bypass necessary constituents, will often lead to project 

delays or failure (Brillinger et al., 2003).   

4.4.1.5 DFMSB | Execution  

For the first year of its grant cycle the DFtSC chose three schools to execute the program 

based on the fact that the schools had extensive school garden programs, support from principals 

and teachers, schools’ willingness to participate in the waste-reduction program and strong 

parent involvement.  Additionally, the DFtSC hired a salad bar coordinator who would also serve 

as a liaison with the DJUSD.  The first bar was launched in March of 2001.  The following 

promotional tools were used to raise awareness and appreciation for the salad bar: 

• Pre-implementation packets for principals: informational packets distributed to 

principals one month before the launch of the salad bar in their school. 

• PTA presentations: The 15-minute presentation detailed the components of the program 

and the nutrition and other educational benefits.  Further, the importance of high 

participation was emphasized and parents were encouraged to promote the salad bar to 

their children and to participate when they visited the school. 
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• Parent handout: An informational handout sent to families one month before salad bar 

lunch.  The handout was distributed in conjunction with the monthly school meals menu. 

• Newsletter articles: Information related to the salad bar was included in each school 

newsletter.  Promotional information included food updates to the bar, interview with 

farmers, and local food-related announcements (farmers’ market, etc.) 

• Staff meeting presentation: Within two weeks of the salad bar launch, a 20-minute 

presentation was conducted to staff.  Information included a program description and 

changes in procedures for teachers and non-teaching staff, cost of adult meal.   

• Student presentations: One-week prior to the salad bar launch, 30-minute presentations 

were conducted to groups of 60-80 students.  The presentation information included an 

introduction to the salad bar, hygiene and appropriate behavior, and a description of how 

to choose the necessary food groups (students needed to choose three of the five food 

groups for the meals to be in compliance with the NSLP).   

The bar originally relied heavily on parent volunteer support and they helped students 

maintain proper hygiene and select appropriate food groups.  Within 18 months of starting the 

first bar, Davis had three operational salad bars in their school district.  While they noted that 

participation was heavy in the first three months of the program, participation often dipped after 

four months (Brillinger et al., 2003).   

4.4.1.6 DFtSC Program | Current Programming 

While the original focus of the DFtSC was to provide fresh and local produce to students 

during the school lunch, they have now expanded their efforts to encompass more broad-

reaching goals.  Their programs currently include: 
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• School gardens: The DFtSC now employs a district wide garden coordinator who assists 

in implementing a school garden program at all of the fifteen schools in the DJUSD.  

Additionally, the garden coordinator organizes a volunteer network at each school to run 

educational programs for every classroom in each of the eight elementary schools.   

• School lunch program: In 2008, the DFtSC led efforts towards the Davis community 

passage of Measure Q, a parcel tax that provides an additional $70,000 over four years 

towards efforts of increasing the quantity of fresh and local fruits and vegetables in the 

school lunch program.  Additionally, DFtSC offers a cooking school for school lunch 

staff six times per year to teach seasonal and from-scratch cooking skills.  Currently, each 

school provides food options made from scratch every day (DFtSC, 2010). 

o As of 2010, all eight elementary schools in the DJUSD offer the salad bar at least 

twice per week, while pre-packaged Crunch Lunch salads are offered in every 

school every day.  Additionally the hot meal school lunch options are made from 

scratch and occasionally use local and/or organic produce.  When these products 

are used, this information is indicated on the monthly school lunch menu. 

• Davis RISE (Recycling is Simply Elementary): Kids Recycle is an extensive district-wide 

waste management and recycling program.  The district provides stipends to parent 

volunteers to assist the custodians in running a post-consumer lunch recycling program.   

  4.4.2 Baltimore, Maryland 

 The BCPSS serves 83,000 and near 74% of them are on free or reduced price lunch 

(Black, 2009).  In contrast to Davis, Baltimore is an example of a low-income district that has 

made significant headway in the FtS program in relatively short period of time.  Changes began 
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in 2006 with the hiring of the district’s new Food Service Director, Anthony Geraci, a long-time 

veteran of the corporate food service industry, and former food service director of Contoocook 

County, New Hampshire where he implemented a district-wide farm-to school program, and 

transitioned the district from serving processed and pre-cooked foods to meals made from 

scratch (Black, 2009).   

 BCPSS provides an example where an innovative and determined director is able to make 

changes in a district where changes are not expected.  Within the first few years of his term, 

Geraci reinvented school breakfast choices and the way they are served.  Instead of eating in the 

cafeteria, students bring boxed lunches to their classrooms to eat with their peers and teacher to 

foster a sense of community.  Further, 5% of breakfast boxes distributed have prizes in them, 

such as baseball tickets, that are all in-kind donations from local organizations.  Additionally, 

Geraci turned to local food producers as an economic choice.  He found Maryland-grown 

produce was cheaper than out-of-state produce and even commodity products offered through the 

USDA (Kummer, 2009).   

   4.4.2.1 Great Kids Farm  

The Great Kids Farm, owned by the BCPSS, is 5 miles from Baltimore’s city limits in 

Cantonville, Maryland (Ericson, 2009).  Within a year of his arrival to Baltimore, Geraci came 

across this open space on the grounds of an abandoned Baltimore reform school that had been in 

disuse for nearly twenty years.  He converted it into a 33 acre farm, complete with three 

greenhouses (which were already present) that is in-part managed by students within the district 

(Kummer, 2009).  With a given $90,000 budget to hire a district dietician, Geraci hired a 

dietician and a full-time farm manager.  Within three months, and $7,000, the farm was 
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operational (Ericson, 2009).  The goal is that this farm will soon supply produce to the district, 

but until that time, they are selling to area restaurants and putting the revenue back into the 

garden for upkeep and necessary repairs (Ericson, 2009).  In addition to the full-scale working 

farm, Geraci’s ultimate goal is to have a community garden on each school’s grounds (Ericson, 

2009).   

4.4.2.2 Hampstead Hill Academy and Food for Life Curriculum 

 Hampstead Hill Academy (HHA) is a free public charter school in Baltimore for students 

in pre-kindergarten through 8th grade.  HHA accepts students living within the school’s 

designated neighborhood district, and remaining slots are determined through a lottery system 

(HHA, 2008).  At this time, 525 students are enrolled.  HHA principal, Matt Hornbeck, instituted 

an on-site school garden to integrate in their Food for Life curriculum which involves cooking 

classes, cultural educations, sciences, math, art, music and environmental stewardship lessons 

(Ericson, 2009).  In 2007, Horbeck transformed a former teacher’s lounge into a cooking 

classroom that is used by all students.  The school schedules cooking classes during teacher 

planning breaks.  On alternating days, when students go to gym class, or another elective, half of 

the students in the class go to cooking class (Ericson, 2009).  The cooking and nutrition teacher 

at Hampstead, Ariel Demas, is the daughter of Antonia Demas, the founder of the Food Studies 

Connection, and the developer of the Food is Elementary curriculum that integrates hands on 

cooking and food preparation with cultural studies, music and gardening skills.  The curriculum 

is utilized throughout the country, and is estimated to have been in place in nearly 2,000 schools.  

At HHA, the curriculum has been renamed Food for Life (Ericson, 2009).   
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 In addition to its work on revolutionizing the foods children eat in school and their 

interaction with growing and preparing these foods, the Food for Life curriculum also works to 

elevate the status of school food service personnel.  When funding is available, the curriculum 

encourages distributing stipends to cafeteria workers for training and professional development.  

The goal is to not only teach cafeteria staff how to prepare healthy foods more creatively to 

encourage students to eat them, but to also increase their knowledge of food nutrition (Riddims, 

2007).  In addition to working with school staff, the program works to make changes in students’ 

home life by encouraging the involvement of parent volunteers, and sending recipes home with 

students (Riddims, 2007).   

Table 12: SWOT analysis for district-wide change as an approach to FtS implementation 
 

Strengths 

o A district-wide approach that can have a 
profound impact on all schools and 
students within the district.  This is 
particularly important for schools within 
a district that have weaker parent 
involvement 

o This approach is often more secure and 
sustainble and not reliant on any one 
person 

Weaknesses 

o A long-term approach that requires long-
term buy-in  

o Substantial changes may not be seen for 
many years 

o Progress is often slow 
o Failure to institute change can be 

demoralizing to stakeholders 
o Requires a strong, on-going 

commitement from stakeholders 

Opportunities 

o Systematic change on this level can 
influence surrounding districts for 
larger-scale regional impact 

o As a district-wide approach, funding for 
wide-scale change can become more 
practical.  Common funding applications 
in the past have come through taxation, 
or instituting a non-profit to advocate 
and fundraise for FtS district-wide 
initiatives. 

Threats 

o Non-school affiliated community must 
be in support if integrated funding 
mechanisms take hold (e.g., taxes) 

o Policy can be overturned 
o Funding could be cut at voters’ will 
o The arduous process can turn 

stakeholders off from participation 
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5. Discussion 

 5.1 FtS Programs | Importance 

 Similar to the word ‘natural’, as it refers to food, or the word ‘green’ as it refers to 

environmental sustainability, the term ‘FtS’ is an ambiguous phrase that lacks a generally 

accepted definition.  Due to the lack of a formal definition, the concept of FtS has resulted in 

widespread confusion as to what the term means and what a FtS program entails.  Further, 

because of definitional confusion, it is often difficult to explain the importance of FtS and the 

potential positive impact on school communities.  However, by using a basic definition of FtS, 

serving local products to students in a school setting, there are numerous benefits related to child 

nutrition, the environment, and the local economy associated with that definition. 

5.1.1 Nutrition 

 The fact that fresh produce provides more nutrients than canned or frozen varieties is 

generally accepted knowledge (Ramirez, 2008).  Furthermore, fresh local produce holds a 

nutritional benefit over fresh non-local produce because the former is often served closer to its 

picking day than the latter.  Further, non-local produce is often picked before its peak ripeness, 

preventing the item from reaching its full nutritional potential.  Even if the product continues to 

ripen after it is picked, it will not reach the same nutritional capacity as it would had it been 

allowed to fully ripen before being picked (Ramirez, 2008).  Once produce is picked, nutritional 

quantities begin to deteriorate, especially vitamins C, E and A and thiamine, and the longer the 

items spends between picking and consumption, the greater quantity of nutrients that are lost 

(Ramirez, 2008).  In addition, produce that must be prepared for long distance travel is often 
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dependent on preservatives and additives to prevent spoilage for both the road, air or rail miles 

traveled and time spent on the shelf at the supermarket (Halwell et al., 2002).   

 While all individuals should be afforded with the opportunity to purchase foods at a 

higher nutritional level, the importance for school children is especially critical.  The 

combination of the obesity epidemic and the prevalence of children who are nutritionally 

insecure means that many school-aged youth depend on school meals to acquire their daily 

nutritional needs.  Therefore, nutrient-dense food is even more important in a school setting.   

  5.1.2 The Environment   

 The environmental cost of food is determined by a number of factors including the food 

item’s point of origin, pesticides and fertilizers used, farming methods used (monocultures, crop 

rotation, large-scale farm operation, small-scale farm operation etc.), whether the product is 

genetically modified, conventional or organic, transportation distance, transportation method (by 

rail, truck, boat, plane), etc.  While the term “local” has no set definition, it is typically used to 

define either in-state grown produce, or produce grown within a defined mile radius of a 

location.  The term local does not have any implication on whether the product was organic or 

sustainably grown.   

While the term local does not answer many questions about a product, assumptions can 

be made about the food miles traveled, and the packaging used.  Despite these assumptions, 

clear-cut information that can determine whether a local product had less of an environmental 

impact is not readily available.  For example, a non-local product that travels by truck or rail 

could have a smaller environment impact than a local item that travels by plane or truck.  We 
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also know that the food we eat, on average, comes from further away than in decades past.  One 

study on the food markets in Maryland found that the average food item traveled over 1,700 

miles from its point of origin to the plate it was served on, and that distance is over 25% further 

than it was in 1980.  While seemingly counterintuitive, as food systems become more 

streamlined, food is traveling greater distances and the food economy is becoming more global 

in scale (Halwell et al., 2002) 

While consumers are often left guessing the carbon footprint of a product, due to the 

number of inputs that determine the carbon footprint, in general, products grown closer to the 

point of sale will produce less carbon in food miles travel, and will have less packaging and 

added preservative (Halwell et al., 2002).   

Our national food system is based on a hidden market.  The cost of food from a typical 

supermarket does not reflect the true cost of the product.  The subsidies for gas and roads, the 

effects of air pollution and global warming from transportation and industrial farming all factor 

into the unaccounted cost of the product.  The subsidies are typically paid for by the Federal 

government and the environment (Halwell, 2002).    

Despite the increase in food miles traveled, the growth in industrial food markets is 

starting to slow.  As small and medium-sized family farms are lost to industrial operations, 

communities are demanding for the preservation of small farmers and the foods they produce.  

Measures to protect farmers, such as tax credits and conservation easements are encouraging the 

projection and the promotion of smaller-scale operations.  Consumers are demanding products 

from these farms, and the growth in Farmers’ Markets over the past thirty years has been 
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unprecedented.  The movement is based on the assumption that farmers who are connected to a 

community through local purchasing are more likely to farm sustainably (Halwell et al., 2002). 

While it is possible for local products to come from large-scale farms, and this is 

certainly the case in the NCFSP, it is most likely that farms directly surrounding communities 

will be smaller-scale operations because of zoning regulations and market considerations.  In 

addition, the smaller the radius is that the consumer draws for their definition of local, the more 

likely that the produce acquired will be from smaller-scale operations.  In supporting local 

farmers, consumers are supporting food that is usually grown in a way that promotes agricultural 

sustainability and stewardship of the earth.  Agriculture is responsible for almost 6% of total 

carbon dioxide production in the United States, but agriculture is also a significant contributor of 

other greenhouses gases including methane and nitrous oxide (EPA, 2009).   

5.1.3 The Economy 

Dollars spent on local food contribute to what is referred to as the local economy.  Money 

spent on local food stays in the community longer than money used to purchase non-local 

products, and this feature creates jobs and raises incomes of local farmers (Halwell et al., 2002).  

The mainstream food system features a long chain of sale to a number of middlemen, so that the 

proportion of the dollar received by the farmers is much less than the dollar paid in the store, and 

it is this feature that inherently makes supermarkets a near impossible selling venue for small, 

local farmers.  When money exchanges hands within a community, it increases the community’s 

overall income and economic activity level, and this fuels the promotion of jobs (Black(b), 

2009).  Further, spending money on local business has a multiplier effect as local businesses are 

more likely to re-spend the money locally (Black(b), 2009).   



                 

71 
 

5.2 FtS Program Approaches 

 North Carolina has a number of assets that provide a good baseline for implementing FtS 

programs.  These include a yearlong growing season, the ability to grow a diversity of crops, a 

rich agricultural history, and a strong agricultural community.  The path that a school or school 

district uses to integrate a FtS program can take a wide variety of forms.  The makeup of a 

district, school and the surrounding community will determine what types of FtS programs can 

be supported and executed successfully (Table 13).   
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Table 13: Necessary school and/or district assets to implement a FtS program.  A √+ indicates that the asset is vital, a √ indicates that 
the asset is necessary but adjustments can be made, and a √- indicates an asset that is helpful but not required.   
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5.2.1 NCFSP 

The NCFSP has a number of advantages: (1) NCDA&CS handles the pickup and delivery 

of the produce to the schools, (2) the NCDA&CS performs quality assurance on the day of 

produce pick up, and (3) the NCDA&CS invoices the school and manages payments to the 

growers (NCDA&CS, 2009).  The NCFSP serves as an effective initial launching stone for 

districts to start their understanding and incorporation of local foods in the school meals plan.  

While this program is relatively simple to buy-in-to, there are a number of essential factors that 

are imperative for this program to be successful: 

• The CNS director must be supportive.  To ensure the program’s success the 

director must be willing to: 

o Handle produce ordering from an additional vendor; 

o Find alternative transportation for produce from central district warehouse 

to schools if school does not have its own truck fleet 

o Incorporate NCDA produce into school menu which involves balancing 

NCFSP produce against USDA commodities, and contracted produce 

vendor products; 

o Inform staff of the program and the importance of local produce; 

o Inform students and parents of district’s incorporation in the program 

(may be done through school menus, newsletters, flyers, signage, etc.). 

• Cafeteria staff must be equipped with the proper tools and knowledge to handle 

the preparation of fresh produce;  
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• The district must have access to at least one central kitchen within the district 

where food preparation can take place; 

While the NCFSP has a number of advantages, FtS program stakeholders must be fully 

aware of the details of the program.  First, the requirements for produce from the NCFSP are that 

they must fit in with school district requirements (i.e., farms must be GAP certified, have $2 

million in liability insurance, produce must be traceable to source and packaged under school 

specifications) and that the produce must be grown in North Carolina.  Beyond those factors, no 

requirements placed on the farmers, farm size, farm ownership, growing practices as related to 

agricultural sustainability and non-invasive growing procedures.  My online research indicated 

that a number of farms participating in the NCFSP promote the extensiveness of their farm’s 

acreage, or claims that they were the largest grower of a product in the state.  In addition, only 

one farm posted information regarding the environmental stewardship of their agricultural 

practices.  While large-sized farms growing monocultures are a reality of the agricultural sector 

in the United States, many individuals interested in implementing FtS romanticize the term 

‘Farm to School’ to mean small-scale family farms utilizing organic practices.  While one 

cooperative of smaller growers currently participates in the NCFSP, the reality of the 

aforementioned requirements for farms to work with school districts lends the program to be 

more accessible to larger farmers, who are often more willing to get the necessary certifications 

and follow the appropriate paperwork (Welborn, 2010).   

In addition, the term ‘local’ as associated with the NCFSP refers to produce grown in the 

state of North Carolina.  Theoretically, a school district on the Outer Banks could be served 

apples grown in the western mountains, or a school in Asheville could be served an apple grown 
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in their own county, but that was first shipped to the central warehouse in the central part of the 

state and then shipped back to the city.  Further, this state-wide definition of local often exceeds 

the definition used by food service providers in the industry who use definitions between 75-150 

miles of the location where the food is consumed (Peterson, 2010).   

Despite the mixture of positive and negative features of the program, the NCFSP serves 

as a strong starting point for school districts to take an initial step in the direction of serving more 

state-grown and fresh produce to school children.  If a school community is buying sweet 

potatoes in California, they might as well purchase the same product in North Carolina as the 

item will be fresher, will have traveled fewer miles, and will help support the state economy.  

While the product may not be grown to the specifications that many stakeholders idealize in a 

FtS program, it is a strong alternative to non-local produce. 

5.2.2 Working with current produce vendors 

When CNS bids out a year-long contract for a produce vendor, the produce vendor 

becomes a service provider.  As the customer, CNS can make demands on the provider to meet 

CNS’s needs.  Contracting a produce vendor is an effective tool as many vendors already 

purchase local foods as this produce is often cheaper, vendors may have a business principle of 

working with local vendors to support the state economy, or vendors have already increased their 

local purchasing to meet the demands of their other customers.  In addition, CNS directors can 

lie out specifications for the produce supplier in terms of origin preferences.  For example, CPC 

works with districts that specify a preference for produce grown in the county, or within a 150 

mile radius of the school district (Welborn, 2010).  If the produce vendor does not purchase 
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locally, knowing that their customers are interested in this produce will only provide an 

additional incentive for them to do so. 

Working with local produce vendors is one of the simpler approaches to implementing a 

FtS program.  However, like the NCFSP, this approach often does not meet the idealized image 

of FtS that stakeholders desire in that this program does not necessarily include nutrition 

education and other hands-on learning opportunities.  Furthermore, the produce sourced through 

this program does not necessarily come from farm practicing sustainable growing procedures.  In 

order to implement this program successfully, a district must have: 

• Buy-in from the CNS director.  The director must be willing to make these 

demands of the produce company, and to put in an effort to request local products 

when possible; 

• School cafeteria staff must have the necessary knowledge and tools to prepare the 

fresh produce.  If a district serves many of its produce items as frozen or canned 

varieties, this transition to working with a fresh product will be difficult; 

• The school district must have at least one central kitchen facility equipped to 

handle the preparation of fresh produce; 

• Buy-in from the students and the school community is also necessary. If food is 

not prepared in a way that is appealing to students, then it will not be consumed.  

Without buyers, CNS cannot make amendments to their program as it must 

always offer a menu that is appealing to students.   

o In this respect, parents should speak on behalf of their children to request 

more local produce in the school meals. 
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Similar to the NCFSP, working with current produce vendors provides similar challenges 

to program implementation.  These include: 

• Having the school district develop a definition of local (does local mean within a 

certain mile radius, within the state, within the southeast, etc.) 

• Determining the types of farms with which the produce vendor works with. Most 

likely, similar to the NCDA, produce vendors are working with larger-scale 

conventional farms who are most often more willing to meet the necessary criteria 

for working with institutions.  FtS stakeholders should not be disillusioned that 

the word “local” means anything more than the origin of the product; 

Akin to the NCFSP, working with current produce providers provides an initial 

connection into the FtS movement.  However, not only does this program enable schools to 

purchase local food according to their specification, it continues to create the demand and spread 

awareness for not only the importance of local food, but that this market is continuing to grow.   

  5.2.3 Individual School Efforts 

 Efforts taken by stakeholders at schools constitute one of the most grassroots approaches 

to instituting a FtS program.  In many ways, this approach offers the greatest flexibility.  No two 

schools are exactly alike, and schools within a district are most likely serving diverse 

populations.  Further, the racial and socio-economic demographics of the school, along with 

parent and community investment can be dramatically different.  When stakeholders in an 

elementary school work to implement a program, whether it is school gardens, an agricultural 

curriculum, or adaptations to the school meals, they are working on the smallest scale possible 
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and can tailor the program to meet their needs.  Specifically, the makeup of the student body, and 

the investment of teachers would determine what types of plants are grown, the amount of time 

students spend in the garden, and how well integrated a garden would be in the school’s culture.  

In other words, the program can theoretically be as large or small as is wanted, and there is a 

great continuum of participation and level of programming. 

Typical efforts taken by schools to implement FtS include, but are not limited to, school 

gardens, nutrition education (including increasing the consumption of local foods by school 

children), and farm field trips.  In order to ensure the project’s success, the following must be in 

place: 

5.2.3.1 Funding   

Regardless of the program implemented, the most probable scenario is that stakeholders 

will have to secure funding and that funding will not readily be available through the school 

district.  Given the financial pressures of most school districts, funding will probably be obtained 

through fundraising efforts and grant writing.  While most projects would require ongoing 

funding, like farm-field trips and nutrition education, school gardens can often become self-

funding through the sale of produce.  However, it typically takes many years for a garden to 

generate revenue and it depends on a number of additional factors such as garden size, types of 

produce grown, state or county regulations about the sale of food, the existence of a market for 

the produce, etc. 
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  5.2.3.2 Buy-In 

While a project can often get off the ground without buy-in from key constituents, a 

sustainable project will require commitment from many parties.  Most importantly, teachers, 

students, school administration and sometimes the school board must be in support of the project.  

School board approval is most often required for any projects that result in an adjustment to the 

school curriculum, or school finances.  If students, teachers or administrators are not supportive 

of the effort, the project will not be successful in the long run.  Activists for the FtS program will 

most likely have to work to enable buy-in from necessary constituents.  For example, a school 

could follows Watts’ example and work to create garden tool kits that will provide materials and 

show teachers ways to integrate school gardens into the grade curriculum so that lessons align 

with state standards and benchmarks.  In addition, students should be involved in the 

implementation process as they are more likely to be excited about a project that they helped 

plan.  School board buy-in is typically related to program cost and how it will affect in-class 

teaching.  Guaranteeing the board that funds will be privately secured and that the garden will 

not interfere with learning to reach state requirements will usually enable these stakeholders to 

support the project.   

  5.2.3.3 Additional Staff Support 

While nutrition education teachers and school garden coordinators are influential in the 

success of FtS programs, and while these jobs often require a lot of hours, it is not necessary for 

districts to hire or pay employees to take on these tasks.  For many schools, especially those with 

start-up projects, these roles are most often taken by parent volunteers.   However, having one 
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person carry the investment is risky, for the likelihood of project failure is much higher if that 

person leaves the project.   

 This approach to FtS has a number of unique and positive features compared to other 

programs.  Individual school efforts to introduce FtS enable stakeholders to create a project that 

matches their skills and participation.  Further, the project can take a number of different routes.  

While NCFSP and working with produce vendors both determine the origin of produce that is 

served in the cafeteria, school gardens, nutrition education, and farm visits provide a more 

holistic experience of local foods to students.  Students are often more likely to try new foods in 

the cafeteria if they have had the firsthand experience of growing the same types of foods in their 

school garden (Farm to School, 2009).  Further, opportunities to see where food comes from, and 

to learn how it is grown, enrich a child’s educational experience and can help instill an 

appreciation for the hard work that goes into producing food.  While other programs can increase 

the quantity of local foods served to students, these attempts are often not coupled with school-

wide education, and while produce grown in the garden cannot legally be served in the cafeteria, 

gardens at least afford students with the opportunity to experience topics related to food beyond 

eating. 

One of the greatest challenges to these individual efforts is that the success of the 

program is often related to parental involvement.  Parents are less likely to be involved in a 

project if their student is no longer a member of the school community, therefore, schools face 

regular turnover of committed parents.  The nature of parental involvement makes many districts 

hesitant to give permission for such projects as there is no commitment that support will 

continue, and the project could ultimately be abandoned and become the responsibility of school 
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grounds, or another party.  This is especially troubling for school districts as they are typically 

running a tight budget and the addition of work is not welcome or possible for employees. 

  5.2.4 District-wide Change 

 While district-wide programs, or adjustment to school district policy often provide the 

most comprehensive attempts at implementing wide-scale change that will impact the greatest 

number of students and have the greatest long-term stability, these attempts are also often the 

slowest and most difficult to institute.  This approach to FtS programs not only has many 

necessary requirements for successful implantation, but the importance of each piece is also 

critical to success. 

   5.2.4.1  Funding  

As evidenced by the program in Davis, California, wide-scale changes require large 

amounts of funding to institute the project.  This requires not only the commitment of individuals 

to seek out the funding, but also a strategic placement of the initiative so that it has an 

organizational capacity to raise the necessary money (e.g., DFtSC merged into an existing non-

profit).  In addition, grant money will have to be pursued which will require stakeholders to 

research opportunities and write proposals to secure funding.  While the program can ultimately 

pay for itself, especially if the rate of participation in the school lunch program increases, the 

first few years of the program are likely to be financially stressful and uncertain. 
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   5.2.4.2  Buy-in  

Absolute buy-in from stakeholders is most important in this approach.  Without the full 

support of school administrators, the school community, the school board, parents, teachers, 

students, and CNS staff, it will not be possible for the program to run.  Acquiring buy-in will 

often be a slow-moving process, as it is often difficult for many different parties to agree and be 

comfortable with such a large-scale project, but the approval of all stakeholders will serve as a 

tremendous asset in both implementing and ensuring the success of the program. 

 Despite the growing awareness of the importance of local foods and desire to offer more 

fresh and healthy foods to children in schools, progress on this district-wide approach is slow.  

There are only a handful of districts in the country that have made significant successes using 

this approach and it is not only due to the financial and administrative difficulties in executing 

this program, but also due to the fact that schools are forced to address a number of issues for 

their students with limited resources.  While schools recognize the importance of nutrition and 

healthy students, the emphasis for school leaders is on getting their students to meet or surpass 

state and federal education requirements.   And while districts struggle to meet these 

expectations, there is currently little energy available to focus on school nutrition.   

 The good news is that smaller-scale efforts like the NCFSP, individual school programs, 

and adjustments in produce ordering signify the importance of these issues to school 

communities, and that the continued increase in these efforts should ultimately lead to more 

district-wide changes like those seen in Davis and Berkeley, California.   
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5.3 Future of the FtS Movement 

The local foods movement and the awareness of proper nutrition, especially for children, 

can only be expected to increase in the near future.  Specific actions directed towards child 

nutrition and health will most likely increase in prominence in the near future as the reality of 

childhood obesity and its negative implications continue to rise. Further, the current presidential 

Administration has made a commitment to work towards ending childhood obesity in one 

generation.  In February, 2010, Michelle Obama officially announced this campaign that she is 

calling ‘Let’s Move!’ (Stolberg, 2010). 

The purpose of the Let’s Move! Campaign is to combat childhood obesity by providing 

parents with necessary support to enable school districts to offer healthier food choices available 

in school meals, encourage children to be more physically active, and to make healthy food more 

available, all in an effort to terminate childhood obesity within one generation (Let’s Move!, 

2010).  With regards to the school meals program, the Obama Administration released plans to 

update the Child Nutrition Act and have proposed a $10 billion increase to be distributed over 

ten years to improve the quality of school meals, to increase the number of students participating, 

and to ensure that schools have the resources necessary to implement the changes (Let’s Move!, 

2010).  According to the Let’s Move! website, toolkits for the four approaches will be made 

available in the spring of 2010 as the first step in promoting a healthier lifestyle in the country’s 

children. 
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 5.3.1 Future Research 

 FtS programs provide numerous opportunities for further research, either specific to 

North Carolina, or a more widespread look at national or global programs.  One likely direction 

that this project could lead into is a more extensive investigation of the NCFSP.  In each of the 

four FtS approaches highlighted in this paper, there are a number of avenues for future research. 

  5.3.1.1 NCFSP  

Future research on the NCFSP can investigate either the environmental implications of 

the program, or determine opportunities for growth.  First, a more thorough investigation of the 

participatory farms would result in greater availability of information regarding the 

environmental stewardship of the NCFSP produce growers.  An initial investigation showed that 

much of the produce is grown from large-scale operations, but questions to ask could include a 

comparison of the environmental cost of a produce item from a NCFSP farm compared to a farm 

where produce is typically grown, most likely in California, but other states and countries too.  In 

addition, research could take an evaluative look at the infrastructure supporting and the demand 

for the NCFSP.  With this information, a feasibility study could evaluate the future growth of the 

NCFSP as a yearlong supplier of North Carolina-grown produce available to North Carolina 

schools, universities, and other institutions (hospitals, prisons, etc.).   

  5.3.1.2 Produce Vendors 

While preliminary data has been gathered information on a list of produce vendors used 

by North Carolina school districts, this list is not exhaustive (Appendix B).  Future research 

could evaluate the current state of local produce available in schools by determining how much 
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produce distributed through produce vendors is already local or regional.  In addition, qualitative 

research could investigate the demand pressures produce suppliers are facing to acquire more 

local produce, and what pressures, if any, prevent them from doing so. 

  5.3.1.3 Individual School Approaches 

Through this project, a number of stakeholders mentioned their interest in quantifying the 

impact of their FtS programs.  Future research could develop a system that could be used by 

parents, teachers, or community members to assess the impact of their FtS initiatives on the 

students and school communities.   

  5.3.1.4 District-wide/Policy Changes 

While district- wide examples of FtS programs were not found in North Carolina, a more 

extensive evaluative look could be done on programs across the country.  The FtS program in 

Berkeley, CA is most often reputed for its exemplary program, and because of its constant 

acknowledgement as a model program, it was purposefully avoided in this project to highlight 

other, lesser-known successful examples.  However, Berkeley is an example of a district that 

instituted policy changes early on in the movement (1999), and has spent the past decade moving 

to meet the policy requirements.  Future research could evaluate Berkeley’s success and 

determine what key components have enabled this program to serve as a national model for FtS. 

In addition, a common theme in the research of this project was noting the implications of 

community wealth and the presence and success of FtS programs.  While this information was 

noted, and not statistically proven, some of the most well-known FtS examples across the 

country occur in wealthier, more progressive communities (e.g., Berkeley, Davis and Malibu 
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California, East Hampton and Saratoga Springs, NY), and while wealth is not a clear indicator 

(as proven by the success of the programs in Oakland, CA and Baltimore, MD), it does appear 

evident that wealthier districts have a greater advantage in implementing FtS program.  Future 

research could further evaluate this idea, and investigate the barriers that lower-income districts 

face.  In addition, the major driver behind changes in the school meals program in Baltimore, 

MD is in large part to a highly motivated CNS Director.  Future research could look into the 

importance of the CND Director’s attitude on FtS 

6. Conclusion 

Parties in North Carolina interested in implementing a FtS program have a diverse array 

of programming options to choose from to match the commitment of stakeholders, the school’s 

and community’s assets, and the goals of the intended program.  While the NCFSP and 

purchasing through contracted produce vendors offer a simpler method of increasing student’s 

consumption of local foods, these methods are often not paired well with educational and/or 

hands-on learning opportunities for students.  Taking individual school approaches, such as those 

used by schools in Durham County and the City of Asheville, to implement a FtS program 

typically maximizes a student’s involvement by providing experiential learning opportunities and 

assimilation into the school curriculum, but these programs face challenges in integrating local 

foods into the school cafeteria and maintain a strong and lasting connection with the school 

culture.  Lastly, while district-wide changes, such as those taken in Davis, California and 

Baltimore, Maryland provide the greatest possibility for change and serve the largest number of 

students, they are most difficult to implement, largely due to the long-term commitment 

necessary from volunteers to ensure success.   



                 

87 
 

Attention focused on the importance of fresh and local foods has continued to gain 

national attention, especially in the face of pressing issues including childhood obesity, the 

environmental implications of large-scale agriculture, the disconnection between food and 

health, and the connection between nutrition and wealth.  Schools serve as a basic avenue from 

which resources can be provided for children to ensure that they have the opportunity to not only 

eat nutritional food, but to also provide them with the resources that will encourage them to 

adopt lifelong healthy eating habits and a mindfulness towards food that helps facilitate tan 

understanding of the strong connection between food and the environment.   

FtS programs take a variety of different forms and levels of integration, but they are all 

working to either increase child nutrition, support the local economy, and/or to serve as an 

educational resource about agricultural and associated issues.  The level of programming most 

often depends on the commitment of stakeholders who usually include school administrators and 

teachers, parents, and school community members.  It is through these stakeholders that 

programs often begin from, and it is also these stakeholders that ensure the success of the 

program.    

 As increased local and national attention is placed on child nutrition and using schools as 

a vehicle for nutritional change, an increase in the prevalence and extent of FtS programs can be 

expected.  While this attention and energy on the issue will be extremely supportive in furthering 

the reach of FtS programs, it is essential that program executors work strategically to ensure that 

efforts are successful.  Further, while the FtS movement is relatively new, attention to this 

movement is growing rapidly.  There are currently over two thousand programs across the 
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country and this network of stakeholders, information and support can serve to ensure the 

success of future programs.  
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Appendix A: Case study at E.K. Powe Elementary School in Durham, North Carolina 

 

 Background 

City of Durham: Durham is the fifth largest city in North Carolina and is situated in the 

north-central region of the state.  Durham has a population of over 262,000 people and is home 

to a diverse racial community (Table 13) (Healthy Durham, 2009).  Durham has a strong 

traditional tie to tobacco and textile industries, but after the industrial decline in the mid-20th 

century, Durham is now heavily defined by the presence of Duke University, Duke University 

Medical Center, and neighboring Research Triangle Park.  Additionally, the city has been 

experiencing historical preservation and neighborhood revitalization over the past 20 years (City 

of Durham, 2010).   

Table 14: Estimate of the racial and ethnic demographics of Durham County in 2008 (source: 
Healthy Durham, 2009) 

Race Estimate Percent 

White 148,566 56.6% 
Black 97,813 37.2% 
American Indian 1,069 0.4% 
Asian 11,540 4.4% 
Other/multi-racial 3,727 1.4% 

Ethnicity Estimate Percent 

Hispanic 32,248 12.3% 
 

Durham Health: In the most recent decade, Durham has experienced a growth in the 

prevalence of individuals who are medically defined as being either overweight or obese8.  As of 

2008, 40% of Durham adults were characterized as being overweight, and 31% were obese 

                                                            
8 An individual who is overweight has a Body Mass Index (BMI) of 25-29.9.  An individual who is obese has a BMI 
of 30 or higher (CDC (b), 2010). 
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(Figure 15) (Healthy Durham, 2009).  Populations most at risk for being overweight or obese are 

males, minorities, individuals over 45, and those without a high school diploma (Healthy 

Durham, 2009).  Additionally, children served by the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 

program are experiencing a higher rate of obesity compared to the national average9.  As of 

2008, 14.7% of children between the ages of two to four years old in the WIC program were 

overweight and 19.6% percent of the same age group was obese.  This data compares to the 

North Carolina state averages, where 14% of children are labeled as overweight or obese 

(Healthy Durham, 2009).   

Local Food Culture in Durham: Durham is surrounded by a strong agricultural presence 

of small-medium sized farms.  Durham hosts a bi-weekly, year-long farmers’ market that 

features produce and other items (i.e., honey, baked goods, meat, eggs, crafts, etc.) grown or 

manufactured within 70 miles of Durham (Durham Farmers Market, 2010).  The famers’ market 

began in 1988, and has since grown to include dozens of vendors and hundreds of visitors each 

week.  In 2006, Durham Central Park, the City of Durham, Self-Help, and individual donations 

funded the creation of a permanent semi-enclosed structure to be the permanent home of the 

market (Durham Farmers Market, 2010).  The city is also home to several local-food focused 

organizations and movements such as South Eastern Efforts Developing Sustainable Spaces, Inc. 

(SEEDS), a non-profit garden and youth organization dedicated to teaching people how to care 

for themselves, each other and the earth with garden-based programming, as well as 

opportunities for Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) shares, and restaurants driven to 

serve local and seasonal products, among many other initiatives.     

                                                            
9 The WIC program provides Federal grants to states for food, health care, and nutrition education for low-income 
pregnant, breastfeeding, and non-breastfeeding postpartum women and their children up to age five who are at a 
nutritional risk (Food and Nutrition Services, 2009) 
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Figure 15: Durham adults by BMI in 2008 (Source: Healthy Durham, 2009) 

Durham Public Schools: Durham Public Schools (DPS) enrolls over 33,000 students in 

52 schools (29 elementary, 10 middle, and 12 high schools).  The DPS boast offering choice to 

parents.  Students may attend their neighborhood school, apply to attend a school outside of their 

neighborhood, or enter the lottery for acceptance into one of the districts Montessori or magnet 

schools.  Further, the DPS offer a variety of themed schools including engineering, math and 

sciences, technology, and health care.  The DPS system is predominately black (53%) but also 

includes significant white (21%) and Asian (19%) student populations (Figure 16).  Just over 

57% of DPS students are enrolled in the free- reduced price school meals program (DPSNC, 

2010).   
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Figure 16: Racial demographic distribution of students enrolled in the DPS during the 2009-2010 

school year (source: DPSNC, 2010).   

 E.K. Powe: E.K. Powe Elementary School is a public elementary school located on 9th 

Street in Durham, North Carolina.  Powe serves 422 students in kindergarten through 5th grade, 

majority of who live in the Watts-Hillandale, Crest Street, Walltown, Old West Durham and 

West End neighborhoods.  As if 2009-2010, 81.2% of students were enrolled in free-reduced 

price school meal program (DPSNC, 2010).  Powe serves a diverse group of students in small 

classes (i.e., 15-20 students), and in addition to teachers and traditional non-teaching staff, Powe 

has a guidance counselor, two English as a second language teachers, two exceptional children 

teachers, a part-time social worker, a part-time school psychologist and one IT specialist 

(Bishop, 2009).  

Powe formerly held an arts and sciences designation, and while they no longer adhere to 

that classification, they continue to incorporate Dr. Howard Gardner’s philosophy of multiple 
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intelligences10.  Further, Powe has partnerships with neighboring educational institutions 

including Duke University, the Museum of Life and Science, the North Carolina School of 

Science and Math, and North Carolina Central University, among others (DPS, 2010).    

My relationship with Powe began in July of 2009 when a member of the school’s PTA 

reached out to the Nicholas School of the Environment at Duke University, looking for student, 

staff or faculty member to help in starting a composting initiative at the school, and for 

assistance in expanding the school’s community garden project.  I contacted the school to notify 

them that I was interested in supporting them with both projects and informed them of my 

interest in initiating a FtS program.  The PTA agreed to work on all three projects.  

The group of interested parties, comprised of parents, community members, and members 

of Powe’s administration formed an interest group called Slow Food Powe (SFP), dedicated to 

the tri-fold mission of: (a) re-establishing the school’s community garden and integrating the 

garden into the curriculum, (b) instituting a large-scale composting initiative that would handle 

both classroom and cafeteria waste, and (c) increasing the quantity of fresh and local foods 

served during the school day. 

 

   

                                                            

10 Gardner’s theory is based on the premise that each individual has a different learning style.  These 
styles are categorized by nine multiple intelligences: visual-spatial, verbal-linguistic, logical-
mathematical, bodily-kinesthetic, musical-rhythmic, interpersonal, intrapersonal and naturalist.  The 
premise behind each intelligence type is that the person has a different style that is more conducive to 
learning depending on the context.  For example, those with a high level of spatial intelligence mentally 
represents and transforms objects, where as those with bodily-kinesthetic learn best through movement 
(Klein, 1997). 
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School Gardens 

E.K. Powe’s property completely fills the city block surrounded by 9th Street (eastern 

border), Green Street (southern border), Edith Street (western border) and Day Street (northern 

border) and the school has extensive grounds.  At the start of the 2009-2010 school year, Powe 

had three designated garden spaces.  One community garden exists just north of the front 

entrance on the school’s eastern side, referred to as the 9th Street Garden, a smaller garden, 

referred to as the Peace Garden, is placed in the back of the school on the western side, and a 

small garden was on the school’s north side, referred to as the kindergarten garden (Figure 17).  

For the purposes of this project, future reference to the community garden at Powe indicates the 

9th Street community garden as this was the only garden on the property that lacked management 

at the time of SFP involvement.  The school’s science teacher has led efforts in the Peace 

Garden, and the Kindergarten Garden is managed by the Kindergarten teachers.    

The community garden has been in place for at least two decades, but has gone through 

various stages of involvement over time (Powe meeting, 02/15/2010).  There is a history of Powe 

working with community stakeholders, including Duke University, SEEDS, and corporate 

partners, among others, to implement grounds and gardening projects at Powe; however, the 

school lacks a written history to document these experiences.  Therefore, at this time it is not 

quite clear what projects these partners did and when, as much of the institutional knowledge is 

gone (Powe meeting, 02/15/2010).   
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teachers, staff and community members who wanted to have a voice in the future of the garden, 

and 13 individuals attended this meeting.  While a proposal for a garden plan was offered, 

meeting participants were encouraged to add their voice and ideas for the garden space.   

Based on the discussion at the meeting, stakeholders indicated that they were interested in 

a garden that offered theme beds that were primarily overseen by a team of community and 

parent volunteers.  The group decided that assigning individual ownership to each bed (i.e., each 

teacher or grade has their own bed) was a poor choice as stakeholders wanted to prevent beds 

from being abandoned and teachers from feeling burdened with extra responsibilities.  Instead, 

stakeholders agreed that the beds should be themed (e.g., herbs, salad, soup, cut flowers, five 

senses, etc.).  The goal is that core volunteers can dictate a schedule for work in the garden, and 

teachers can incorporate these tasks into their curriculum and any additional work may be 

covered during weekend community work events.  Finally, the group decided to use this growing 

season as a pilot season to determine the effectiveness of their plan.   

Project Execution: While volunteer days have taken place at Powe on two separate 

occasions during the 2009-2010 school year, Saturday, March 6 was the first directed community 

work days geared specifically towards the garden and composting projects.  Students and their 

families were notified by take-home flyers of the event and Spanish translations of the flyers 

were made available.  Families were encouraged to come between 9am-1pm on Saturday, and to 

gather for a pot-luck style meal following the service (SFP meeting, 02/23/2010).  The workday 

was well attended by parents, students and teachers representing the diverse communities within 

the school.  The work accomplished included planting the community garden beds, preparing the 
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Peace Garden for spring planting, and cleaning and reorganizing the Kindergarten Garden 

(personal observation, 03/06/2010).   

Future of the Garden: There are multiple goals for the future of Powe’s School 

Community Garden.  First, the garden is to serve as a space for children to gain experience in 

gardening and nutrition.   Further, the hope is that students will be more likely to consume fresh 

fruits and vegetables if they have an opportunity to work in a garden environment and experience 

growing produce firsthand.  The garden will also serve as a source of produce for nutrition and 

cooking education classes.  Additionally, the goal is that the garden will become ingrained into 

the culture at Powe and that teachers will be able to utilize the space for curriculum integration, 

regardless of the subject they teach.  This last goal will provide students with experiential 

learning opportunities and increase the amount of time they get to spend outdoors.  Lastly, the 

goal is that the garden will be sustainable and that a core group of interested volunteers will 

remain engaged in the garden and in promoting its existence and success for many years to come 

(SFP meeting, 09/15/2009); (SFP meeting, 02/23/2010). 

Composting Initiative 

Composting Project Plan: The plan for composting started as project led and organized 

by the PTA that would enable the school to reduce its landfill waste and to also serve as a 

fundraiser for PTA activities.  Compost from the school would be sold to the surrounding school 

community as a way to financial sponsor PTA activities (SFP meeting, 08/26/2009).  The 

school’s science teacher already composted in her classroom, and SFP decided to figure out 

ways to integrate the composting into the school curriculum to help this project become a part of 
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the school culture, which would ultimately help lead to its long-term sustainability (SFP meeting, 

09/14/2009).   

Composting Project Funding: In September of 2009, grant opportunities were sought out 

to finance the construction of two one-ton capacity outdoor composting bins, and to also allow 

for the purchase of indoor vermicompost bins for every classroom at Powe.  To finance the 

construction materials and supplies for these projects, three grant proposals were written in 

October 2009 to purchase the necessary materials for the project.  In December of 2010, SFP 

learned that they were awarded over $2,100 from the Lowes Toolbox for Education Grant, an 

initiative funded by Lowes Companies, Inc. home improvement stores to pursue this project. 

Composting Project Execution: Parent volunteers were recruited to lead the construction 

efforts of the composting project and construction of the bins is scheduled to be completed by 

June 2010.  The building of the outdoor compost bins is planned to take place during a 

community garden work day, an event open to students and their families, as well as Durham 

community members.  This coordination will enable students to see the construction of the 

compost bin, and to encourage them to ask questions about the project so that they can become 

familiar with it. 

Twelve vermicompost bins will be purchased using grant funding and Powe teachers will 

be asked if they are interested in hosting a vermicompost bin in their classroom.  All teachers and 

interested parents will be invited to a how-to Vermicompost workshop that will include a hands-

on teaching demonstration describing how to maintain their compost bin and ideas for ways to 

incorporate the bin into classroom lessons.   
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Composting Project Future: The vermicompost bins will be maintained by teachers and 

students. PTA volunteers are responsible for harvesting the compost on three-month intervals.  

PTA volunteers will also maintain the outdoor compost bins, turning the compost monthly and 

harvesting the compost on three month intervals.  While an extensive waste assessment has not 

been conducted, based on information from school maintenance staff it has been determined that 

a large component of waste results from school meals (SFP meeting, 09/14/2009).  The goal is to 

significantly reduce the waste which will not only have an environmental benefit, but will also 

provide a financial benefit to E.K. Powe, as they currently have to pay for dumpster removal 

(SFP meeting, 08/23/2009).   

 Local Foods Served in School 

 Powe serves 235 students every morning for breakfast, and 310 for lunch through the 

Federal school meals program (Hopkins, 2009).  Concerned parents and community members 

became interested in altering the foods offered to students based on the prevalence of child 

obesity and due to a general concern of the types of foods that their children eat during the 

school day.  The goals of altering school meals is based not only on increasing the nutrient intake 

of students eating school meals, but to also provide an enrichment experience through taste and 

to enable students to try and appreciate new foods that are served in school (SFP meeting, 

08/23/2009).  There is a general interest to move away from the notion that children will only eat 

kid-friendly foods (e.g., macaroni and cheese, chicken fingers, hamburgers, etc.), and that 

children will learn to enjoy more diverse and nutritious tastes (SFP Meeting, 08/23/2009).   

 Good Taste Bar Plan: The goal of increasing the quantity of fresh and local fruits and 

vegetables and decreasing the amount of processed foods served to Powe students has taken a 
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number of different forms since the start of the project in the fall of 2009.  SFP’s original idea 

was to directly connect local farms to Powe, but we quickly realized that this plan had to be 

adapted once we understood the limitations imposed on CNS from the Federal government, as 

well as regulations on the district to enable them to comply with mandated safety regulations.   

 The first major idea to take shape was to create a Good Tastes Bar, a salad bar style set 

up that would enable children to partake in an alternative to the school lunch at no cost.  The bar 

would be themed and enable students to create their own meals comprised partially with local 

fresh fruits and vegetables.  The purpose of the bar was to provide a model of good health and 

sustainability within the school and to support the local economy (SFP Meeting, 12/03/2009).  

The attributes of the bar were as follows:  

• Bar would be offered one-two times per month depending on availability of volunteers, 

school schedule, and available finances; 

• The preparation, serving and clean up of the bar would be completed by parent and 

teacher volunteers to prevent additional work from being added to the cafeteria staff’s 

schedule; 

• A portion of the ingredients for the bar would be sourced locally; 

• The meals provided through the Good Taste bar would adhere to the Federal nutrition 

guidelines.  A nutritionist would be consulted to be sure of compliance; 

• Possible bar themes included soup, tacos, pita sandwiches, salad, pasta, and vegetables. 

 Good Taste Bar Funding: In late October 2009, a member from SFP teamed up with a 

member of Slow Food Triangle who also owns a local bakery.  Slow Food Triangle is a local 

chapter of Slow Food USA, a national non-profit organization that ‘envisions a world in which 
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all people can eat food that is good for them, good for the people who grow it, and good for the 

planet’ (Slow Food USA, 2010).  Through this connection, SFP’s Good Taste Bar project was 

chosen as the beneficiary of Slow Food Triangle’s second annual Traditional Southern New 

Year’s Day Event.  The event, held on January 1, 2010 from 4-7pm, was a community meal 

featuring traditional southern food such as collard greens, cornbread, hoppin’ john, fresh bread, 

sweet potato pie, and other items.  Admission to the event was $15 for Slow Food members, $18 

for non-members, and free for children (Slow Food Triangle, 2010).  All proceeds from the event 

were donated to SFP for the Good Taste bar.  In all, over $2,000 was raised from the event 

(Email exchange, 01/05/2010).   

 Good Taste Bar Execution:  While representatives from Durham CNS were approached 

for their opinions about the Good Taste Bar, SFP encountered difficulties in arranging face-to-

face meeting with representatives from Durham CNS, and input from Durham was limited.  

Once Slow Food Triangle agreed to help finance the Good Taste Bar, and Powe was officially 

announced as the beneficiary of the fundraiser, CNS quickly established a meeting with 

representatives from SFP in late December, 2009.  At the meeting, the staff at CNS expressed 

several concerns over the bar related to the food procurement and handling.  Specifically, they 

commented on: 

• The necessity of finding and using venders that are GAP certified; 

• Only using vendors with $2 million in liability insurance; 

• Sanitation with regards to food handling (volunteers would need to be certified in 

accordance with Durham’s regulations); 
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• Volunteers’ ability to keep food at the proper temperature to maintain freshness and limit 

liability; 

• Concerns about the Good Taste Bar competing with the school lunch (SFP meeting, 

02/23/2010). 

Staff members at CNS then recommended that SFP work to enhance the FFVP, currently in 

its second year at Powe.  If the foods from the grant were served in conjunction with a nutrition 

lesson, then the produce could be cooked, processed, or served with other foods.  Further, a 

portion of the FFVP grant requires schools to provide nutrition education, and this component of 

the grant was lacking at Powe.  Durham CNS was eager to encourage SFP to shift their efforts to 

assisting with the grant.  After deliberating this idea, SFP opted to use the funds from Slow Food 

Triangle to make amendments to the FFVP.  This decision was made in early January 2010, and 

the decision was reached primarily because the group decided that it was best to work on a 

project that Durham CNS supported, as any future viability of the project would require Durham 

CNS to be on board.   

 Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Grant Enhancement Plan:  After deciding to change the 

strategy for increasing the quantity of fresh and local foods served to students, SFP 

representatives spoke with teachers at Powe regarding their impressions of the current execution 

of the Fresh Fruit and Vegetables Program.  Members of SFP used Powe teacher comments and 

observations of the execution of the program, to offer alterations to the delivery of the FFVP at 

Powe (SFP meeting, 01/14/29010).  The recommendations for changes to the program included 

the following; 
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• Change the serving format from produce being served in single-serving plastic cups to 

the serving of the produce on a more attractive and reusable platter.  This will not only 

help eliminate waste and increase the attractiveness of the produce delivery, but will also 

save the cafeteria preparation time; 

• Alter the vegetables chosen as some varieties are inevitably thrown out because children 

generally do not like to eat these vegetables raw without any accompanying dips or 

products (i.e., asparagus, eggplant and squash).  As per regulations of the grant, these 

items must be served raw unless served in conjunction with a nutrition lesson;   

• Alter the purchasing of the fruits and vegetables so that they can be as seasonal as 

possible and mimic the food grown in the garden;  

• Create “did you know” PSA announcements on the vegetable/fruit of the day that can be 

read on the loudspeaker every morning.  This will help notify the school community with 

regards to the produce item being served that day, and information about that item 

(nutrition information, where it comes from, how it’s grown, etc.); 

• Connect the composting initiative with the FFVP enhancements.  Waste from the produce 

can be composted in the classroom. 

These recommendations were well-received by Durham CNS.  Furthermore, Durham CNS 

commented that they had not yet heard feedback from teachers about the grant and that this 

information was appreciation. 

 Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Grant Enhancement Funding: Permission was granted from 

Slow Food Triangle in January 2010 to utilize the entirety of the funds generated by the 

Traditional Southern New Year’s Day Event on the FFVG Enhancement program.  The funds 
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generated by the fundraiser will be used to purchase additional foods and spices to be served in 

conjunction with the produce available through the FFVP.  Funds to continue the enhancements 

program will have to be fundraised in the future as there is no current budget allotment for the 

FFVP program enhancements. 

 Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Grant Enhancement Execution: The enhancement program is 

expected to begin at the start of the 2010-2011 school year.  The goal is to request seasonal 

produce to be served two days per week, and that a nutrition education lesson and produce 

enhancement will take place once per week.  While initial plans created a program start date in 

April, 2010, Durham CNS did not meet this deadline do to administrative complications in their 

office.   

 Members of SFP organized a group of interested volunteers who would work in the 

classroom to implement the nutrition education lessons.  Approximately 20 parents signed up to 

participate and as of April, 2010, SFP is waiting for Durham to offer a required sanitation 

workshop that mandated for all individuals who will be serving food on behalf of CNS in the 

school. 

It is important to note that while in-season products will be procured, this produce will not 

necessarily be locally grown.  In this case, SFP is working to introduce students to the concept of 

eating in season, and to align what is served through the FFVP with what is growing in the 

community garden.  In order to prepare for the transition, the following has been executed or 

assigned for execution by members of SFP; 
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• A SFP member has written a collection of PSA announcements that will be given to the 

school principal to be read each morning; 

• Two members of SFP will write eight lesson plans that can be conducted in conjunction 

with the FFVP.  These lesson plans will enable classroom volunteers to serve FFVP 

produce with other food items to make a more complete snack.  The purpose of these 

plans is to provide students with nutrition education and to teach students how to prepare 

simple and nutritious recipes; 

• Durham CNS has been consulted and they will supply the new platters for serving 

produce.  Furthermore, they were also given photographs of potential produce serving 

ideas that were taken from a school in Guilford County that executes the FFVP with great 

success; 

• SFP will work with Durham CNS to make recommendations on produce items that 

should be delivered through the program so that the School Community Garden and the 

FFVP are closely aligned. 

 Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Grant Enhancement Future: The ultimate goal is to have 

parent and community volunteers conduct nutrition lessons once per week to all of the 

classrooms at Powe.  Furthermore, SFP sees this program as a stepping stone to more complete 

change in the school meals program at Powe and in Durham Central Schools.  Ultimately, SFP 

would like to see the FFVP awarded to more schools in Durham, and that the materials created 

for the enhancements at Powe can be replicated at other schools in the district.  Hopefully, 

through the success of this program, parent and community volunteers can work with Durham 

CNS to institute the NCFSP and other initiatives to increase local purchasing for school meals 

and to improve the quality of foods offered to students at school.   
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Future of FtS efforts in Durham | Durham School Lunch Coalition: Members of SFP 

have begun to collaborate with the Durham School Lunch Coalition, a group of community 

members who are interested in enhancing the school meals program and implementing school 

community gardens as a components of district curriculum in the schools in Durham, North 

Carolina.  This group was founded in 2009 and has had four meetings to date.  The group was 

founded by a parent of a student at Morehead Montessori, but at present it is composed of 

parents from a number of different schools within Durham, a Durham school board member, and 

Durham residents interested in the topic (some of whom have had children go through DPS) 

(SFP Meeting, 02/23/2010).  

The Durham School Lunch Coalition works as a conglomerate of active stakeholders who 

are either working within their own schools to impart change or are interested in working on 

district-wide policy initiatives.  At the February 3, 2010 meeting, school representatives from 

Powe, Watts, Mangum Elementary School, and Morehead Montessori School gave updates on 

works accomplished to date (Table 14).  The group then discussed how to implement district-

wide change on a policy level. It was recommended that the following be further discussed and 

accomplished: 

• The problems association with school meals needs to be specifically detailed and 

the cost for fixing the problems needs to be determined and then presented to the 

school board; 

• Change has to be representative of the community you are representing.  Outreach 

should be conducted to include a more diverse group of stakeholders invested in 

the issue; 
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• Figure out performance measures and how people can be held accountable; 

• Ask the school board for things they can give besides money (e.g., meeting space, 

publicity, etc.); 

• Seek grant money to initially fund the project; 

• Set a goal (e.g., make Durham the district with the healthiest school meals in the 

Triangle, North Carolina, etc.). 

Table 15: Project updates for four schools working on FtS program in the Durham Public 
Schools   

School Project Progress 
E.K Powe Elementary Using money from Slow Food Triangle 

Fundraiser for the FFVP enhancements.  
Composting project and school garden initiative 
is beginning in the Spring of 2010  

George Watts Montessori  Constructed Phase I (vegetable garden) of their 
edible schoolyard and are now moving onto 
Phase II (fruit garden).  Working to find ways to 
help teachers integrate the garden into their 
curriculum. 

Morehead Montessori Conducted a Locavore Day in partnership with 
Durham CNS on November 19, 2009.  Locavore 
Day features a special school meal day, instead 
of the typical lunch, local produce was used to 
create a complete menu for school lunch.  A 
local chef volunteered their services to create the 
meal. Hope to do two more events this spring. 

Mangum Elementary  Just received a grant to implement the school 
garden.  Now they need to organize teachers and 
community volunteers in creating the garden. 

 

Lessons Learned: As a member of SFP, our experiences of working to instituting a FtS 

program at Powe has taught us three important lessons: (a) the value of inclusion, (b) the 

absolute necessity of not only working with CNS but also maintaining positive relations, and (c) 

willingness to accept slow progress. 
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SFP parents made a concerted effort to include a diverse array of stakeholders in the FtS 

initiative.  At a school like Powe, where student diversity is high, this entailed providing 

translated materials in school folders, and providing translators at FtS informational meetings.  

While the work days at Powe have accurately reflected the school population, the lead volunteers 

in Slow Food Powe generally have similar socio-economic, racial and educational backgrounds.  

Therefore, when SFP approaches CNS, it is difficult for CNS to accept our statements, as our 

group might only reflect the interests of a minority of Durham’s student body.  Therefore, 

generating diversity early on in the planning process is essential so that effective progress can be 

made. 

Further, progress cannot be made without enlisting the support of CNS.  As previously 

mentioned, SFP attempted to engage Durham CNS in a conversation about the Good Tastes Bar, 

however, the difficulty in speaking with CNS resulted in SFP working towards this aim without 

the support of CNS.  Therefore, at a meeting in January, 2010, CNS told SFP that they would 

either support a project that works on the FFVP, or they would not support the Good Tastes Bar.  

The choice was simple.  In order to impart lasting, effective and sustainable change, CNS must 

be on board with every project undertaken as their knowledge and resources will be essential to 

the success of the project. 

Lastly, our original timeline and goals had planned for offering one entirely local 

breakfast and lunch to be served at E.K Powe per week.  This goal was unrealistic.  While 

frustrating, the group has come to accept the fact that progress will be slow.  Instead, we have 

instituted a new goal of offering one in-school snack that is coupled with nutrition education 

once per week in the fall of 2010.  This goal is also lofty, but it gives us something to work 
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toward that is both substantial and manageable.  Further, members of SFP see this FtS project as 

a long-term commitment, and acknowledge that it will take years to realize the ultimate vision 

that they came up with in early 2009.   

Table 16: Timeline of Powe FtS program process from July, 2009 to May, 2010 

Date Project Action 
July 2009 Garden, 

Compost, Food 
Connection made between PTA parent and Nicholas School 
student 

September 
2009 

Garden, 
Compost, Food 

Formation of SFP 

October 2009 Compost Submitted grant applications to cover the cost of the compost 
project. 

October 2009 Food First meeting with Durham CNS to cover the current program, 
discuss NCFSP and obstacles to implementing this program, and 
budget. 

November 
2009 

Garden  Representatives from GSK volunteered at Powe.  Work 
included: general landscaping, mulching, sod installation, 
upgrading playground equipment, planting butterfly bushes, 
tilling raised beds, donated compost to amend raised beds, and 
planting trees.  All materials fees were covered by GlaxoSmith-
Klein. 

December 
2009 

Food Connection made between SFP and Slow Food Triangle.  From 
this relationship, SFP became the beneficiary of the 2nd Annual 
Traditional Southern New Year's Day Event. 

December 
2009 

Garden SFP met with teachers from Powe for an informal discussion 
regarding what teachers would like to see in the garden 

December 
2009 

Food Second meeting with Durham CNS to discuss the 
implementation of the Good Taste Bar 

December 
2009 

Garden Community volunteer day to complete work started by GSK 

January 2010 Compost Grant for $2180 awarded by the Lowes Toolbox for Education 
to cover the full cost of implementing the compost project. 

January 2010 Food Slow Food Triangle fundraiser held with $2,000 raised. 
January 2010 Food Adoption of the FFVP enhancement plan in place of the Good 

Taste Bar 
February 2010 Garden Planning meeting with Powe community regarding more details 

of the garden 
February 2010 Food Created lessons plans to accompany FFVP snack enhancements 
March 2010 Garden First community garden work days 
May 2010 Compost Build outdoor compost bins and hold vermicompost workshop 
Fall 2010 Food Begin FFVP enhancements in the school 
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Appendix B: Email invitation to participate in the survey and a copy of the survey distributed to 
school districts designated as NCFSP-participatory (Survey A) 

My name is Kellyn Shoecraft and I am a graduate student at Duke University getting a Masters 
of Environmental Management.  For my masters project, I am creating a Farm to School 
Implementation Guide. As part of this guide, I am reviewing the North Carolina Farm to School 
Program*.  You have been selected to receive this survey because according to the NCDA, your 
school district has recently participated in the NC Farm to School Program. If your district no 
longer participates in this program, please let me know and I will send you the appropriate 
survey. I would like to thank you in advance for your willingness to take part in my project. 
 
This survey includes 10 short questions and it should take you less than 5 minutes to complete. 
Once you finish the survey, you can enter a drawing for a chance to win a $25 gift card to Better 
World Books (www.betterworldbooks.com), an online book store that supports global literacy 
efforts.  To start the survey, click on the secure link below. 
 
CLICK HERE to access the NC Farm to School survey for NC Child Nutrition Directors 
 
 
While I do not believe that the questions are sensitive in nature, the information that you will 
provide through this survey will be anonymous, and I will not be able to connect your answers 
with your name/school district. Once you have completed and submitted the survey, if you would 
like to speak with me in greater detail about any of the questions on the survey, or additional 
initiatives that your department is taking to serve local foods to your students, please do not 
hesitate to contact me.  Please take note that in taking this survey you are agreeing to take part in 
my research.  You may stop taking the survey at any time and you may retract your answers. 
 
 
If you wish to speak with me further about any of the topics addressed in this survey, and/or your 
school district, please feel free to contact me at any time. 
 
All the best, 
 
Kellyn Shoecraft | Duke University, Nicholas School of the Environment 
Masters of Environmental Management, Candidate 2010 
kellyn.shoecraft@duke.edu 
914.525.4255 
 
*This survey is addressing the North Carolina Farm to School Program, an initiative currently 
led by the NCDA&CS. This program connects North Carolina school districts with North 
Carolina Produce for school lunch and snack programs. 
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1. While the NC Farm to School Program has been in existence for 13 years, only in the past 
three years has this program been run exclusively through the North Carolina Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDA&CS). In years prior, this program was run through 
the Department of Defense. While the Department of Defense still offers a Fresh Fruits and 
Vegetables Program, this produce is not necessarily North Carolina grown and is not affiliated 
with the NC Farm to School Program. 
 
Given this information, please check off the all of the school years that your school district 
participated in the Farm to School program: 

o 2009-2010 
o 2008-2009 
o 2007-2008 
o 2006-2007 
o 2005-2006 
o 2004-2005 
o 2003-2004 
o 2002-2003 
o 2001-2002 
o 2000-2001 
o 1999-2000 
o 1998-1999 
o 1997-1998 

Please leave any additional comments related to this question:      
              

2.  Why have you decided to purchase produce through the NC Farm to School program (select 
as many as apply)? 

o The cost is comparable to my current produce supplier 
o The cost is cheaper than my current produce supplier 
o I believe that the quality of this produce is higher than the produce I usually purchase 
o I prefer to purchase North Carolina products when possible 
o The produce is easy to incorporate into my menu 
o The delivery of products offered from NCDA are reliable 
o The products offered from NCDA are of high quality 

      Please write any additional comments:        
              

3.  The NCDA delivers the produce to one specified location for your district (for example: your 
central warehouse, your current produce supplier's warehouse, etc.). How do you get the produce 
delivered to all of the schools in your district?  

o We have our own trucks 
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o We rent trucks 
o We borrow trucks 
o We use our current produce vendor to make deliveries 
o We use another vendor to make deliveries 

     Other (please specify):           
              

4.  Do you use refrigerated trucks to deliver your produce? 

o Yes 
o No 
o I don’t know 

Please leave any additional comments associated with this question here:    
             
              

5.  Considering the necessity of arranging your own delivery of the produce to your schools, is 
this program still cost effective? 

o Yes 
o No 
o I don’t know 

Please leave any additional comments associated with this question here:    
             
              

6.  When your schools offers North Carolina produce through this program, is that fact made 
known to your cafeteria staff? 

o Yes 
o No 
o I don’t know 

How do you let your staff know?  Please feel free to write any additional comments too: 
             
             
              

7.  When your schools offer North Carolina produce through this program, is that fact made 
known to the students in your district? 

o Yes 
o No 
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o I don’t know 

How do you let your staff know?  Please feel free to write any additional comments too: 
             
             
              

8.  Do you purchase any other North Carolina products beyond the produce offered through the 
NC Farm to School Program? 

o Yes, my produce supplier provides my district with some local (products from North 
Carolina) produce 

o Yes, my produce supplier provides my district with some regional (products from the 
southeast region: South Carolina, Virginia, Tennessee, Georgia) produce 

o Yes, I purchase other local item (please elaborate below) 
o No 
o I don’t know 

If you answered yes to the question above, please list the other products you buy and the 
companies/farms you purchase these products from:       
             
              

9.  How long have you been working in Child Nutrition Services 

o Less than 2 years 
o 3-5 years 
o 6-10 years 
o 11-20 years 
o 20+ years 

Other (please specify):           
              

10. Please take this time to leave any additional anonymous comments.  Also, if you haven’t 
already indicated, please provide the name of your current produce supplier:    
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Appendix C: Survey distributed online to school districts designated as non-participatory in the 
NCFSP (Survey B) 

Good afternoon,  
 
I hope that this email finds you well. 
 
My name is Kellyn Shoecraft and I am a graduate student at Duke University getting a Masters 
of Environmental Management.  For my Masters Project, I am creating a Farm to School 
Implementation Guide for North Carolina. You have been selected to receive this survey because 
your school district has not participated in the North Carolina Farm to School Program*, or your 
participation has been suspended in recent years.  If you are currently participating in this 
program (2009-2010), please let me know and I will send you a different survey.   I would like to 
thank you in advance for your willingness to take part in this survey and to help me with my 
project. 
 
This survey includes 6 short questions and it should take you only a few minutes to complete. 
Once you complete the survey, you can email me your name for the chance to win a $25 gift card 
to Better World Books (www.betterworldbooks.com), an online book store that supports global 
literacy efforts. 
 
CLICK HERE to be redirected to the survey.  Be advised that this is a secure and safe 
connection.   
 
While I do not believe that the questions are sensitive in nature, the information that you will 
provide through this survey will be anonymous, and I will not be able to connect your answers 
with your name/school district. Once you have completed and submitted the survey, if you would 
like to speak with me in greater detail about any of the questions on the survey, or additional 
initiatives that your department is taking to serve local foods to your students, please do not 
hesitate to contact me.  Please take note that in taking this survey you are agreeing to take part in 
my research.  You may stop taking the survey at any time and you may retract your answers. 
 
 
All the best, 
 
Kellyn Shoecraft | Duke University, Nicholas School of the Environment 
Masters of Environmental Management, Candidate 2010 
kellyn.shoecraft@duke.edu 
914.525.4255 
 
 
*This survey is addresses the North Carolina Farm to School Program, an initiative currently led 
by the NCDA&CS. NC Farm to School connects North Carolina school districts with North 
Carolina Produce for school lunch and snack programs. 
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1. While the NC Farm to School Program has been in existence for 13 years, only in the past 
three years has this program been run exclusively through the North Carolina Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDA&CS). In years prior, this program was run through 
the Department of Defense. While the Department of Defense still offers a Fresh Fruits and 
Vegetables Program, this produce is not necessarily North Carolina grown and is not affiliated 
with the NC Farm to School Program. 
 
Given this information, please check off the all of the school years that your school district 
participated in the Farm to School program: 

o 2009-2010 (If your district currently purchases produce from the NC Farm to School 
program, please stop taking this survey now and email me to let me know.  You will be 
given the appropriate survey) 

o 2008-2009 
o 2007-2008 
o 2006-2007 
o 2005-2006 
o 2004-2005 
o 2003-2004 
o 2002-2003 
o 2001-2002 
o 2000-2001 
o 1999-2000 
o 1998-1999 
o 1997-1998 
o To my knowledge, my district has never purchased produce though the NC Farm to 

School Program offered by the NCDA 

Please leave any additional comments related to this question:      
              

2.  What are the reasons that your district does not currently, or has never purchased produce 
through the NC Farm to School Program? 

o I am not familiar with this program 
o My district is unable to transport the produce from this program from our central 

warehouse because we do not have access to the necessary vehicles 
o The cost is more expensive than my current produce supplier 
o I believe that the quality of this produce is lower than the produce I usually purchase 
o It is difficult for my staff to incorporate this produce into the school menus 
o I am not interested in participating in this program 
o Participating in this program makes the ordering process more complicated 
o I do not believe that the benefits of this program are great enough for my district to 

participate 
o I do not believe that there are any benefits to this program 



                 

121 
 

Please elaborate on any of the responses above or write in any additional responses:   
             
              

3.   Do you purchase any other North Carolina products beyond the produce offered through the 
NC Farm to School Program? 

o Yes, my produce supplier provides my district with some local (products from North 
Carolina) produce 

o Yes, my produce supplier provides my district with some regional (products from the 
southeast region: South Carolina, Virginia, Tennessee, Georgia) produce 

o Yes, I purchase other local item (please elaborate below) 
o No 
o I don’t know 

If you answered yes to the question above, please list the other products you buy and the 
companies/farms you purchase these products from:       
             
              

4. Do any of the schools in your district offer the following for students? 

o School community gardens 
o Farm field trips 
o Nutrition education 

Please describe any other local-food or nutrition-based projects that the schools in your 
district provide for students:         
             
              

5.  How long have you been working in Child Nutrition Services? 

o Less than 2 years 
o 3-5 years 
o 6-10 years 
o 11-20 years 
o 20+ years 

Other (please specify):           
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Appendix D: Farm to School Program Review and Implementation Guide for North Carolina 
Public School Parents (abridged version of full masters project)  
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To contact the author: 

Kellyn Shoecraft  
kellyn.shoecraft@alumni.duke.edu 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this guide is to provide parents with the information 
and tools necessary to implement a Farm to School program in their child’s 
school or district.  In this report you will find: 

• A brief overview of the Federal School Meals Program 

• A description of four different Farm to School program approaches 

• An asset map to determine what a school, district or community must 
have in order to implement a successful program 

• A resource list documenting state‐wide and national organizations 
working on Farm‐to‐School programming, as well as contact information 
for North Carolina Child Nutrition Service Directors 

This implementation guide highlights some of the main ideas presented in a 
masters project by the same name.  To review the full version of this report, 
please go to: http://tiny.cc/lbm1b and type the author’s last name, “Shoecraft” 
in the search bar.   
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Dear parents, 

Thank you for your interest in increasing the quantity of fresh and local 
foods served to your children.  As you will soon learn, changes in school meals can 
do much more than positively impact your child’s nutrition and health.   I hope 
that this guide provides you with the information you need to make your first 
steps in introducing a Farm‐to‐School program in your child’s school or district.  
Please be sure to review the resource list at the end of this document for more 
information as it contains a number of website, publications and organizational 
information that may be of use to you. 

One of the most important lessons that I have learned through my research 
on Farm‐to‐School initiatives is the importance of working collaboratively with the 
staff in your district’s Child Nutrition Services.  The best way to ensure sustainable 
programmatic success in providing positive changes to the school meals programs 
is for Child Nutrition Services and parents to work together.  If you have ever 
visited your child’s cafeteria, you may have been surprised, for good or for bad, by 
the food that was served.  While I have been told many times that changes to 
school meals would not take place without parental initiative and support, I have 
also been told by individuals working in the field of child nutrition that they 
wished that parents were more informed about programmatic logistics and 
constraints before jumping to conclusions about school meals. 

Cafeteria staff work tirelessly every day to serve hundreds of children in 
your child’s school.  They do this with limited resources, and unfortunately, like 
many employee positions within the school district, with limited pay.  My advice 
to you is to be informed about school meals, and to approach your cafeteria staff 
with the utmost respect when you initiate a conversation about Farm‐to‐School.  

Thank you and good luck! 
 
Kellyn Shoecraft  

Introduction:
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What is Farm‐to‐School?  

Much like the words “natural” or “green”, there is no widely accepted definition 
of Farm‐to‐School.  At the most basic level, a Farm‐to‐School program should 
increase the amount of local foods served in school meal and snack program.  
However, many Farm‐to‐School programs also provide experiential learning 
opportunities to students through farm field trips, on‐site school community 
gardens, nutrition education, after‐school programming, etc.  

Why Farm‐to‐School? 

There are a multitude of reasons why a school 
or district would be interested in implementing 
a Farm‐to‐School program.  However, those  
reasons typically fall into one of three  
categories: (1) nutrition; (2) the environment; 
(3) the economy.   

Nutrition: Changes in the American diet and  
lifestyle have contributed to an alarming  
increase in the number of adults and children  
who are overweight or obese (Figure 1).  Further, there is also an increase in the 
number of children who are inflicted with weight‐related illnesses at younger ages 
(e.g., diabetes).  Due to the poor nutritional and physical health, it has been 
predicted that the current generation will be the first to not exceed their parent’s 
life expectancy.  Many children consume a majority of their daily calories through 
school breakfast, lunch and snack programs.  Therefore, school meals are often 
viewed as appropriate target for nutrition reform.  Farm‐to‐School programs 
influence child nutrition for a multitude of reasons.  These replacing processed 

FARM‐TO‐SCHOOL OVERVIEW 

Local Foods:  ‘Local’ is a term that 
does not have a widespread, agreed‐
upon definition.  While some 
individuals consider food to be local if 
it falls within a certain radius of place 
where the product is consumed (e.g., 
50‐miles, 150‐miles, etc.), other 
individuals consider food to be local if 
it is grown within the county, state, 
or even a neighboring state.  You 
should create a definition of ‘local’ 
that you and your school are 
comfortable with. 
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foods with fresh, local produce.  In addition, local foods often spend less time in 
transit between the farm and the produce’s destination.  Fresher food often has a 
higher nutritional content because it is consumed soon after it is picked at the 
farm. 

 

Figure 1: Increase in rate of childhood obesity in the United States across three 
age groups. 

The Environment:  Typically, supporters of local food emphasize the number of 
food miles that an item has traveled to get from the farm to the plate.  These 
food miles, however, often only constitute a small percentage of the total carbon 
footprint of a particular food item (often estimated to be around 11%).  Further, 
shipping methods, delivery times, and other factors can sometimes give local 
items a larger carbon footprint than items from further away, even though they 
are traveling a shorter distance. 

However, local food items often have an environmental advantage over non‐local 
items.  It is more likely that you will find small‐medium sized farmers surrounding 
most communities, as large‐scale operations tend to be concentrated in particular 
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regions of the country or on the outer edges of a community away from the 
population center.  Further, farmers that are directly connected to a community 
through local purchasing are more likely to farm their land sustainably.  While this 
does not imply they will follow USDA organic practices, many small‐medium sized 
growers farm their land with environmental mindfulness to ensure its productivity 
overtime and they avoid the organic label because of the cost prohibitiveness of 
the certification.  If a school or district is in direct communication with the farmers 
who supply their school/district with food items, then it is simple to determine 
the farms growing procedures simply by asking the farmer him/herself.   

Lastly, small‐medium sized farms are a desirable component of a community’s 
landscape.  These working lands often mimic the cultural heritage of a community 
and many individuals desire to keep this sustainable agriculture landscape within 
their town/community.  

The Economy:  Dollars spent on local food contribute to what is referred to as the 
local economy.  Money spent on local food (and other local products) stays in the 
community longer than money used to purchase non‐local food/products.  
Further, farmers often see a greater percentage of each dollar spent on local food 
because there are fewer middlemen involved in the transaction.  Lastly, money 
exchanging hands from one community member to another increase’s the 
community’s overall income and economic activity level and ultimately fuels job 
promotion.  Furthermore, purchasing from local farms helps keep farms within a 
community.  Many individuals prefer to have farms within their community 
because they typically contribute more in taxes than they require in municipal 
services (Orange County Farms, 2009).   
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How do school meals work? 

Federally funded lunches served in school first appeared in 1946 with the passage 
of the National School Lunch Act as a response to widespread poverty and 
malnutrition in school‐aged children.  The National School Lunch Act resulted in 
the creation of the National School Lunch Program, which now feeds in excess of 
30.5 million children in over 101,000 schools at a cost of more than $9 billion per 
year.  More than 99% of public schools and 83% of public and private schools 
combined in the United States participate in the National School Lunch Program. 
 

 

Figure 2: Federal expenditures on the National School Lunch Program between 
1947‐2008  
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The school meals program has grown to  
encompass much more than just lunch.   
The Federal government also supports the  
School Breakfast Program, the Afterschool Snack  
Program, the Special Milk Program, The Fresh  
Fruit and Vegetable Program, and the Seamless  
Summer Food Service Program.  

Child Nutrition Services:  Schools meals in North  
Carolina, and in most areas in the United States,  
are overseen by Child Nutrition Services.  Child  
Nutrition Services is an organization that  
operates independently from the schools.  It is  
the responsibility of Child Nutrition Services to  
be sure that food served in school meets Federal  
guidelines so that the meals program is eligible  
for National School Lunch Program  
reimbursements.  However, Child Nutrition  
Services must also run their kitchens as a  
business, and their bottom line is dependent on  
students participating in the school meals  
program. 

The Federal Government:  The Federal  
government issues reimbursements in the form  
of cash and payment in commodity crops to  
reimburse Child Nutrition Services for the cost  
of the meals.  The reimbursements are issued to  
ensure that children have access to a meal,  
regardless of their ability to pay.  The Free and  
Reduced Price Meals Program enables eligible  
children to pay a reduced price for their meal,  
or they can receive their meal for free.  Children  

Additional School Meals Supported by 
the Federal Government 

School Breakfast Program: Districts 
participating in the National School 
Lunch Program are eligible to participate.  
Through this program, breakfast foods 
meeting particular nutritional criteria are 
offered to students at full cost, reduced 
price or free rates. 

Afterschool Snack Program:  Districts 
already running the National School 
Lunch Program are eligible to participate.  
In order to qualify for reimbursement, 
the afterschool programming must be 
run in a structured and supervised 
environment.  Further, activities for 
students must be educational or 
enrichment‐oriented (i.e., competitive 
sports do not apply).  If the snack is 
served at a school where 50% of 
students are enrolled in free/reduced 
price lunch, then the snacks are free. 

 Special Milk Program: Provides milk to 
children in schools that do not 
participate in the National School Lunch 
Program.   

 Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program:  
Schools where 50% of students are 
enrolled in free/reduced price lunch are 
eligible to participate.  The program 
provides funding for a daily in‐school 
snack comprised of fresh fruit or 
vegetables.   

Seamless Summer Food Service 
Program: Provides free summer meals to 
children from low‐income families during 
the summer months. 
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are eligible to take part in the Free and Reduced Price program dependant on 
their household income and family size (Table 1).  Further, reimbursements are 
also given to schools for students who are able to pay the full price of the mean 
(Table 2).  In other words, the price charged by Child Nutrition Services to 
students does not reflect the actual price of the school meal.  This reimbursement 
policy explains why non‐students (e.g., teachers, school staff, etc.) who purchase 
school meals pay a higher price for the meal than the students.   

Table 1: Yearly income for a family of four that qualifies student for free, reduced price, or full 
price meals during the 2009‐2010 school year. 

Meal type  Income Level  Income for a Family of Four 
Free  ≤130% poverty level  ≤ $28,665 
Reduced Price  130%‐185% of poverty level  $28,793 ‐ $40,793 
Full Pay  >185% of poverty level  >$40,793 

Table 2: School lunch and breakfast programs Federal reimbursement rates for July 1, 2009 – 
June 30, 2010.  Percentages refer to the proportion of children within a school who qualify for 
free or reduced price lunch. 

 National School 
Lunch Program    

Less than 
60% 

More than 
60% 

Maximum 
Rate 

  Full Pay  $0.25  $0.27   $0.33 

Lower 48 States  Reduced Price  $2.28  $2.30   $2.45 
   Free  $2.68  $2.70   $2.85 
School Breakfast 
Program 

   Non‐severe 
need 

   Severe 
Need 

  Full Pay  $0.26     $0.26 
 Lower 48 States  Reduced Price  $1.16     $1.44 
   Free  $1.46     $1.74 

Commodity Foods:  Commodity foods typically comprise of 15‐20% of the 
reimbursement package offered by the Federal government.  Commodity foods 
are USDA purchased foods that are domestic in origin.  From a list provided by the 
government, each state chooses the commodity products that they want to offer.  
Child Nutrition Services departments within the state then choose products they 
wish to serve from the state‐wide list. 
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Nutrition:  In order for schools to be eligible for reimbursements for their lunches 
in the form of cash and commodity foods from the Federal government, districts 
must meet dietary requirements set by the USDA which are based on the 1995 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans.  Over the course of a week, school meals must 
average out to meet the mandated nutritional requirements.  Less than 35% of 
calories can come from fat, less than 10% of calories can come from saturated fat, 
and lunches must provide one‐third of the Recommended Daily Allowances of 
calories, protein, calcium, iron, vitamin A and vitamin C.  

Selling School Meals to Children 

Child Nutrition Services is running a business.  Despite the reimbursements from 
the Federal government, many Child Nutrition Services departments have trouble 
making ends meet.  In order to cover the costs, districts need high levels of 
participation from students, and they need to serve foods that will generate 
additional revenue.  The selling of à la carte items (i.e., items that are priced and 
sold individually) helps bring in critical revenue for school meal programs, 
particularly in middle and high schools.  Further, in schools where students are 
permitted to leave campus for food, school meals programs must directly 
compete with surrounding fast food and convenience stores.  It is for this reason 
that snack foods and sodas have become so prevalent in many school cafeterias. 

Districts across the country have begun to implement schools wellness policies 
that place restrictions on the types of foods that may be served and the frequency 
of their availability.  For example, some districts restrict snack choices for 
elementary students to be only baked chips, fruit snacks, and home‐baked goods.  
Further, elementary schools serve only 100% fruit juice or water as additional 
beverage items.  Schools across the country have been in the media for banning 
soda and vending machines to students during school hours.  As you begin to plan 
your own Farm‐to‐School program, please keep in mind the financial pressures 
Child Nutrition Services face and the requirements they must meet in meeting 
Federal regulations and also serving food that children will buy.   
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In North Carolina, schools are taking on Farm‐to‐School programming using a 
number of different approaches.  This section of the manual is offered to give the 
reader a glimpse into different programmatic approaches that schools and/or 
districts are utilizing throughout the state.   

The following pages will review four Farm‐to‐School Program approaches, three 
of which are currently underway in schools and districts throughout North 
Carolina. 

1. North Carolina Farm to School Program: A North Carolina Department of 
Agriculture program that offers North Carolina‐grown produce to districts.  
 

2. Local Purchasing through Contracted Produce Vendors: Each year, districts 
form a contract with an independent produce supplier to meet the school’s 
needs throughout the year.  Contracts are made through a bidding process, 
and districts are required by law to hire the lowest bidder.  As of the 2008 
Farm Bill, districts can specify a location of origin on their produce 
purchases. 
 

3. Individual School Approaches: Schools can work independently to bring a 
Farm‐to‐School program to their own school.  This is commonly the 
approach taken by schools interested in implementing school community 
gardens and other experiential learning opportunities. 
 

4. District‐wide Approaches: Districts can work to implement wide‐scale, 
sustainable changes that influence all of the students in their district.  
These approaches are most cumbersome, but have the greatest potential 
for long‐lasting impact.  There are currently no examples of districts taking 
this approach in North Carolina, but other districts in the country are 
working to bring about this level of change. 

Farm‐to‐School: Approaches 
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What is it? 

The North Carolina Farm to School Program started in 1997 as an initiative of the 
Department of Defense in conjunction with the North Carolina Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDA&CS).  The purpose of the program was 
to develop a system that would enable North Carolina schools to utilize produce 
grown by North Carolina farmers.  This program provided the link between 
districts and state farms by handling all administrative and transportation details.  
Since 2008, the NCDA&CS has been running the program independently.  The 
North Carolina Farm to School Program currently offers 14 weeks of produce 
delivery where all of the produce offered is grown in North Carolina (Table 3).  
During the 2008‐2009 school year, 75 districts in the state participated in the 
program (Table 4).   

Table 3: NCFSP product calendar for the 2009‐2010 school year (source NCFS, 2009) 

Week of  North Carolina Farm to School Program Product Available 
Aug. 31, 2009  Watermelons, cantaloupes, tomatoes, grape tomatoes, cucumbers 

Sept. 14, 2009  Grape tomatoes, cantaloupes, cucumbers, apples (Gala & Golden delicious) 

Sept. 28, 2009  Apples (Red delicious, Fuji, Jonathan) 

Oct. 12, 2009  Apples (Rome, Jonagold), Kennebe potatoes 

Nov. 2, 2009  Broccoli crowns, sweet potatoes, cabbage (red, green), apples (Pink lady) 

Dec. 7, 2009  Broccoli crowns, sweet potatoes, cabbage (red, green), apples (Pink lady) 

Jan. 11, 2010  Apple slices, sweet potatoes 

Feb. 8, 2010  Apple slices, sweet potatoes 

Mar. 8, 2010  Apple slices, sweet potatoes 

Apr. 26, 2010  Strawberries 

May 3, 2010  Strawberries 

May 17, 2010  Strawberries 

North Carolina Farm to School 
Program 
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Week of  North Carolina Farm to School Program Product Available 
May 24, 2010  Strawberries, blueberries 

Jun. 21, 2010  Blueberries 

 Table 4: List of NC Farm to School Program participating school districts and the number of 
weeks (out of 13) that the school district participated in the program during the 2008‐2009 
school year. 

Alamance‐
Burlington 

7  Catawba  2 Guilford 9 Martin 2 Roanoke 
Rapids  

11

Alexander  11  Chapel Hill‐
Carrboro 

6 Halifax 9 Mitchell 1 Rockingham  12

Alleghany  12  Chatham  7 Hartnett 10 Montgomery 5 Rowan 
Salisbury 

7

Anson  7  Cherokee  13 Haywood 1 Moore   4 Stanley   11
Ashe  3  Craven  10 Henderson 9 Mooresville 3 Stokes  12
Asheboro  12  Cumberland  4 Hertford 9 Mt. Airy City 4 Surry  11

Asheville 
City 

3  Currituck  3 Hickory 
City 

6 Nash‐Rocky 
Mt. 

12 Swain  4

Avery  9  Davidson  2 Hoke 10 New Hanover 7 Thomasville 
City 

5

Beaufort  9  Davie  8 Iredell‐
Statesville 

2 Newton‐
Conover City 

6 Tyrell  2

Bladen  5  Edenton‐
Chowan 

10 Jackson 9 Northampton 9 Union  4

Brunswick  11  Fort Bragg  13 Johnston 12 Pamlico 6 Vance  5
Burke  5  Franklin  12 Kannapolis 6 Pender 1 Wake  7
Caldwell  2  Gaston  3 Lenoir 2 Perquimans  12 Watauga  5
Camp 
Lejeune 

10  Graham  6 Lexington 
City 

10 Person 6 Wilkes  7

Carrabus  2  Granville  3 Madison 4 Randolph 8 Yadkin  9

How does it work? 

In order for a school to purchase from a vendor, a number of requirements must 
be met.  In North Carolina, if a school makes a purchase over $2,500, then that 
vendor must meet all of the requirements necessary for purchase.  This is one 
reason why Child Nutrition Services is reluctant to purchase directly from 
neighborhood farms, because the administrative effort behind each purchase is 
enormous.  For the NC Farm to School Program, the NCDA&CS handles almost all 
of the administrative tasks associated with the purchasing process. 
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Farms: The NCDA&CS is currently working with 23 farms across the state to 
procure produce for the program.  In order to participate, the farm must meet 
the following five requirements: 

1. Have Good Agricultural Practices (GAP)  
certification 

2. Have $2million in liability insurance 
3. Be willing to package produce according to  

NCDA&CS specifications 
4. Participate in the Goodness Grows in  

North Carolina Campaign 
5. Join the North Carolina Farm to School  

Cooperative 

Farms participating in this program are more often  
larger‐sized farms.  The NCDA&CS is willing to work 
with any farm meeting the five eligibility 
requirements, but due to the fact that the NCDA&CS 
picks up the produce from the farm, they are not  
financially able to arrange pick‐ups from smaller  
farms as it is cost prohibitive.  Smaller‐sized farms 
can participate in the program, and three sweet‐ 
potato growers do, but they function as cooperative 
and work together so that the NCDA doesn’t have to 
visit each farm to pick up their product. 

A list of participating farms and their website  
addresses may be found in the resource list section 
of this manual. 

How do I get my district involved? 
 
If you are interested in bringing the North Carolina 

GAP:  GAP Certification is a process 
used internationally to reduce the 
risk of food‐borne human disease 
contamination in fresh produce 
during food production and post‐
harvesting procedures.  In order to be 
GAP certified, farms must follow 
appropriate food safety protocol, and 
follow thorough record keeping 
procedures.  Farms wishing to be GAP 
certified must be externally audited. 

Goodness Grows in North Carolina:  
The official marketing campaign of 
the NCDA&CS.  This label is used as a 
way to promote produce, processed 
foods, fiber and nursery products 
grown and/or manufactured in North 
Carolina.  The purpose of the 
program is to increase awareness, 
availability and sales of North 
Carolina Products. 

            
North Carolina Farm to School 
Cooperative:  A program begun in 
2008 to enable farmers to 
incorporate education into the NC 
Farm to School Program.  Farmers 
pay a $100 one‐time joining fee, and 
an additional $.50 per case of 
produce to fund promotions and 
educational materials.  Past 
promotions have included posters, 
lesson plans, informational cards, and 
art activities 
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Farm to School Program to your district, here are some important steps and 
items to keep in mind: 

1. Support from your Child Nutrition Services Director: This program cannot take 
place if you do not have the go‐ahead from your district’s Child Nutrition Services 
director.  The most common reasons that directors give for not wanting to 
participate in the program are that: it is difficult for cafeteria staff to incorporate 
the fresh produce in the menu, the prices are more expensive, delivering produce 
to each school is too difficult, and the program creates an administrative burden. 
 
How to gain support from your Director: Be prepared to  
work with your director to alleviate their concerns.  Most  
directors who currently participate in the program have  
indicated that not only are prices typically cheaper than  
those with their contracted produce vendor, but that the  
program enables them to purchase products that are  
typically too cost prohibitive (e.g., strawberries and  
blueberries).     
 
Some directors indicated that the burden of transporting the produce from their 
central warehouse to the schools prevents the district from participating in the 
program.  Other schools have worked around this issue by paying their contracted 
produce vendor a fee per case to deliver the North Carolina Farm to School 
Program produce (and even with the delivery fee they still found the program to 
be cost effective).  Further, one misconception is that refrigerated trucks are 
necessary to deliver the produce.  Most school districts that use their own trucks 
to deliver the produce (67%) do not use refrigerated trucks.  Instead, they either 
deliver the produce soon after receiving the delivery from the NCDA&CS, or they 
deliver the produce in coolers.  Because produce is a low‐risk product and the 
likelihood of transferring food‐borne illness is low, this type of delivery is possible.   
 
2. Support from students and staff: In order for this program to be successful, 
students must be willing to eat the produce, and staff must be willing to prepare 
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the produce.  Since students are required to have two produce items on their 
lunch trays each day, offering attractive and well‐prepared produce can near‐
guarantee that the product will be consumed. 
 
Cafeteria staff are often be reluctant to increase the amount of fresh produce 
that they need to prepare for school meals.  The primary reason is that fresh 
produce preparation is often initially more time consuming than frozen or 
prepared foods preparation.  Due to the fact that cafeterias are frequently short 
staffed, increasing the work load would understandably be undesirable.   
Thankfully, many items that the NCDA&CS offers require little to no preparation 
like strawberries, blueberries, apples, melons, etc.  Most of these items will only 
need to be washed and served, though cooking some of the items (e.g., broccoli 
and sweet potatoes) will make them more appealing to students.   
 
3. Contact NCDA&CS to make your order: If your Child Nutrition Services director 
and his/her staff are on board for this program, all your director needs to do is 
contact Gary Gay (email: gary.gay@ncagr.gov | phone: 919.575.4490), Director of 
the NCDA&CS Food Distribution Division.  Prices, produce availability, and the 
delivery schedule for the products are set in summer prior to the start of the 
school year.  In addition, districts can make purchases up to two weeks in advance 
of the delivery date.  These features of the program may also be useful in 
convincing your school district to participate.  If you district is already 
participating in the program, encourage them to participate more often.  As of 
2008‐2009, only two districts in the state, Cherokee and Fort Bragg, purchased all 
of the available weeks.  The NCDA&CS is able to handle a greater quantity of 
orders and if more schools demonstrate interest in the program, it is likely that 
the NCDA&CS will look to offer the program more weeks during the school year.     
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What is it? 

One option for increasing local produce purchasing is to work with the schools’ 
current contracted produce vendor and to request local products on produce 
orders, or to request that the company consider making more local purchases.  

How does it work? 
 
Since the 2002 Farm Bill, schools have been encouraged to purchase products 
from local vendors, though they were unable to specify location in the bid 
process.  As of the 2008 Farm Bill, schools are allowed to ‘site geographic 
preference for the procurement of unprocessed agricultural products’.  
Unprocessed agricultural products include items that require some handling 
preparation e.g., washed vegetables, bagged greens, meat, milk and eggs).  
Further, while the bill allows for states to pass legislation encouraging local 
purchasing, this purchasing behavior cannot be mandated.  
 
How do I get my district involved? 
 
This policy will have to be instituted on a district‐wide level as schools do not 
make individual purchases for their school meals.  Speak with your Child Nutrition 
Services director about working with your contracted produce vendor to influence 
purchasing behavior.     

Local Purchasing through 
Contracted Produce Vendors 
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What are they? 
 
Individual school initiatives describe schools who implement their own Farm‐to‐
School program independent of their school district and/or Child Nutrition 
Services department. The benefit of this approach is that each school has the 
freedom to create a program based on their school’s specific needs, and these 
programs can be comparatively quick to implement as they are directly relational 
to the commitment of the volunteers (parents, teachers, school staff and 
community members) interested in the project.   
 
Individual school initiatives can describe any project that increases the 
consumption and awareness of local foods by school children.  Most often, these 
programs take shape in on‐site school community garden, but they also include 
farm field trips, nutrition education, etc.   
 

How do they work? 
 
Individual school initiatives offer the greatest flexibility in starting a Farm‐to‐
School program.  Here I will document examples of initiatives taken by other 
schools across the state: 

 
E.K. Powe Elementary School | Durham, NC 
E.K. Powe is in the process of  
implementing a Farm‐to‐School program  
that encompasses a school community garden  
project, a composting initiative, and increasing  
the quantity of local foods served during the  

Individual School Initiatives 

School Profile: E.K. Powe Elementary  
E.K. Powe is a public elementary 
school serving over 430 students in 
grades pre‐kindergarten through 5th 
grade.  Over 71% of students at E.K. 
Powe are enrolled in the free/ 
reduced price meals program
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school day and using volunteers to provide nutrition education opportunities for 
students.   
 
Parents, teachers, school‐staff, and community members formed an interest 
group called Slow Food Powe who began working in 2009 to implement the Farm‐
to‐School program goals. 

 
Gardening project: The school gardens at E.K. Powe have been in existence for 
decades, and over time they have gone through various levels of involvement.  
Slow Food Powe expressed interest in reinstituting the community gardens, and 
the group opened planning meetings up to the school community so that 
interested parties could voice their opinions about the future of the project.  
Using community input, a management plan for the garden was created to appeal 
to stakeholders and to reduce the risk of garden abandonment.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Garden project lessons: Through the process of working on the school garden, Slow Food 
Powe has learned the following important lessons: 

1. By law, produce grown in the garden may not be served in the school cafeteria.  
However, this food can be served in other locations at the school (classrooms, 
outdoors, etc.). 

2. It is critical to involve all stakeholders in the garden creation process (this includes 
students!).  Also, be sure that your information is accessible to all school families 
(providing translated materials or translators at meetings if necessary). 

3. Work with teachers and staff to determine how they want the garden to be 
incorporated into school culture.  

4. Be aware that many parents come through schools and are eager to influence 
change.  However, once their children graduate, parents are often no longer 
involved.  Schools may be wary to incorporate parent ideas that affect school 
grounds as they are ultimately responsible for project maintenance if parents lose 
enthusiasm. 

5. Create a plan for project sustainability.  Determine how the project will endure once 
your child leaves the school.  One of the best ways to do this is to incorporate the 
project into the school curriculum.  For example, work with teachers to write lessons 
plans that enable teachers to use features of the garden with their daily lessons.  Any 
subject (English, math, science, history, etc.) can be connected to a garden with 
creative planning.  Due to the fact that teachers are often too busy to organize these 
plans, parent volunteer can assist in the effort.   
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Composting Initiative: The mission of the composting initiative is twofold: to 

reduce school waste and to sell compost to school community members as a 
fundraiser for the PTA.  Just over $2100 in grant funding was secured to purchase 
12 vermicompost (worm composting) bins for in‐classroom use, and to build two 
1.5 ton capacity outdoor bins for school cafeteria and garden waste.  The plan for 
this initiative is to start slow.  Once the bins are built, only cafeteria staff will be 
able to use the bins designated for school meal waste.  As Slow Food Powe 
realizes the bins’ capacity and turnover rate, classrooms will be engaged in the 
composting project.  One idea is to find a teacher interested in incorporating 
lessons from composting in the school curriculum. For example, students can 
weigh waste and track that number of pounds they are diverting from the landfill.  
Connections to the school curriculum are many, and these connections will help 
ensure the sustainability of the project. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nutrition Education and Local Foods: Slow Food Powe collaborated with 
Durham Child Nutrition Services to create an enhancements plan to the Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Grant.   
 
The Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Grant mandates that produce be served raw with 
minimal preparation unless it is served in conjunction with a nutrition education 
lesson.  Slow Food Powe has written lesson plans that will enable the Fresh Fruit 

Composting initiative lessons: Through the process of working on the composting initiative, 
Slow Food Powe has learned the following important lessons: 

1. Create a maintenance plan so that the project remains clean and unobtrusive. 
2. Provide educational opportunities for school community members to learn about and 

participate in the project (e.g., composting workshops, etc.) 
3. If you need to ‘sell’ the idea to your school, figure out ways that waste reduction 

strategies can provide a financial benefit to your school (i.e., many schools pay to 
remove their school waste, if less waste is sent to a landfill, the school will save 
money in trash disposal fees).   

4. Money is out there for school sustainability projects.  Research grant opportunities 
and apply for funding! 



                 

143 
 

and Vegetable Grant produce to not only be altered, but the grant produce will 
also be served in conjunction with local foods.  While it is true that raw foods 
often have higher nutritional benefits, children often do not eat items offered in 
the grant because the raw versions of these products (e.g., squash, eggplant, etc.) 
are unappetizing.  The funding to purchase additional local foods was secured 
from a Slow Food Triangle fundraiser in January of 2010.  The ultimate goal is that 
produce from the garden will be used for the grant enhancements.  Further, Slow 
Food Powe has made suggestions to Durham Child Nutrition Services to order 
grant produce seasonally, so that students can eat produce when it is in season in 
North Carolina.  Furthermore, Slow Food Powe is connecting the school 
community garden to this program by encouraging Child Nutrition Services to 
serve produce that is grown in the garden.  The goal is that if children are involved 
with growing a particular type of produce, they will be more likely to try it when it 
is served to them.  
 
This approach to incorporating local foods into the school menu is unique 
because it works off of a system already in place at the school, and it does not 
require additional funding or time from Child Nutrition Services.  Slow Food Powe 
has organized a group of volunteers who are interested in visiting the classrooms 
once per week to conduct the nutrition education lessons with the students.  
Below are four examples of possible lesson plans: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sample Lesson Plan #1: Sweet Potatoes
Time: Any month 
Connection: Sweet potatoes are readily 
available in North Carolina all year long 

Lesson will teach students about the 
differences between sweet potatoes vs. 
‘regular’ potatoes and why sweet potatoes 
are orange.  Volunteers will also lead a 
discussion on French fries and why it is not 
healthy to eat them frequently.  Discussion 
will also be about why baked potatoes are 
healthier, and the ways in which sweet 
potatoes are important to North Carolina 
(i.e., NC is the largest producer of sweet 
potatoes in the country). 

Sample Lesson Plan #2: Strawberries
Time: April/May 
Connection: Strawberries are in season & 
grown in the school community garden 

Local strawberries (grown within 50 miles)  
will be served alongside non‐local 
strawberries.  Each child will use their 
senses (smell, taste, touch and site) to 
determine if they can detect any 
differences between the strawberries.  The 
volunteer will then talk with the children 
about the importance of eating local 
produce and why the strawberries are 
different, even if they can’t taste a 
difference. 
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Morehead Montessori School | Durham, NC 
Morehead Montessori conducted its first 
Locavore Day in partnership with Durham 
Child Nutrition Services and Aaron Stumb, 
head chef at Mez Restaurant in Durham. 
 
The event took place on November 19th, 2009,  
and the purpose of the event was to feature  

Sample Lesson Plan #3: Yogurt Parfait 
Time: May/June 
Connection: Blueberries are in season & 
grown in the community garden 

Using blueberries and strawberries or 
raspberries from the grant, Slow Food 
Powe will purchase organic yogurt.  
Students will try and recreate the 
American flag on their plates.  Volunteers 
will lead a discussion about the cool facts 
about yogurt (e.g., bacterial cultures) and 
the health benefits of eating blueberries.  
Volunteer will also talk with students 
about the design of the flag (i.e., why there 
are 13 stripes and 50 stars).   

Sample Lesson Plan #4: Pasta Salad
 Time: May 
Connection: tomatoes, peppers and 
cucumbers are in season & grown in the 
community garden 

Students will try a whole wheat pasta salad 
with tomatoes, peppers and cucumbers.  
Volunteers will talk with students about 
the difference between whole wheat and 
non‐whole wheat pasta/bread and the 
importance of whole grains.  Volunteers 
will also talk with students about eating 
vegetables that are different colors so that 
their food is as colorful as possible (for 
health benefits).   

Nutrition education lessons: Through the process of working on the composting initiative, 
Slow Food Powe has learned the following important lessons: 

1. If you are interested in altering the food in school meals, it is essential that you 
maintain positive relations with Child Nutrition Services.  Begin the conversation by 
asking them what they could use from volunteers in order to increase the quantity of 
fresh and local food in the school cafeteria.  The Slow Food Powe project originally 
began as an initiative to create a salad bar to be served to students during lunch.  
However, it was realized that more progress would be made if Slow Food Powe 
worked on a project that Child Nutrition Services supported.   

School Profile: Morehead Montessori  
Morehead Montessori serves nearly 
240 children in grades in pre‐
kindergarten through 5th grade.  
Approximately 36% of students are 
enrolled in the free/reduced price 
lunch program.
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a special school meal to introduce students to locally grown food.  The meal 
included roasted chicken, vegetable lasagna, apples, collard greens, and freshly 
made cornbread.  All of the produce used on the menu was grown locally.  
Throughout the lunch periods, chef Stumb spoke with children about the food, 
where it came from, and encouraged them to compost their apple cores in the 
provided compost bins.   
 
The purpose of Locavore Day was to provide a special event for students to try 
new and healthy foods, to create a partnership between the school and a local 
institution, and to enable Child Nutrition Services staff members to learn new 
recipes.  Due to the success of Locavore Day in November, Durham Child Nutrition 
Services aims to use the recipes from the vegetable lasagna and the roasted 
chicken in their menus across the district.  Further, the Child Nutrition Services 
director intends to use future Morehead Montessori Locavore Days, including two 
planned for the Spring of 2010, to experiment with new products, such as whole‐
wheat pasta, to determine if students are willing to make the transition to the 
new, healthier products.  

 
Isaac Dickson Elementary School | Asheville, NC 
Isaac Dickson is home to a well‐known  
community garden that is strongly  
intertwined with the school’s identity. 
The produce grown in the garden was  
chosen to match the cultural heritage of  
western North Carolina and once the  
produce is picked, it is used for nutrition 
education lessons through cooking  
activities in the garden and in the classroom.   
In addition, students raise chickens in the garden, and the garden has adopted a 
number of sustainable techniques (e.g., organic growing practices, a tool shed 
with a living roof, on‐site rain water harvesting, a solar‐powered water pump, 
etc.).   

School Profile: Isaac Dickson  
Isaac Dickson serves 416 students in 
kindergarten through 5th grade.  
Approximately 36% of students are 
enrolled in the free/reduced price 
lunch program.  In 2000, Dickson was 
awarded the Governor’s Program of 
Excellence in Education Award for 
Environmental Service Learning. 
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The garden at Isaac Dickson has primarily been organized by Kate Fisher, a parent 
volunteer, though she is also supported by a strong network of teachers.  While 
the garden’s history is short, it has only been in place for three years, the garden 
is fairly self‐sustainable through the selling of garden produce, eggs, and pizzas 
made in the outdoor earth oven.  A budget of $1,000‐$2,000 per year, in addition 
to grant funding, ordinarily covers garden and related programmatic expenses.   
 
One of the greatest challenges in school community gardens is finding support for 
garden maintenance in the summer months.  Isaac Dickson alleviates this concern 
by running a summer garden camp for low‐income Buncombe county children 
who are at educational and nutritional risk.  Further, middle school students are 
employed as summer interns to serve in a leadership role in supervising 
elementary‐aged campers.   

 
How do I get my school involved? 
 
Starting a project at your school can happen on your own timeline, but here are 
some recommendations to help you determine where you should begin: 
 

• Find a group of parents at your school who are also interested in 
starting a Farm‐to‐School project. 

o Make sure that you reach out to diverse groups and that materials 
are accessible to all (i.e., don’t rely solely on email as it excludes 
families without computers/access to the internet.  Also, make 
sure that materials are translated so that non‐English speaking 
families can participate) 

• Give teachers and staff an opportunity to voice their opinions about the 
project.  This is the best way to ensure that the project is adopted into 
the school’s culture.   

• Research funding opportunities with community partners (local 
businesses) and national grant opportunities. 
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• Don’t be discouraged if progress is slow.  Starting a project that 
incorporates community input often progresses more slowly than a 
project worked on by a few people. 

• Create a plan for sustainability.  How can you ensure that the project 
will continue once you are no longer able to invest volunteer time at 
the school? 
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What are they? 
 
District‐wide initiatives describe school districts that implement Farm‐to‐School 
programming with the intention of enacting policy to make the changes 
permanent across the district.  The benefits of this approach are that the changes 
enacted are typically more sustainable and greater numbers of children benefit 
from the programming.  However, these programs often take many years to enact 
and rely on substantial time commitments from volunteers.  Furthermore, these 
changes are often difficult to incorporate because they involve reshaping a large 
number of people’s views on food, and convincing these people that healthy, 
freshly prepared school meals are possible on modest budgets.  Most examples of 
this type of programming are found in California (Berkeley, Malibu, Davis), though 
programs are beginning to emerge on elsewhere (Baltimore, Saratoga Springs, 
and other places).   
 
District‐wide initiatives can describe any project that increases the consumption 
and awareness of local foods by school children on a district‐wide level.  Most 
often, these programs take shape in cafeteria salad bars featuring local produce, 
reorganization of the school lunch menu (e.g., types foods served and how they 
are prepared), and with expansive school gardens or school district farms.   
 

How do they work? 
 
There are numerous different ways to institute a Farm‐to‐School program on a 
district‐wide level.  The Berkeley Unified School District in Berkeley, California is 
perhaps one of the most well‐known examples of a school district not only 
implementing a Farm‐to‐School program, but also incorporating fresh foods into 
the school menu.  The efforts taken by Berkeley can be easily researched on the 
internet, and for that reason, I have chosen to highlight two lesser known 

District‐wide Initiatives
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programs in California and Maryland.  In this section I will detail these two 
examples of programs undertaken in Davis, California and Baltimore, Maryland.  
Please note that currently there are no district‐wide programs in North Carolina.   

 
Davis Joint Unified School District | Davis, California 
The Davis Farmers Market Salad Bar was a program 
initiated by the school district’s Farm‐to‐School 
Committee, called the Davis Farm‐to‐School  
Connection.  The purpose of the salad bar was to  
provide a fresh and local foods option for students 
participating in the school meals program.  In  
addition to amending school meals, the Davis Farm‐ 
to‐School Connection was also interested in  
providing experiential learning opportunities for  
students including community gardening, farm field 
trips, farmer visits to schools, cooking and nutrition 
education classes and composting. 
 
To finance the initiative, the Davis Farm‐to‐School Connection became a non‐
profit organization whose mission was to execute the aforementioned project.  
They formally joined an existing non‐profit, the Davis Education Foundation as the 
two groups had similar missions and this joining enabled the Davis Farm‐to‐School 
Connection to bypass the difficulties associated with starting a non‐profit from 
the ground.  As part of a non‐profit, the Davis Farm‐to‐School Connection applied 
for grants and fundraised to generate the necessary funding to implement their 
program in pilot sites within the district.    
 
  The Davis Farm‐to‐School Connection worked in  
  collaboration with the district’s school board and  
  Child Nutrition Services to create a program that 
  would be embraced by the key players in the local 
  school meals program.  However, the importance of 
  a positive working relationship with Child Nutrition 

School District Profile: Davis
The Davis Joint Unified School District 
serves 8,900 students in eight 
elementary schools, two junior high 
schools, and one high school.  
Approximately 13% of the district’s 
students are enrolled in the 
Free/Reduced Price School Meals 
program. In 1999, community partners 
began working on implementing a 
Farm‐to‐School program in the 
district.
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Services was not realized until two years into the start of the program.  The group 
ultimately learned that it is best to work slowly and to involve Child Nutrition 
Services in each decision as attempts to work quickly or bypass necessary key‐
players will ultimately lead to project delays or failure.  

 
Funding was secured to implement the program in three pilot schools that were 
chosen based on the schools’ presence of extensive school gardens, the support 
of the principals, teachers and parents, and the schools’ willingness to participate 
in the waste‐reduction program. The salad bar plans were heavily advertised for 
in the schools to promote students and staff to make their meal purchases at the 
bar.  Currently, the Davis Farm‐to‐School connection: 

• Employs a district‐wide garden coordinator who assists in implementing 
school community gardens at fifteen schools in the district; 

• In 2008, efforts by the Davis Farm‐to‐School Connection led to the passage 
of Measure Q, a parcel tax that will give $70,000 over four years towards 
community efforts of increasing the quantity of fresh and local produce in 
the school lunch program; 

• Offers cooking school for cafeteria staff six times per year to teach seasonal 
and from scratch cooking skills; 

• Currently, the school district provides food options made from scratch each 
day; 

• As of 2010, all eight elementary schools in the district offer the salad bar at 
least twice per week and pre‐packaged salads are offered every school day; 

• Implemented the Davis RISE (Recycling is Simply Elementary) program 
which includes an extensive waste management and recycling program.  
The program utilizes volunteers to help students recycle cafeteria waste. 
 

On the following two pages you will find a sample monthly menu of the current 
elementary school meals program.  Note that menu provides the weekly salad bar 
schedule, informs parents of what foods in the monthly menu are local, and 
indicates which recipes are made from scratch.   
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Figure 3: Page one of the Davis Joint Unified School District elementary lunch menu for March, 
2010 
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Figure 4: Page two of the Davis Joint Unified School District elementary lunch menu for March, 
2010 
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Baltimore City Public School System | Baltimore, MD 
In contrast to efforts taken in Davis, the  
Balitmore City Public School System  
demonstrates a district implimenting change 
that is spearheaded by the districit’s Child 
Nutrition Services director.   
 
Director Anthony Geraci undertook drastic 
changes within the district to both alter the  
types of foods that were served to students,  
and to work to increase participation in the  
school meals program.  Such initiatives include 
changing school breakfast delivery from cafeteria‐based to classroom‐based, the 
purpose of which is to mimic a family‐style meal where students eat together 
with their classmates.  Geraci has also led efforts to secure in‐kind donations and 
to offer prizes (such as Major League Baseball tickets) in the school breakfast 
boxes.   
 
One of the most drastic changes lies in part with Geraci’s commitment to 
increasing the quantity of fresh and local foods made available to students.  
Geraci found an abandoned farm complete with greenhouses on Baltimore City 
Public School System property and within a year he converted the grounds into a 
33‐acre farm, called Great Kids Farm, which is in part managed by students within 
the district.  Using a $90,000 budget for a district dietician, Geraci split the funds 
to cover the salaries for both a dietician and a full‐time farm manager.  Within 
three months of acquiring the farm, Geraci made the abandoned lot operational 
with a modest $7,000 budget.  The goal of the farm is to supply the district with a 
portion of its produce, and Geraci also hopes to institute community gardens at 
each school within the district to provide a window into the workings of the Great 
Kids Farm that students can see and experience daily.   
 
          The school community gardens will hopefully  
          lead to similar programming that is already in  
          place at Hampstead Hill Academy.  Academy  
          principal, Matt Hornbeck, instituted an on‐site  
                                                         school garden and has implemented the Food for                          
L                                                       Life curriculum which involves cooking classes, 

School District Profile: Baltimore
The Baltimore City Public School 
System serves 83,000 students and 
nearly 74% of students are enrolled in 
the Free/Reduced Price School Meals 
program.  Changes to the school meals 
program began abruptly with the 
recent hiring of the new Child 
Nutrition Services Director, Anthony 
Geraci, in 2006. 

Hampstead Hill Academy:      
A free public charter school 
for pre‐kindergarten through 
8th grade students.  Currently 
525 students are enrolled.   
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much more effective if you work together with others schools in your district than 
if you approach the program alone.  Furthermore, Child Nutrition Services will be 
more open to your ideas if your interest group represents a diverse community of 
stakeholders.   
 
The following questions will help guide you in the initial planning process of this 
project: 
 

• What types of changes do you wish to see;  
• How do you want to involve students, teachers, and other parents in the 

planning process; 
• What types of changes are Child Nutrition Services comfortable with 

making;  
• How will you fundraise for your project; 
• Should you start a non‐profit; 
• Are there local non‐profit organizations in your community that could 

incorporate the Farm‐to‐School programming into their mission; 
• Whose support do you need for this effort?  

 
Furthermore, the experiences encountered by the Davis Joint Unified School 
District in implementing their program are thoroughly documented.  A link to the 
full report is available in Section B of the Resources section of this manual. 
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One factor that often makes instituting a Farm‐to‐School program so difficult is 
that each school, school district, and community has their own individual 
characteristics that make the process of implementing a Farm‐to‐School program 
unique.   
 
The following table provides a description of many common community and 
school assets that are necessary for implementing a Farm‐to‐School program.  
The assets are divided into three categories: a √+ indicates that the asset is vital 
and the program cannot happen without it, a √ indicates that the asset is 
necessary but adjustments can be made, and a √‐ indicates that the asset is 
helpful but not required.  You can use this chart to review the assets in your 
school or community and this will help you determine what type of Farm‐to‐
School program you are ready to implement and it will also help you determine 
what assets you need to acquire in order to implement more substantial 
programs.   
 
For your reference in reviewing the chart, NCFSP refers to the North Carolina 
Farm to School Program.  In addition, the table breaks down district‐wide change 
into adjustments to schools meals, and institutional policy change.  Davis is an 
example of a district that approached district wide changes through making 
adjustments to the school meals whereas Berkeley is an example of a district that 
instituted changes based off of an initial policy change.  

Community Assets:
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A) Organizations working on Farm‐to‐School Programs or local and 
sustainable food projects:   
 

Name 
State/ 
National  Description  Website 

American 
Community 
Gardening 
Association 

National  Works to build community by 
increasing and enhancing 
community gardening and greening 
in the United States and Canada. 

www.communitygarden.org 

Appalachian 
Sustainable 
Agriculture Project 

Asheville, 
NC 

Works to create a sustainable food 
system in the Southern 
Appalachian Region 

www.asapconnections.org 

Carolina Farm 
Stewardship 
Association 

Pittsboro, 
NC 

Promotes local and organic 
agriculture in North and South 
Carolina by inspiring, education and 
organizing farmers and consumers. 

www.carolinafarmstewards.
org 

Center for 
Environmental 
Farming Systems 

Raleigh, 
NC 

Works to provide agricultural 
research, extension and education 
in North Carolina.  

www.cefs.ncsu.edu 

Chef Ann Cooper  CA and 
CO 

Provides a network for individuals 
across the country interested in 
making changes to the school 
meals program. 

www.chefann.com 

Community Food 
Security Coalition 

OR  A coalition of organizations working 
on community food security. 

www.foodsecurity.org/farm
_to_school.html 

Davis Farm to School 
Connection 

CA  Works to create an educational and 
cultural environment in Davis 
Public Schools that connects food 
choices with personal health, 
community, farms and land. 

www.davisfarmtoschool.org 

Ecotrust  OR  Works to inspire fresh thinking to 
create economic opportunity, 
social equity, and environmental 
well‐being.   

www.ecotrust.org 

The Farm Project  MA  A non‐profit engaging young 
people in sustainable agriculture 

www.thefoodproject.org 

Resource List:
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Name 
State/ 
National  Description  Website 

Farm to School  National  Provides state‐by‐state information 
on existing Farm‐to‐School 
Programs and extensive resource 
guides. 

www.farmtoschool.org 

Food Routes  National  Provides communication tools, 
technical support, networking and 
information to individuals and 
organizations working to rebuild a 
local, community‐based food 
system. 

http://www.foodroutes.org 

The Food Studies 
Institute 

National  Works to improve the health of 
children through nutrition‐based 
curriculum. 

www.foodstudies.org 

Green Schools 
Initiative 

CA  Works to improve the 
environmental sustainability of 
schools, including changes to 
school menus. 

www.greenschools.net 

Local Matters  OH  Implements nutrition education in 
Columbus schools to transform the 
food system.  

www.local‐matters.org 

North Carolina Farm 
Bureau 

Raleigh, 
NC 

Working to promote farm and rural 
issues through governmental 
relations, marketing, field 
representation, agricultural 
education and member services. 

www.ncfb.org 

North Carolina Farm 
to School Program 

Creedmo
or, NC 

Provides NC‐grown produce to NC 
school districts. 

www.ncfarmtoschool.com 

Rural Advancement 
Foundation 
International 

Pittsboro, 
NC 

Cultivates markets, policies and 
communities that support thriving, 
and socially and environmentally 
sound family farms. 

www.rafiusa.org 

SEEDS  Durham, 
NC 

A non‐profit community garden 
whose goal is to teach people to 
care for the earth, themselves and 
each other through garden‐based 
programming.   

www.seedsnc.org 

The UNC Center for 
Health Promotion 
and Disease 
Prevention 

Chapel 
Hill, NC 

Conduction a National Farm to 
School Network Project funded by 
the Kellogg Foundation from 2007‐
2010. 

www.hpdp.unc.edu 

USDA Farm to 
School 

National  The USDA Farm to School Website  http://www.fns.usda.gov/cn
d/F2S/Default.htm 
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B) Farm‐to‐School publications: 

Title  Author(s)  Year  PDF Link 
Healthy Farms, Healthy 
Kids: Evaluating the 
Barriers and Opportunities 
for Farm‐to‐School 
Programs 

Andrea Azuma; 
Andy Fisher 

2001  http://foodsecurity.org/pub/HealthyFarmsH
ealthyKids.pdf 

The Crunch Lunch Manual: 
A Case Study of the Davis 
Joint Unified School 
District Farmers Market 
Salad Bar Pilot Program 
and a Fiscal Analysis 
Model 

Renata 
Brillinger; Jeri 
Ohmart; Gail 
Feenstra 

2003  http://www.sarep.ucdavis.edu/cdpp/farmto
school/crunchlunch32003.pdf 

Food is Elementary  Antonia Demas  2001  http://www.bookmasters.com/marktplc/10
033.htm 

A Growing Movement: A 
Decade of Farm to School 
in California 

Anupama 
Joshi; Moira 
Beery 

2007  http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/publicatio
ns/a_growing_movement.pdf 

Bearing Fruit: Farm to 
School Program Evaluation 
Resources & 
Recommendations 

Anupama 
Joshi; Andrea 
Misako Azuma 

2009  http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/cfj/bearin
gfruit.htm 

Fresh From the Farm into 
the Classroom 

Margaret 
Haase; Andrea 
Azuma; Robert 
Gottlieb; Mark 
Vallianatos 

2004  http://www.farmtoschool.org/files/publicati
ons_91.pdf 

Healthy Kids, Healthy 
Farms: Results from the 
2008 Colorado Producer 
Survey 

Colorado 
Institute of 
Public Policy 

2008  http://www.farmtoschool.org/files/publicati
ons_181.pdf 

New York State Fresh 
Fruits and Vegetables 
Distribution Project 

NY Farms  2006  http://www.nyfarms.info/faid2006finalrepo
rt.pdf 

Going Local: Paths to 
Success for Farm to School 
Programs 

Anupama 
Joshi; Marion 
Kalb; Moira 
Beery 

2007  http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/cfj/public
ations/goinglocal.pdf 
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Title  Author(s)  Year  PDF Link 
Growing Local: Expanding 
the Western North 
Carolina Food and Farm 
Economy 

Laura Kirby; 
Charlie 
Jackson; Allison 
Perrett 

2007  http://www.asapconnections.org/special/re
search/index.html 

Guide to Serving Local 
Food on your Menu 

Glynwood 
Center 

2007  http://www.glynwood.org/Publications‐
Audio/ReportandGuides.html 

Guide to Developing a 
Sustainable Food 
Purchasing Policy 

Matthew Buck  2007  http://www.foodalliance.org/sustainablefoo
dpolicy/ 

Fresh from the Farm: 
Using Local Foods in 
Afterschool and Summer 
Nutrition Programs 

Alexis 
Bylander; 
Crystal 
FitzSimons 

2008  http://www.frac.org/afterschool/pubs.htm  

Applying Geographic 
Preference in 
Procurements for Child 
Nutrition Programs 

USDA Food and 
Nutrition 
Service 

2008  http://www.farmtoschool.org/files/publicati
ons_178.pdf 

Mapping School Food: A 
Policy Guide 

Marlo Miura; 
Jason Smith; 
Jess Alderman 

2007  http://www.phaionline.org/wp‐
content/uploads/2007/11/mappingschoolfo
od.pdf  

Farm to School 101: Farm 
Aid Toolkit 

Farm Aid  2009  http://www.kintera.org/TR.asp?a=bqLHI0NE
LbIOKaJ&s=jvL5IhPWIhKTJdN0LyE&m=mgIT
KVOAJeJUH 

Bringing Local Food to 
Local Institutions 

Barbara 
Bellows; Rex 
Dufour; Janet 
Bachmann 

2002  http://attra.ncat.org/attrapub/farmtoschool
.html 

Gardens for Learning: 
Creating and Sustaining 
Your School Garden 

California 
School Garden 
Network 

2005  http://www.csgn.org/ 

All about Farmers' 
Markets: A Teaching Guide 
for Classrooms, Camps 
and Community Programs 

Peggy Sissel‐
Phelan,  

2005  http://www.brainchildpress.com/FarmersM
arket.html 

The Growing Classroom  Roberta Jaffe; 
Gary Appel 

2007  http://www.lifelab.org/store‐curricula.html 

Science Exploration Units  Life Lab 
Science 
Program 

2007  http://www.lifelab.org/store‐curricula.html 
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C) 2008‐2009 NC Farm to School Program participating farm list, farm 
location, and website address: 

Farm  City  Website 
Nash Produce Co   Nashville  www.nashproduce.com 
Fresh‐Pik Produce  Kenly  www.freshpik.com/index.php 
T.C. Smith Produce Farm Inc.  Seven Springs  N/A 
Jackson Farming Co.  Autryville  www.jfcmelons.com/index.htm 
Lewis Nursery Farms Inc.  Rocky Point  N/A 
Cottle Strawberry Nursery  Faison  www.cottlefarms.com 
Patterson Farm, Inc.  China Grove  www.pattersonfarminc.com 
Flavor 1st Growers & Packers  Horseshoe  N/A 
Burch Farms  Faison  www.burchfarms.net 
Ham Produce Company, Inc.  Snow Hill  www.hamfarms.com 
Farm Pak  Spring Hope  www.farmpak.com 
Lee Farms  Four Oaks  www.leefarms.com 
Spring Acres Sales Company, Inc.  Spring Hope  www.springacressales.com 
Wayne E. Bailey Produce Co.  Chadbourn  www.sweetpotatoes.com 
Coston Farm  Leicester  www.costonfarm.com 
Creasman Farm  Hendersonville  www.creasmanapples.com 
C.L. Henderson Produce Company  Hendersonville  www.hendersonbest.com 
Deal Apple Orchards  Taylorsville  N/A 
North State Orchards  Hendersonville  N/A 
Small‐Bulman Farms  Elizabeth City  N/A 
Madison Farms  Marshall  www.madisonfarms.org 
Bottomly Evergreens and Farms  Ennice  www.bottomleysevergreens.com 
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D) North Carolina Child Nutrition Service Directors and Contact Information 

as of 2010: 
 
School District  Child Nutrition Services 

Director 
Contact email 

Alamance‐Burlington  Patricia Lindley  patricia_lindley@abss.k12.nc.us 
Alexander  Sherry Ashley  sashley@alexander.k12.nc.us 
Alleghany  Margaret Dalton   daltonme@alleghany.k12.nc.us 
Anson County  Angela Griffin  griffin.angela@anson.k12.nc.us 
Ashe County  Angie Thompson  angie.thompson@ashe.k12.nc.us 
Asheboro City  Tom Quinn  tquinn@asheboro.k12.nc.us 
Asheville City  Beth Palien  beth.palien@asheville.k12.nc.us 
Avery  Tammy Woodie  tammywoodie@averyschools.net 
Beaufort  Lou Brown  lbrown@beaufort.k12.nc.us 
Bertie  Rickey Eley  jconner@bertie.k12.nc.us 
Bladen  Amy Medlin  aemedlin@bladen.k12.nc.us 
Brunswick Co. Schools  Tina Ward  tward@bcswan.net 
Buncombe  Lynette Vaughn‐Hensley  lynette.vaughn‐hensley@bcsemail.org 

Burke  Crystal Smith‐Cooper  cscooper@burke.k12.nc.us 
Cabarrus County  Tina Farmer  berteshia.farmer@cabarrus.k12.nc.us 
Caldwell  Guy Gardner  ggarner@caa.k12.nc.us 
Camden  Sandra Brinkley  sbrinkley@camden.k12.nc.us 
Camp Lejeune  Jan Holt  Jan.holt@am.dodea.edu   
Carteret County  Linda Fairchild  linda.fairchild@carteretk12.org 
Caswell  Kimberly Mims  kmims@caswell.k12.nc.us 
Catawba  Karen Duncah  kduncan@catawba.k12.nc.us 
Chapel Hill‐Carrboro  Mark Rusin  mrusin@chccs.k12.nc.us 
Charlotte/Mecklenburg  Cynthia Hobbs  c.hobbs@cms.k12.nc.us 
Chatham  Debbie McKenzie  debbiecmckenzie@chatham.k12.nc.us 
Cherokee  Karen Kephart  karen.kephart@cherokee.k12.nc.us 
Cherokee Central  Laura Cabe  lacabe@mail.ccs.bia.edu 
Clay County  Barbara Wood  bwood@clayschools.org 
Cleveland  Jada Brown  jtbrown@clevelandcountyschools.org 
Clinton City  Jeffrey Swartz  jswartz@clinton.k12.nc.us 
Columbus  Donna Bartley  dbartley@columbus.k12.nc.us 
Craven  Martha Hardison  martha.hardison@craven.k12.nc.us 
Cumberland  Gwyn McBride  GwynMcBride@ccs.k12.nc.us 
Currituck County  Etienne Clement  eclement@currituck.k12.nc.us 
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School District  Child Nutrition Services 
Director 

Contact email 

Dare County  Carol Sykes  sykesca@dare.k12.nc.us 
Davidson  Brittany Granados  bgranados@davidson.k12.nc.us 
Davie  Daughn Baker  bakerd@davie.k12.nc.us 
Duplin  Sue Sloan  ssloan@duplinschools.net 
Durham  Nadine Blake  nadine.blake@dpsnc.net 
Edenton‐Chowan  Karen Tynch  ktynch@ecps.k12.nc.us 
Edgecombe  Ruth McDowell  rmcdowell@ecps.us 
Elizabeth City/ Pasquotank  Robin Taylor  rtaylor@ecpps.k12.nc.us 
Elkin City  Debbie McCoin  mccoind@mail.elkin.k12.nc.us 
Fort Bragg  Doris Hickman  doris.hickman@am.dodea.edu 
Franklin County  Jama Stallings  jamastallings@fcschools.net 
Gaston County  Frank Fields  ffields@gaston.k12.nc.us  
Gates County  Paula Simpson  simpsonpj@gatescountyschools.net 
Graham County  Kim Williams  gcs.kwilliams@ncmail.net 
Granville  Judy Wrenn  wrennj@gcs.k12.nc.us 
Greene  Crissy King  crissyking@greene.k12.nc.us 
Guilford  Cynthia Sevier  sevierc@gcsnc.com 
Halifax  Ron Alexander  alexanderr@halifax.k12.nc.us 
Harnett County  Audrey Stewart  astewart1@harnett.k12.nc.us 
Haywood  Sandy Brooks  sandy@yahwood.k12.nc.us 
Henderson County  Christina Dodd  cdodd@henderson.k12.nc.us 
Hertford  Helen Eure  heure@hertford.k12.nc.us 
Hickory City  Mary West  Westma@hickoryschools.net 
Hoke  Deborah Carpenter  dcarpenter@hcs.k12.nc.us 
Hyde County  Sharon Burris‐Slade  sburrisslade@hyde.k12.nc.us 
Iredell/Statesville  Trish Campbell  trishcampbell@iss.k12.nc.us 
Jackson  Jim Hill  jhill@jcpsmail.org 
Johnston  Rachel Findley  rachelfindley@johnston.k12.nc.us 
Jones County  Julie Wiggins  julie.wiggins@jonesnc.net 
Kannapolis  Anne Treanor  treanora@kannapolis.k12.nc.us 
Lee County Schools  Jeanne Ellington  jellington@lee.k12.nc.us 
Lenoir  Pam Smith  pasmith@lenoir.k12.nc.us 
Lexington City  Joann Cope  jcope@lexcs.org 
Lincoln County  Kathy Buelin  kbuelin@lincoln.k12.nc.us 
Macon  Sherry Held  sherry.held@mcsk‐12.org 
Madison County  Michael Wallin  mwallin@madison.k12.nc.us 
Martin  Jeanne Baker  jbaker@martin.k12.nc.us 
Mcdowell  Jonathan Haynes  jonathan.haynes@mcdowell.k12.nc.us 
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School District  Child Nutrition Services 
Director 

Contact email 

Mitchell County  Heather Calhoun  hcalhoun@mcsnc.org 
Montgomery  Frank Fiorella  frank.fiorella@montgomery.k12.nc.us 
Moore  Amanda Cagle  acagle@mcs.k12.nc.us 
Mooresville Graded  Cami Lewis  clewis@mgsd.k12.nc.us 
Mt. Airy City  Elke Atkins  ebatkins@mtairy.k12.nc.us 
Nash‐Rocky Mt.  Patty Greene  pmgreen@nrms.k12.nc.us 
New Hanover  Imer Smith  ismith@nhcs.net 
Newton‐Conover City  Vickie Rowe  vickie_rowe@nccs.k12.nc.us 
Northampton  Carolyn Williams  williamsc@northampton.k12.nc.us 
Onslow  Janice Bodenhamer  janice.bodenhamer@onslow.k12.nc.us 
Orange County  Valerie Green  valerie.green@orange.k12.nc.us 
Pamlico  Maree Bell Minor  mminor@pamlico.k12.nc.us 
Pender  Debra Murray  debra_murray@pender.k12.nc.us 
Perquimans   Donna Harris  dharris@pcs.k12.nc.us 
Person County  Lyn Holt  holtl@person.k12.nc.us 
Pitt  Donna Ware  dware@pitt.k12.nc.us 
Polk  Mary Butler  mbutler@polk.k12.nc.us 
Randolph  Donna Osborne  dosborne@randolph.k12.nc.us 
Richmond  Lois Hood  loishood@richmond.k12.nc.us 
Roanoke Rapids Graded  Leann Seelman  seelmanl.co@rrgsd.org 
Robeson  Craig Lowry  lowryc.psrc@robeson.k12.nc.us 
Rockingham  Bernadette Austin  austin.bernadette@gmail.com 
Rowan Salisbury  Libby Post  postls@rss.k12.nc.us 
Rutherford  Lori Moore  lmoore@rcsnc.org 
Sampson  April Jordan  ajordan@sampson.k12.nc.us 
Scotland  Richard Jacobs  rjacobs@scsnc.org 
Stanley   Susan Calloway  susan_calloway@scs.k12.nc.us 
Stokes  Cindy Marion  cindy.marion@stokes.k12.nc.us 
Surry  Sherri Parks  parkss@surry.k12.nc.us 
Swain  Diane Shuler  dshuler@swainmail.org 
Thomasville City  Brenda Watford  watfordb@tcs.k12.nc.us 
Transylvania  Carolyn Gordon  cgordon@transylvania.k12.nc.us 
Tyrrell County  Robin Woodard  rwoodar@tycomail.net 
Union  Denise Lamar  denise.lamar@ucps.k12.nc.us 
Vance  Phyllis Newcomb  pnewcomb@mail.vcs.k12.nc.us 
Wake  Marilyn Moody  mbmoody@wcpss.net 
Warren County  Connie Hendrick  chendrick@warrenk12nc.org 
Washington  Ruth McDowell  rmcdowell@washingtonco.k12.nc.us 
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School District  Child Nutrition Services 
Director 

Contact email 

Watauga  Nicole Mayernik  mayernikn@watauga.k12.nc.us 
Wayne  Barbara Ward  barbaraward@wcps.org 
Weldon City  Harriett Walker  walkerh@weldoncityschools.k12.nc.us 
Whiteville City  Kathryn Faulk  kfaulk@whiteville.k12.nc.us 
Wilkes  Debbie Hall  halld@wilkes.k12.nc.us 
Wilkes  Ginger McLean  mcleang@wilkes.k12.nc.us 
Wilson County  Cindy Bailey  cindy.bailey@mail.wilson.k12.nc.us 
Winston‐Salem/Forsyth  Velda Nelson  vnelson@wsfcs.k12.nc.us 
Yadkin County  Kathy Sommers  kathy.sommers@yadkin.k12.nc.us 
Yancey  Lynne Deyton  lpdeyton@yanceync.net 
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