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Again, these FSDs give testament to the many benefits to FTS participation, which 

stretch beyond just economic and social rewards. The fact that all involved benefit in some way, 

including the Òlunch lady,Ó suggests that FTS is worthwhile. 

Challenges 

Despite the numerous benefits of program participation, implementing FTS activities is 

unquestionably challenging. In fact, the 16 directors cited 18 different challenges. While many 

FSDs reported similar challenges, some mentioned individual roadblocks unique to the schoolÕs 

size and geographic location. Over half of the directors mentioned, for instance, that product 

availability does not match their schoolÕs need. Directors from the larger school districts said that 

the volume of food they require limits the number of producers who are able to provide for them. 

Those directors in the southwest and eastern part of the state mentioned that due to a lack of 

farmers in the area, local food is hard to procure. In reference to buying local, one of these 

directors said, Òthe hard part is that we donÕt have a lot of opportunity.Ó Another noted, ÒI canÕt 

find anybody besides Joe and the one lady that will give me some leftovers sometimes.Ó Three 

directors also mentioned that food availability is further limited by the school year not aligning 

with the growing season. In the same vein, six directors mentioned that they are limited in 

buying local food by their areaÕs limited growing capacity: ÒAround here weÕre limited on 

vegetation so itÕs hard to participate in FTS year round.Ó 

Predictably, almost half of the directors reported that their food service programÕs limited 

budget is a challenge to FTS implementation. Many directors specifically said the higher price of 

local food makes choosing those 

products over more affordable 

commodity products difficult to 

justify. And, one director mentioned 

that prioritizing the budget to make 

room for local purchasing is a 

Box 3.6: Commonly-Cited Challenges 

¥ Local growers cannot meet schoolÕs volume 

¥ Budget limits FTS participation  

¥ Nonlocal food is more convenient to buy 

¥ Local food cannot always be delivered  

¥ FTS activities require too much of FSDÕs time  
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constant struggle.  

Nearly half of the directors reported that the alternative to local food is more favorable. 

For one FSD, he noted that larger food service companies deliver more frequently and with 

larger quantities, which simplifies planning and storage. Other directors noted that buying 

through these mainstream food service companies is a more reliable and consistent process: “I 

get carrots everyday coming in from FSA, Sysco, wherever I want to get them, and [at] the 

quantity I want.”  Three directors also mentioned receiving food from a local producer that did 

not meet quality standards: “I think it’s just the fact that produce shows up at your doorstep not 

looking exactly like what people are used to or what it looks like in the grocery store.” Food 

service staff members do not have the time to handle inconsistencies or surprises in the food 

products they need: “We need a product and the quantity that we need and the form we need it at 

and we need it right now.”  Another director also reported that it is not always as efficient to 

work with a real person to order food than with a computer, which is often the case when 

ordering through larger distributors and food service companies. 

Nearly half of the directors also said limited distribution is a significant barrier to buying 

local food. One director from an eastern school district noted that due to the school’s isolation, 

she worries about local produce going bad during the transportation phase: “I used to get eggs, 

but we ran into problems with quality because [the producer] is so far away.”  Several other 

directors mentioned that particularly small-scale producers are often unable to deliver to schools, 

which results in a school staff, often the FoodCorps volunteer, handling the delivery. 

Six of the FSDs reported that they struggle to buy local because of limited time. That is, 

finding the occasion to plan, find producers, and develop new recipes can often seem impossible. 

Still, only three FSDs said that processing local ingredients is challenging. Other directors 

reported that because their food service program already employs scratch cooking using 

unprocessed ingredients, preparing local ingredients required the same amount of preparation.  
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Nearly half of the directors said that managing FTS activities is a challenge. Several 

directors each noted that FTS only occurs at their school because of their efforts. Two directors 

specifically mentioned that it is difficult for one person to make FTS happen: “I do think that one 

person can’t make all these changes on their own.” Many directors noted that the top priority is 

successfully running their food service program: “I’m just trying to get the kids fed.” Often FTS 

activities become less of a priority for food service staff. Still, another director mentioned that 

the only barrier to FTS is good management, and that if smart systems are in place, FTS should 

be possible. 

Three FSDs reported that learning new recipes and skills in order to successfully prepare 

local ingredients is a barrier. One FSD said that he had to figure out the logistics of preparing 

and serving a new local product, while another director reported that motivating staff to learn 

new skills is difficult. For two FSDs, certain local ingredients were completely new to them, and 

they had to experiment with new recipes: “It’s hard trying new stuff and not knowing what you 

should do.” 

Three FSDs also reported that standards and regulations limit their FTS participation. For 

instance, two directors reported that a local meat processor did not meet the required certification 

and therefore, was not a feasible source for local meat. Three more directors reported that local 

food is not always as popular as the alternative. One director noted, for example, that many 

students miss the processed items that the school used to serve more regularly. 

One FSD worried that buying local food might show favoritism. She mentioned that 

because there are only a few ranchers in the community, she does not want to choose one and 

offend the other: “What if you start dealing with one rancher and getting all your meat from him 

and then another guy is mad about it.” Another director reported that finding and connecting with 

local producers is a struggle. Unsurprisingly, this particular director’s school district is in the 

eastern part of the state, a more isolated region. Further, the district does not host a FoodCorps 
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volunteer who can often make the initial connections with local growers. Interestingly, this same 

director was the only participant who reported that her budget was not a challenge.  

These varied and numerous challenges illustrate the many roadblocks to full FTS 

participation. FSDs are often faced with limited budgets, product availability, and distribution 

when seeking out local food products. While some of these difficulties are not easily fixed, many 

underscore the need for bureaucratic, infrastructural and financial solutions.  

Solutions 

The 16 FSDs suggested 20 different solutions to prevent or mitigate some of the 

difficulties mentioned above. While many solutions to the challenges of FTS implementation 

seem obvious and at the same time unrealistic, others seem hopeful. For instance, four directors 

said that they manage the high price of local food by balancing it with commodity foods. That is, 

ordering a high value product, such as meat, through the USDA commodity program creates 

more room in the budget to afford pricier local food products. 

Nearly half of the directors felt that having more staff to do FTS activities would make up 

for the directors’ limited time. Several of these directors mentioned that extra staff could help 

with the added processing that 

comes with preparing local food. 

Two directors also wished that a 

teacher in the school would be 

willing to install and run a school 

garden. In the same vein, two 

FSDs mentioned that having 

volunteers to help with food preparation would be useful. Unsurprisingly, none of these directors 

have a FoodCorps volunteer on site.  

To further ease the burden of added processing, three directors felt that having extra 

equipment would be beneficial. Three also mentioned that acquiring funding through grants 

Box 3.7: Common Solutions 
• Offset local food costs by purchasing commodity foods 

• Add employees 

• Acquire processing equipment 

• Increase the number of local processors and packers 

• Improve management  

• Receive extra funding 
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would help along their FTS program. Extra funding could be used to purchase necessary 

equipment, for example. Two others noted that increased opportunities in the area for value-

added processing could solve the problem of processing local ingredients. As one director 

suggested, if local food could already be processed, he would be more likely to buy it. 

Four directors noted that better management could help alleviate many of the challenges 

to participation. And in fact, a few of these directors have already made management 

improvements. For instance, one FSD works out the kinks with connecting with and ordering 

from local growers. Once the process is established, she passes the work on to her staff, leaving 

her more time to do other management duties. One director mentioned that creative management 

is key while another remarked that keeping goals and tasks simple is essential. 

A few FSDs felt that learning new cooking skills and recipes would help with preparing 

local and sometimes unfamiliar ingredients. One director thought that if she started 

experimenting with recipes in small batches, then she would be more confident making them on 

a larger scale for her students. Another mentioned that figuring out which vegetables need to be 

processed can eliminate unnecessary labor: “I don't think lots of things need to be peeled.”  

A handful of directors also said that receiving extra support from staff and students would 

be beneficial. For instance, one director mentioned that people at the school, including students, 

are generally ambivalent to FTS. If he received some words of encouragement or signs of 

interest, he said he would be more motivated to continue engaging FTS activities. Another 

director said that having an enthusiastic and supportive administration would help motivate her 

as well. 

Two directors suggested that improvements to the local distribution system would help 

resolve the problem of limited food access. For both, having a producer able to deliver is key: 

“Delivery is something that we’re trying to work on and get a little more wiggle room with our 

producers.” Both directors host a FoodCorps volunteer, which might indicate that each director 

buys from certain sources only because the volunteer is able to pick up the food. 
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Three more directors noted that extending the growing season could increase product 

availability. One director, for instance, mentioned that having a greenhouse on site could 

lengthen the kitchen’s access to fresh produce during the school year. Two directors said that if 

they were able to can and preserve produce then they could use local products in the winter. As 

expected, both of these directors are in the eastern part of the state, too far to purchase processed 

items from MMFEC. Two directors from smaller school districts and without FoodCorps support 

mentioned that increasing the number of local producers in the area would be beneficial.  

Two directors suggested that to manage financial limitations, local food prices should be 

lowered. Another director mentioned that creating or expanding partnerships with other 

organizations could allow the school to share resources and help spread out the burdens. Two 

other directors felt that if the administration could be educated on why buying local is worth the 

extra cost, their districts might be willing to increase the food service program’s budget. One 

director also mentioned that state and federal level policies to increase funding opportunities 

could help with program development. This director hopes to add a FTS coordinator, but she 

noted, “I would need some support that came from somewhere else to try and get my finance 

manager to believe that [buying local] was a valid thing for the school district to be doing.” 

As these directors suggest, sharing knowledge, resources, and partnerships is often 

necessary to making FTS participation happen. Finding ways to increase product availability, 

lower costs and minimize processing can make participation more manageable. Even so, support 

on a government level is also needed to make some of the above solutions feasible. 

Feedback 

As two directors noted above, receiving feedback can help motivate staff to participate 

despite the challenges. Further, feedback from students, staff, and the community can both 

validate the above benefits and demonstrate the social impact that FTS has had in a particular 

area. Still, nearly half of the FSDs reported that they had received little to no feedback from 

students. Several directors said that students are ambivalent to the school’s FTS program or 
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whether or not the food they eat is local: “I really don’t get any feedback and I don’t get any 

demand.”  Interestingly, most of those particular directors do not have school gardens or 

nutrition education as part of their FTS program. This gap might indicate that participating in all 

of the three components of FTS, procurement, education, and immersion, is key to creating both 

awareness and excitement around local food. One FSD received negative feedback from students 

about the new, less processed local food entrees. She explained that she received backlash when 

she had to decrease portion sizes with the local, more expensive beef she now purchases. Even 

so, three directors mentioned that they had received positive feedback from students. As one 

director noted: “A lot of the parents are saying that kids were coming home saying the food is 

great here.”  

Five directors said that they had received positive feedback from parents about their FTS 

efforts. Several noted that parents are pleased knowing their children are fed healthier, fresher 

foods: “Lots of parents were happy about their kids eating local beef that doesn’t have hormones 

or all of the vaccinations.” None of the directors reported receiving negative feedback from 

parents.  Nearly half of the directors received positive feedback from the community. As one 

director noted, “I’ve had nothing but support from the community.” Another director mentioned 

that community members like 

knowing that the school’s money is 

spent well. On the other hand, three 

directors said they had received no 

feedback from community members. One director in particular mentioned advertising her 

program in the city newspaper, but did not receive any feedback about the article.  

Two directors had received positive feedback from staff, including from administration 

and teachers. One said, “I’ve gotten a ton of support from the staff from the school itself.” Two 

more directors said they had not received feedback from the school. As one director noted, “I’m 

not seeing a lot of interest from other areas of the school.” One director mentioned that the only 

Box 3.8: Common Feedback 

• Community supports school’s FTS program  

• Parents happy that their children are fed better food 

• School staff positive about FTS participation 
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feedback she has received was a thank you note from local producer for buying his product. On 

the other hand, another director said that she has received positive feedback from beyond her 

community: “From the FTS world, we've gotten a lot of support.” 

Though some directors received little feedback from anyone, many received positive 

comments from staff, students, and the community. For those directors receiving little to no 

feedback, it seems that finding ways to promote their FTS program would likely help increase 

awareness and incite those benefitting from FTS to provide feedback. 

Relationships 

Directors also reported on whether they had developed relationships with local producers 

as a result of buying local produce. Beyond the health and economic benefits mentioned by the 

16 directors, building relationships with local growers might indicate a social benefit of FTS 

participation. That is, strong professional and personal relationships between schools and 

producers can indicate a sustainable community. As one director noted, “Relationships [are] a 

huge part of it.” Nearly all of the FSDs felt that they had built positive relationships with growers 

and processors.  

Nearly all of the directors felt that they could rely on their local producers. Many 

mentioned that a level of trust exists 

between the grower and the school: 

“They're very dependable.” Another 

director mentioned, “They try to give me 

the best of the best.” Six of the directors 

each said that they work with the local producers to help each other. That is, several directors 

said that they work with the producer to make sure that the sale makes sense on both ends: “It’s 

very different than working with FSA or Sysco because you're working with a person. If you say 

you're going to buy from them, you buy from them because they're relying on it.” One director 

mentioned that she works with a local producer to find out what is available and adjusts her 

Box 3.9: Commonly-Cited Relationships with 
Local Producers 
• Trusts and relies on local producer 

• Collaborates with producer 
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menu accordingly. Another director mentioned that he had worked with a local grower to 

promote FTS: “It’s neat for them too because people buying their product are like, ‘Wow they’re 

growing carrots for the school and those are the same ones I buy for my family.’” 

Half of the directors reported that they had developed a level of familiarity with the 

producers that sell to their school. One mentioned being on a first name basis with a producer 

while another mentioned receiving a holiday card from a grower. Two directors said that they 

had developed a friendship with the farmers: “It’s not just a business relationship. I’ve actually 

become friends with the farmers I deal with directly.” 

The positive relationships described above between school staff and producers suggest 

that FTS participation has had a social impact on local communities across Montana. Instead of 

interacting with a computer to buy foods, school staff members connect with a real person who 

actually grows the food for the school. Again, these relationships indicate that FTS participation 

has many benefits beyond the obvious.  

Program Outlook 

Though all of these directors participate in FTS, not all initiated their school’s program. 

Thus, reporting on whether they are content to participate in FTS might help forecast the 

programs stability. Nearly all of the 16 directors said that they were glad to participate in FTS 

activities. Several directors specified that buying local and spending more on local food is worth 

it. As one FSD noted, “this is just what it should be, what is normal.”  

Two others reported that they are indifferent to the school’s participation. One of these 

directors felt that her program is not substantial, making her apathetic about its continuation. The 

other director did not initiate the program, but was told by administration to start. One director 

mentioned that he is not happy to be participating: “The costs outweigh the benefits.” 

Predictably, this director also did not initiate the program at his school district.  

These attitudes speak to the benefit of having the FSD fully committed, as they are 

instrumental in making the food service program run for their school. If challenges are mitigated 
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or eliminated by creative solutions, however, perhaps even those FSDs less enthusiastic would 

be on board. Still, that nearly all of the FSDs said they were content with doing FTS activities at 

their school suggests that these programs are stable.   

Conclusion 

The FSD’s perspectives detailed above reveal the many perceived social consequences of 

FTS participation. Several of the directors participate because they want to give back to the local 

community and others want to provide healthier foods to their students. Further, many expressed 

the satisfaction they felt with buying local food and with knowing that the community 

appreciated their work.   

And while many of the FSDs reported receiving little feedback from staff and students, 

the relationships they had established with growers and processors are more indicative of a 

realized social impact. That is, creating more positive relationships between community 

members can result in a more cohesive community. Moreover, because the agriculture revival in 

Montana will further progress if more schools and farmers are connected, these findings show 

that the process can be socially beneficial to schools. What is more, school staff might receive 

more feedback from staff and students if promotional and educational activities are available.  

The long list of challenges and solutions suggests the need and potential for program 

development. For instance, many FSDs cited distribution, limited time, and financial constraints 

as the most difficult aspects to buying local. These challenges underscore the gaps in support and 

funding. Nevertheless, all 16 directors continue to buy local foods despite these challenges, even 

the few who are not fully invested. Again, these perspectives underline the potential for growth 

in FTS program development. The rewards of FTS can motivate those schools hoping to 

participate. And, schools that manage to participate given the many difficulties can stand as 

proof that it is possible despite the challenges. Additionally, the 16 directors mentioned more 

solutions than challenges. These varied and numerous solutions can be used to expand the 

program for those already participating. To encourage program development, increase 
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participation, and prevent apathy with those involved, the recommended solutions made above 

need to be considered.  

 

Sourcing, Expenditures and Economic Impact: Results and Discussion  

To assess the economic impact that school districts’ local food purchasing have had in 

Montana, I gathered information about food expenditures, sourcing practices, and other 

necessary expenses made to initiate or maintain a FTS program. Data on local food expenditures 

was used to estimate how much money is staying in Montana communities. And, tracking the 

sourcing habits highlights the variations by school size and location. The data I collected 

exposed trends in purchasing, for instance, for those schools situated in the Northwest where 

many farms and food processors are located, while it also uncovered the gap in available 

resources for those more isolated school districts.  

‘Local Food’ Defined 

 These geographical constraints and advantages can explain how FSDs define ‘local’ as 

they source food for their schools. In general, how one defines ‘local’ can be a divisive topic, 

particularly in such an expansive state like Montana. Those school districts in the western part of 

the state are physically closer to Spokane, Washington, than they are to farms in the southern or 

eastern parts of Montana, for instance. With these western schools in consideration, should 

‘local’ food cross state boundaries? One food service director felt that food should be sourced 

from physically closer places rather than being limited by state borders. The question of how 

‘local’ should be defined is further complicated when the economic impact is considered. 

Though food produced in another state might be considered ‘local’ because it is physically 

closer, buying products from these areas is not necessarily contributing to Montana’s economy. 

In spite of these controversies, how a school defines ‘local’ reveals what motivations, whether 

economic or otherwise, influence their chosen parameter.   
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Each of the 16 directors provided his or her definition of ‘local’ food. Three directors 

define local as anything grown or produced in Montana. One director from a northwest school 

district counts regionally produced food as ‘local.’ Again, this director might choose such a 

parameter because Idaho and eastern Washington are physically closer in her case than eastern 

Montana.  

The remaining 12 directors use a tiered approach, where they prioritize buying food 

products within a certain mile range then they expand from there if necessary. For instance, one 

director gives first preference to products grown in his town, a range of a few miles. Next, he 

looks for Montana grown products and then he will consider regionally produced foods. On the 

other hand, three of the directors in the eastern part of the state each gave quite a large mile 

radius for their top preference. For instance, one director’s first choice is products grown in her 

school district’s county and the next county, a range of nearly 100 miles. This preference is 

unsurprising considering farms and ranches are significantly more spread out in the eastern part 

of the state (USDA, Census of Agriculture 2012). 

Though one director regards regionally produced food as ‘local,’ the remaining directors 

only consider products grown in Montana and prefer food from even closer sources. These 

preferences might indicate that FSDs wish to support their communities and local economic 

systems. 

Sourcing  

How schools source both local and non-local products reveals geographic-specific 

patterns. For instance, the Western Montana Growers Cooperative (WMG Cooperative) only 

distributes to the western part of the state. Because the eastern part of the state lacks a similar 

local distributor, school districts in this area must source their food from larger distributors and 

food service companies. 
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As shown in Figure 3.1, the 16 school districts use a variety of avenues for purchasing 

food. All of the districts purchase food items through the USDA commodity program, which 

provides an assortment of products from an online menu that are then delivered by large food 

service companies. Some of the schools also participate in the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 

Fresh Fruit and Vegetables program which reimburses schools for a portion of the money they 

spend on fresh fruits and vegetables (McCleay and Barron 2006:3-8). As shown in Figure 3.1, 

four of the schools use the Food Service of America’s (FSA) bid program, while three use OPI’s 

state-run bid service program (Montana OPI 2014). Many of the schools also individually 

contract with food service companies while some of the smaller schools purchase some items 

from local grocery stores. 

Some food products delivered by FSA and Sysco are Montana-grown, though they are 

not necessarily or clearly distinguished from non-local items (Baxter, Sysco employee, phone 

correspondence, March 10, 2015). All of the directors purchase a portion of their local food 

products directly from the producer and all of those in the northwest region use the WMG 
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Figure 3.1: School District Food Sourcing Practices 
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Cooperative to buy at least some local products. Five of the directors also purchase items directly 

through a local packer or processor, including Mission Mountain Food Enterprise Center 

(MMFEC). 

The location and size of each school district explains some of the variations in sourcing. 

The especially small school districts with only a few hundred students source some food from 

grocery stores, a source that cannot meet the volume needed by larger districts. Further, most 

districts in the western part of the state have access to a local distributor, WMG Cooperative. 

Even so, more of the schools used large distributors and bid programs to source their food, likely 

because of the consistency and convenience of these options.   

Purchased Local Food Items 

Montana’s widespread landscape gives rise to a variety of climatic zones and agricultural 

resources. Nearly half of the 16 school districts are situated in the western part of the state where 

WMG Cooperative and MMFEC are located. The northwest region of Montana also enjoys a 

high concentration of farms, while the farms in the central and eastern parts of the state are much 

more widely dispersed (USDA, Census of Agriculture 2012). In Flathead and Lake County 

alone, where four participating school districts are located, over 2,000 farms are currently in 

operation.  

To show trends in local food purchasing, directors reported which types of local foods 

they bought during the 2013-2014 academic year. Though each director provided her own 

definition of ‘local’ food, for the purposes of continuity I include only those food items 

purchased that were grown or processed in Montana. During the 2013-2014 school year, the 

FSDs purchased 13 different types of local food products, as shown in Figure 3.2. Nearly all of 

the schools purchased raw fruits, vegetables, and beef, while over half bought flour. As Figure 

3.2 shows, only four schools in the northwest region purchased lentils and beans. A handful of 

directors bought processed grains like bread and pasta, and only two purchased honey from an 
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area producer. Only a few directors reported buying eggs locally and none reported buying 

poultry from a local source.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On average, school districts purchased five different local food products during the 2013-

2014 school year. The Kalispell district purchased the most with seven products, and the Dillon 

and Terry school districts purchased the least with only one local product each. On average, 

schools in the northwestern part of the state purchased six different local products, while schools 

in the southwest purchased four. Those in the central and eastern parts of the state purchased an 

average of three local food products.  

Figure 3.2 shows the most frequently purchased food products: raw vegetables, fruit, 

beef, and flour. Interestingly, the more predominant products are fairly spread out by geographic 

location and district size, though slightly more schools in the northwestern region bought fruits 

and vegetables, as shown in Figure 3.3. The less common products are limited to north and 

Figure 3.2: Number of Participating Schools that Purchased Certain Local Food 
Items in 2013-2014 Academic Year 
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*Based on a 2014 interview survey of 16 Montana food service directors 

southwestern Montana. As Figure 3.3 also shows, no schools in the central and eastern regions 

purchased legumes, processed fruits, honey or pasta. This data shows the large assortment of 

produce available in the north and southwestern areas as well as the lack of variety in the central 

and eastern parts of the state. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Food Service Expenses 

To determine other expenditures made to prepare local foods, the 16 directors reported 

whether they purchased equipment or hired staff. Nearly half of the directors bought new 

equipment in order to process local ingredients, five of which using grant funding. This finding 

suggests that buying equipment might be prohibitively expensive without additional funding. 

Only four directors reassigned staff and none hired new staff to process local foods. 

Further, none of the directors hired or reassigned staff to connect with local producers. As one 

director mentioned, getting approval from the administration to hire a new employee can be a 

barrier, even if funding is available. Instead, staff members often shift roles to process local 

ingredients. Plus, most of the directors already do the ordering themselves and finding local food 
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sources simply becomes a part of that role. Some of the school districts with FoodCorps support 

use their volunteer to connect with producers as well.  

School Food Expenditures 

Data on the total dollars spent on local food was used to estimate the economic impact of 

FTS participation. Each school district reported the total amount of money spent on all food and 

the estimated amount spent on local food during the 2013-2014 school year. Few schools 

actually track their local food purchases, however, as it requires entering each invoice separately. 

One director mentioned that she had recently acquired a new tracking system, but the process 

was still too cumbersome and time-consuming. When directors and their staff are already 

working to get meals served to as many as thousands of students each day, tracking local 

expenses can drop to the bottom of the priority list.  

Thus, while many schools gave estimates on the amount of money spent on Montana 

grown or processed food, none of the schools could provide comprehensive data. As mentioned, 

large food service companies like Sysco do not designate local and non-local items on their 

invoices. Therefore, schools are often uncertain which items are produced in Montana and which 

are not. Instead, most of the provided purchases are direct sales made with area producers and 

processors since schools generally have only a few, clear receipts from these transactions. Unless 

schools were able to access invoices and be certain about other local food purchases, only direct 

sales provided by schools are included. To add to these, I gathered purchasing sales from the 

WMG Cooperative for each participating school. It must also be noted that of the known 21 

schools participating in FTS, only 16 were interviewed and provided their food expenditures. 

Therefore, expenditures from five schools, including the particularly large Butte School District, 

are not included. As shown in Table 3.1, I tabulated all 16 school’s local food purchase numbers. 
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Table 3.1: Local Food Expenditures for the 2013-2014 Academic Year for Participants (N=16) 

 

Fluid milk is included in the local food expenditures, as shown in Table 3.1. Montana has 

a particularly complex dairy system in which dairy operations follow a quota system or a 

“mandatory supply management” policy to ensure that dairy production remains stable in the 

state (Ginsburg 2013:2). As part of this system, fluid milk produced in the state is pooled. While 

milk produced out of the state can be sold in Montana, it is not combined with this pooled 

Montana-produced milk. MeadowGold and Darigold, the two primary sources for dairy products 

in the state, were purchased by most of the 16 schools in this study. Darigold is a farmer-owned 

cooperative, while MeadowGold is a branch of Dean Foods (Ginsburg 2013; Make it Missoula 

2012). Though MeadowGold is not a Montana-owned company, its fluid milk is produced and 

processed in Montana (Hassanein et al. 2007:4). Because Montana’s quota system guarantees 

that fluid milk produced in the state is not mixed with out-of-state milk and since the majority of 

 
School/District 

WMG 
Cooperative 

 
Producer 

Meat 
Processor 

Wheat 
MT 

 
Other 

Fluid 
Milk 

 
TOTAL 

% of Total  
Food Spending 

Boulder 
Elementary $1,670 $909       $14,129  $16,708 30 
Bozeman         $35,000 $105,000 $140,000 22 
Dillon   $120         $120 Less than 1 
Ennis 

 
$1,164        

 
$1,164 1 

Fairfield   $1,046         $1,046 1 
Hinsdale     $4,843     $3,193  $8,036 21 
Hot Springs   $3,711   

 
     $3,711 8 

Kalispell $38,787 $17,998 $30,976 $1,111 $2,034 $139,000 $229,906 29 
Lewistown   $346 $225  $500  $150  $46,603 $47,824 17 
Livingston   $1,000 $7,600 $1,000     $9,600 5 
Miles City   $2,102       $32,244 $34,346 18 
Missoula $1,225 $24,273       $208,409  $233,907 32 
Ronan $2,782 $4,400 $2,000     $89,760 $98,942 29 
Somers/ 
Lakeside $1,479 $4,817   $6,308     $12,604 15 
Terry   $2,033         $2,033 7 
Whitefish $538 $5,000 $4,200   $1,500 $27,000 $38,238 29 
TOTAL $46,481 $68,919 $49,844 $8,919 $38,684 $665,338 $878,185 23 
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the 16 directors consider MeadowGold milk a local product, milk expenses from this source is 

included along with the Darigold expenditures.  

Each school supplied the total dollars spent on all food during the 2013-2014 school year, 

an amount much more easily accessed by school staff. I totaled these amounts to find that 

$3,862,257 was spent on all food for the 16 school districts. The total estimated number spent on 

local food reached at least $878,185, or 23 percent of the total food expenditures. On average, 

each school spent 17 percent of their total budget on local food.  

To compare, the University of Montana (UM) Dining Services spent 24 percent of its 

total food expenditures on food produced or processed in Montana during the same 2013-2014 

academic year (Finch, UM Farm to College Coordinator, email correspondence, April 14, 2015). 

The university spearheaded Farm-to-College implementation in 2003 thanks to the efforts of a 

handful of students in the Environmental Studies Program (Hassanein 2007). UM’s Farm-to-

College program is undoubtedly progressive. Still, considering the limitations of the dataset, that 

K-12 public school budgets are much more limited, and that FTS programs have existed for less 

time in the state, 23 percent is remarkably close to 24 percent.  

Economic Multiplier 

 With the local food expenditures totaled, an economic multiplier was applied to estimate 

the economic impact. As mentioned, a multiplier refers to the amount of times that a given 

dollar, once spent locally, is circulated back into the local economy (Otto and Varner 2005). 

Though many economic multipliers exist to estimate the economic impact of local food 

purchasing, none have been established to estimate the particular impact that school district food 

purchasing has in Montana. Thus, I employed a range of conservative, generic multipliers, with 

the low end of 1.3 suggested by Meter (2011) and the high end of 1.86 established by Kane and 

her colleagues (2011). These multipliers estimate the impact beyond direct sales with indirect 

and induced effects included. That is, the 1.3 multiplier estimates that if one dollar is spent 

locally, then 30 cents beyond that dollar would be circulated throughout the local economy, 
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while with the higher multiplier, 86 cents would be circulated. With the estimated total amount 

of local food purchases made by Montana schools, an approximation can be made on the impact 

of such economic activity. Using the multipliers and the total local food expenditure, $878,185, 

the estimated economic impact ranges from at least $1,141,641 and $1,633,424.  

The economic impact of the 16 school district’s FTS participation is impressive, 

particularly considering that just 16 of the total 57 school districts in Montana were included in 

the analysis. In the 2013-2014 school year, total food expenditures reached an estimated $30 

million for all Montana school districts (Montana OPI 2015b). Using this number, if every 

school district in Montana spent at least 23 percent or a total of $6.9 million on local food 

products then the estimated economic impact would range from $9 million to over $12.8 million.  

Conclusion 

The 16 school districts purchased a variety of foods that were spread across the state. 

Still, the data show that schools in Western Montana undoubtedly have more access to fruits and 

vegetables than other regions. Schools also use similar mainstream sources such as the USDA 

commodity program and many contract with large food service companies. As expected, those in 

the western region use MMFEC and WMG Cooperative to source raw and processed foods, 

while the particularly small schools are able to supply some of their food from area grocery 

stores. 

Estimating the economic impact of a school district’s local food purchasing was neither 

straightforward nor comprehensive, making the limitations to this portion of the study evident. 

As noted, keeping track of local food purchases is often challenging for FSDs. Also, many 

schools not included in this study might be purchasing local products and not tracking or 

recording it. Further, the five directors that declined to participate in the study had local food 

expenditures not recorded for this study. Thus, more local food expenditures were missed in this 

analysis. 
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Even with this unavailable data, the analysis shows the clear economic impact that FTS 

participation had in the 2013-2014 school year. The analysis suggests that a substantial amount 

of money was circulated back into the Montana economy thanks to local food purchasing, money 

that stayed in the hands of Montana business owners, community members, and individuals. 

Despite the challenges to participation and in some cases, fairly small FTS programs, at least 

these16 school districts are supporting Montana’s economy by purchasing local food. And again, 

it must be stressed that this economic impact is an underestimate, suggesting that the actual 

economic impact is likely much greater. 

This analysis also draws attention to the potential economic impact if schools increased 

their local food purchasing. If those schools not buying local products were given the 

opportunity to do so, the economic impact could be beyond substantial. And, if those already 

committed to FTS were given the means to expand their local purchasing, the impact would 

further increase. Thus, the economic impact estimated in this analysis should be used as a 

stepping off point for creating opportunities for FTS growth. 
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CHAPTER IV: CONCLUSION: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR  
POLICY, STAKEHOLDERS, AND GRANTMAKERS 

 

Introduction 

Farm-to-School programs are continuing to grow as more schools, volunteers, and 

supporting organizations work together to buy locally grown food, operate school gardens, and 

provide nutritional education to students. Not only do these programs help more students eat 

fresh, locally sourced food, but they also support local growers, create strong communities, and 

increase awareness. Montana in particular has helped lead the farm-to-school (FTS) movement, 

pioneering the now national FoodCorps program (Montana FoodCorps 2014). But the state’s 

recent agricultural resurgence could be further helped along if more schools bought Montana-

grown food. In their study nearly 10 years ago, McCleay and Barron (2006) hinted at this 

potential for public schools to serve as viable markets for local growers. To explore the 

development and positive effects of FTS participation in Montana since their research, this study 

assessed the economic and social impact of FTS participation in the state. Through interviews of 

food service directors (FSD), including five school profiles, and data collection on local food 

purchasing, this analysis not only showed the realized economic impacts and the perceived social 

impacts of FTS participation, but it also pointed to future potential.  

This analysis revealed the positive social consequences of FTS program implementation. 

The 16 interviewed FSDs made clear the many benefits to FTS participation, including 

increasing awareness about food, supporting local growers and creating more cohesive 

communities. Many of the FSDs had received positive feedback from their community and felt 

satisfied running their FTS program. And, nearly all of the participants had built relationships 

with local growers. Some directors felt they could trust and rely on growers, while others 

indicated that they had developed personal relationships with them. Further, the profiles 

highlighted FTS participation by five school districts across Montana. They showed the 
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particularly successful and supported FTS programs alongside those programs that operate even 

when an FSD is indifferent or when the school has limited resources. 

The benefits to FTS participation are perhaps overshadowed by the many challenges that 

the 16 directors face in terms of financial, logistical, and distributional barriers. Nevertheless, 

these difficulties do more to inspire than to discourage. For one, the long list of challenges that 

participants listed speaks to the need for policy and funding and the potential for program 

development. Secondly, the dozens of solutions that FSDs suggested, if considered, could greatly 

improve and expand program participation and create opportunities for increased economic 

development in these communities. That is, if schools are given the resources and support to buy 

local food, then more schools will be able to support local growers and help keep money in their 

communities. 

This analysis also showed a clear economic impact from FTS participation in Montana. 

While no schools hired new staff in order to participate, many schools purchased equipment with 

grants to process local ingredients. Moreover, during the 2013-2014 school year, the 16 schools 

collectively spent at least 23 percent of their total food expenditures on locally grown food. And, 

using an economic multiplier range, the estimated economic impact of the total local food 

expenditures in that year reached between $1.1 million and $1.6 million. Again, this range 

estimates the amount of money that remained in and continued to circulate throughout Montana 

due to the local food purchases made by these 16 schools. This impact tied with the perceived 

social benefits described by the FSDs shows the value in supporting FTS participation.  

 

Recommendations 

Intended for a wide audience, the following recommendations are based on the most 

prevalent challenges and solutions that emerged from the FSD interviews. For instance, Grow 

Montana, a food policy coalition, can use these suggestions in their development of future 

initiatives for the state (Grow Montana 2014). The suggestions can also be used more broadly by 
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government decision makers and foundations to understand why support for initiatives and extra 

funding is needed to ensure that programs will continue to thrive.   

Funding and Policy Opportunities 

As Kloppenburg and Hassanein (2006) stress, strong government policy is needed on the 

state and national level to support FTS implementation. In fact, many states have passed FTS 

legislation. For instance, Montana and six other states passed legislation allowing public entities 

to give preference to local food without penalty (National Farm to School Network 2015d). Such 

legislation allows these institutions to purchase locally grown food if is competitively priced and 

available. Otherwise, these institutions are required to purchase the cheapest products available. 

Thus, along with a handful of other states, Montana has taken a small step towards supporting 

FTS policy.   

National policy is also needed to help schools facilitate FTS activities. For one, 

volunteers can ease many of the burdens to program implementation by finding potential sellers, 

promoting activities and setting in place the necessary systems for prolonged program 

engagement. Of course, FoodCorps members do these tasks as part of their work, but the 

FoodCorps organization cannot feasibly reach every school district. At present, Montana 

FoodCorps reaches nine school districts, which is a fraction of the 57 school districts in the state 

(Montana Office of Public Instruction 2015c). Furthermore, K-12 public school budgets are 

relatively inflexible even with the legislation mentioned above. Many schools are entirely 

dependent on additional support to make certain FTS activities possible, such as FoodCorps, and 

their programs might not be sustainable if such support disappears. Thus, policy supporting 

strong and lasting FTS programs can help these schools. On a national level, an initiative that 

provides more funding for FoodCorps, an organization dependent on funders and AmeriCorps 

support, could help spread its efforts by increasing the number of volunteer positions and service 

sites (FoodCorps 2015).  
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Grants are undoubtedly beneficial to schools and supporting organizations to further ease 

the financial burdens of FTS participation. As mentioned, the United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) grant program has helped school districts make real progress towards their 

FTS efforts in Montana and nationwide (USDA 2015b). Many states have also passed legislation 

establishing grant programs to support FTS participation. In fact, eight states have established 

FTS grant programs with state initiatives (National Farm to School Network 2015d).   

Even so, many of the 16 FSDs said that they did not have the time to apply for grants. 

Thus, initiatives that provide reimbursements for all schools to buy local food could ease the 

financial burdens for those schools without the time to apply for funding. In fact, four states and 

the District of Columbia provide such reimbursements for schools to encourage local food 

purchasing (National Farm to School Network 2015d). Locally, Grow Montana has pushed for 

similar legislation. In 2013, the food policy coalition proposed a bill in the Montana State 

Legislature appropriating funds to reimburse schools for meals when at least half of the 

ingredients came from local sources (HB 471). The funding, a one-time appropriation, was 

intended to set up the necessary systems to make FTS possible for those schools in the future. 

That is, the goal of the funding was to financially support schools to make the initial connections 

with local growers, a step that might be impossible for many schools. Once these connections 

were made, then schools could have developed stable, long-lasting FTS programs. Though the 

bill was unfortunately tabled, Grow Montana should continue to develop initiatives of this kind 

that promote funding without burdening school staff with the task of applying for grants (HB 

471).  

Partnerships  

 While funding is greatly needed to support FTS program development, partnerships can 

help sidestep certain financial barriers. Partnerships among organizations make it possible to 

pool and share resources such as people and money. For instance, Missoula County Public 

Schools (MCPS) partners with Garden City Harvest (GCH), a local non-profit (Garden City 
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Harvest 2015). MCPS provides land for GCH to operate its community farm, and in exchange, 

GCH provides education and on-farm experiences for Missoula children. Jenny, the FSD in 

Kalispell, mentioned a similar partnership in development for her school district. Food 

advocates, policy councils and organizations should help schools find and create these 

partnerships when additional funding is unavailable.  

Local Food Purchasing Tracking System 

While this analysis showed a significant economic impact due to FTS participation, the 

gaps in the available data underestimate the actual impact. This limitation is largely due to the 

difficulty in tracking local food purchases. Many of the FSDs mentioned that they did not have 

the time to track their local food purchases, and as many of the FSD roles vary, some were not in 

charge of the financial transactions anyway. Instead, these tasks often fall to the school district’s 

business clerk, a staff member who is often in charge of managing the district’s entire budget and 

spending. Thus, tracking local food purchases can be understandably low on the priority list.  

FoodCorps members recently began using a food tracking mechanism to help record local 

purchasing (Gerbatsch, FoodCorps fellow, phone correspondence, April 13, 2015). The system 

helps track expenditures, types of products purchased, seller details, and delivery specifications. 

While it is an improvement from the previous tracking system, the current online tracking 

mechanism runs through a free service and is fairly cumbersome. As one FoodCorps volunteer 

mentioned, the tracking mechanism still requires spending a minute or two on each local food 

transaction, and recording all of the invoices can take up a large portion of the day. While the 

FoodCorps volunteer can make time to record these expenditures, using the tracking mechanism 

is likely impractical for most FSDs.  

On a state level, OPI has a tracking mechanism for the “Montana Harvest of the Month 

Program” (Roth, email correspondence, April 7, 2015). The tracking system helps FSDs record 

local food purchase made for their promotional event. This tool is much less time consuming 
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than FoodCorps tracking mechanism, as it only requires keeping and recording data from one 

event.  

A more user-friendly, convenient tracking system to record data from purchases made 

during the entire year would be valuable to document the economic impact of FTS. That is, if 

tracking systems worked, more comprehensive data on local food expenditures could be gathered 

and a more accurate economic impact could be estimated. As Montana’s FoodCorps fellow 

suggests, a statewide streamlined and easier-to-use tracking system operated through OPI could 

make tracking more practical and realistic for FSDs (Gerbatsch, phone correspondence, April 13, 

2015). 

Distribution Needs 

Several FSDs mentioned that getting food delivered to their school is often difficult. This 

challenge was faced by schools of all sizes and in all parts of the state. For instance, when 

dealing with individual growers, many directors mentioned struggling with the uncertainty of 

when the food would be delivered. And, more isolated schools simply do not have access to 

distributors or growers that can deliver produce directly to the school.  

Sysco and Food Services of America (FSA) distribute throughout the state, but do not 

necessarily seek out local products. As McCleay and Barron (2006:2-9) suggest, these larger 

distributors are reluctant to do so when local produce can be inconsistent or inadequate. 

Alternatively, the WMG Cooperative helps schools easily access local produce without having to 

take the extra time to figure out the delivery logistics. Finding ways to either expand WMG 

Cooperative’s reach, create a market for regional distribution in the eastern part of the state, or 

incentivize larger distributors to carry local produce could help mitigate the distributive 

challenges that schools face in the east. In fact, the WMG Cooperative expanded its distribution 

by partnering with a larger distributor, Charlie’s Produce, to deliver produce to parts of the state 

that the WMG Cooperative trucks do not reach, particularly Butte, Bozeman, and Billings 

(Brown, WMG Cooperative employee, personal communication, March 21, 2015). Thus, the 
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distributor found a way to use an already existing system to distribute local food. This innovative 

solution should be used as a model for other more isolated areas of the state. 

Even so, direct sales between the school and the grower might remain as the most 

realistic method of local food purchasing for smaller districts. As McCleay and Barron (2006:2-

14) argue, “An advantage of marketing directly to institutions is that it allows producers to 

capture a greater share of marketing dollars and gives the institution the freshest possible 

products.” Because it minimizes costs and considering schools’ tight budgets, connecting schools 

and producers to each other should be a top priority. In fact, the National Center for Appropriate 

Technology (NCAT) has two databases on its website with institutions and producers wishing to 

connect to each other (Farm to Cafeteria Network 2014a). Still, this resource is limited to school 

staff who already know about NCAT’s website. A database that is state-operated, perhaps 

through OPI, could be accessible to more school staff. In fact, five states have passed legislation 

to develop such statewide FTS databases (National Farm to School Network 2015d). Policy 

makers and local food advocates in Montana should explore the possibilities for introducing 

similar legislation.  

Processing Capacity 

As many FSDs made clear, processing is a challenge to their FTS participation. 

Affordable, value-added products made with local ingredients would help schools buy local 

without adding to their labor or preparation needs. Further, certain processed foods can be stored 

or frozen over the winter, allowing schools to serve local ingredients outside of the growing 

season. Developing opportunities for local processors to be created or expanded is therefore 

needed. While the Mission Mountain Enterprise Center (MMFEC) has stepped in to fill the gaps 

in value-added processing in the western region of the state, more is needed to provide the 

volume needed for Montana schools in other areas. 

While many of the schools have access to local meat, most lack the equipment to process 

it. Having processing centers with the equipment to form hamburgers into patties, for instance, 
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could make buying beef more viable for these schools. Further, because the MMFEC is located 

in the western part of the state and does not connect with central and eastern schools, having a 

non-meat processor in the eastern region would be useful for expanding local food availability 

for those schools.  

Five states, including Montana, have pushed forward initiatives that establish or expand 

food processing centers to provide value-added products for schools and business (National Farm 

to School Network 2015d). In 2009, legislation was passed in Montana to fund “food and 

agricultural development centers” established in the state (National Farm to School Network 

2015d:58). Though such legislation is helpful, FSDs located in the central and eastern parts of 

the state still lack access to value-added food made with local ingredients. Thus, future policy 

appropriating funds to create processing centers in these areas is undoubtedly needed. 

Future Research  

The social impact analysis for this research was particularly limited by this project’s 

participant sample. That is, this study only explored the attitudes of FSDs on FTS participation. 

Because producers are necessarily involved in FTS programs, surveying their perspective could 

provide a more comprehensive social impact analysis. Though public schools are high volume, 

consistent markets, certain producers might have reasons for not wanting to sell to these markets. 

For instance, vending at farmers’ markets tends to be a less rigid process than with selling to 

schools, as producers often have to meet quality and delivery requirements made by school 

districts. (McCleay and Barron 2006). Exploring the solutions to the challenges that producers 

face when selling to schools, such as addressing quality stipulations, might make farm-to-school 

more feasible on both ends. Further, identifying producers who might not be a good fit for selling 

to schools, perhaps because their operation is too small or too large, can help make clear which 

producers should and should not be targeted by schools. Thus, I would encourage future 

researchers to survey these other FTS players. 
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Conclusion 

This professional paper described and analyzed the realized economic impacts and the 

perceived social impacts to FTS participation in Montana. The positive impacts were found to be 

significant and far reaching, though the challenges to FTS participation are clear. The above 

recommendations, if considered, can thus help improve and expand FTS programs by addressing 

these challenges. Through increasing opportunities for school to buy local, the benefits of FTS 

can reverberate and be felt by many communities. More of the money that schools spend on food 

will be kept within the state, recirculating through the hands of Montanans. The lives of food 

service directors can be improved as they interact and form relationships with their neighbors. 

Staff and students alike can further understand the seasonal and geographical constraints and 

opportunities for growing food in Montana. With strong FTS support and funding, Montana 

communities can become more self-sufficient, cohesive and economically sustainable.  
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APPENDIX B 

Food Service Director Interview Guide 

 

Date ________________  Participant ID _____________ 

 

Introduction 

Thanks again for agreeing to meet with me.  

Before we get started, I am going to read you the verbal informed consent form.  
[READ verbal informed consent script].  
 

[IF PARTICIPANT GIVES PERMISSION TO BE RECORDED, BEGIN RECORDING]. If 
not, take notes. 

 

BACKGROUND. 

Let’s begin by talking about your work background and school’s history. 

1. How long have you been a food service director? 

Follow-up: When did you start working for this particular school district? 

2. Tell me about your role as a food service director for the ________  school district. 

3. How do you and your school/district participate in farm-to-school activities? 

Probe: You mention that you participate in ______________. Is there anything else farm-to-
school-related that you do at your school such as _______________ or _____________? 

4. When did farm-to-school activities begin at your school/school district?  

5. How has participating in farm-to-school activities changed the way your school/district’s food 
service program runs? 
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Probe: Are there any other changes you have noticed in the way your food service program 
runs? 

Probe, if necessary: Any changes that you yourself had to make? 

Goals. 

Now I’d like to understand a bit more about your farm-to-school program and its goals. 

6. Why did your school/school district initially decide to start doing farm-to-school activities? 

7. What are the goals of your farm-to-school program? 

8.  Do you think that your school/school district been successful in meeting these goals? 

Probe: You mention ____________. Are there any other reasons why your program has [or 
hasn’t] been successful? 

BUDGET AND PROCUREMENT.  

Now let’s talk about your food budget and local food purchasing.  

9. How do you define local food? Please be as specific as you can. 

           Mile radius: within ____ miles of school/school district.  

           Produced in Montana. 

  Produced regionally (including Eastern Washington, Northern Idaho, etc.).  

    Specify region: _______________________. 

  Other: _____________________________ 

10. How do you source your food for your school/school district?  

Probe, if necessary: Do you connect directly with farmers, or do you use a distribution 
company, or both? 

Follow-up: Do you have separate vendors for local and nonlocal food? 
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11. What local food products have you purchased for your school/school district in the 2013-
2014 school year? 
 

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOXES FOR ALL FOOD PRODUCTS MENTIONED FOR 
CODING: CHECK= 1, NO CHECK= 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12. Was extra equipment purchased in order to prepare local food for your school? 
 
Probe: IF YES, which types of equipment were purchased?   
   

13. In order to prepare this local food, did you hire new staff or did you reassign existing staff 
members? 
 
Probe: IF YES, how many were hired or reassigned? 

14. Did extra staff need to be hired or existing staff reassigned in order for your school/school 
district to connect with farmers and purchase local food?   

Probe: IF YES, how many were hired or reassigned? 

  Beef  1 
  Dairy  2 
  Eggs  3 
  Poultry   4 
  Beans  5 
  Lentils  6 
  Grain  7 
  Raw  8 

    vegetables 
  Processed  9 

    vegetables 
  Raw fruit 10 
  Processed  11 

  fruit 
 Other  12 

    (specify)  ___________ 
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15. During the 2013-2014 school year, how much money did you actually spend on food alone? 

      $ ___________________ 

16. During the 2013-2014 school year, how many dollars were spent on local food as you 
defined it? 

     $ ___________________ 

FoodCorps and other outside support. 

To follow-up on your purchasing activities, I’d like to learn about outside support you might 
have had to carry out farm-to-school activities.   

17. Have you had or do you have a FoodCorps volunteer working with you? 

  Yes, currently 1 
  No, not currently 2 

   Yes, previously    3 
18. IF ‘YES, CURRENTLY’ TO #17, how many years have you had support from 

FoodCorps? 
 
19. In what ways does your FoodCorps volunteer support farm-to-school for your 

school/district? 
 
20. Do you plan to continue participating in these activities if you stop receiving FoodCorps 

support? 

Probe: How come? 

21. IF ‘NO, NOT CURRENTLY’ OR ‘YES, PREVIOUSLY’ TO #17, do you receive 
outside support such as volunteers or funding in order to purchase local food and/or 
participate in other farm-to-school activities? 

 
Follow up: IF YES, Which types of support do you receive?  
 

22. What do you think you would do if you had additional support? !
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SOCIAL IMPACTS. 

Now I’m going to ask you some questions about the benefits and challenges you experienced 
while participating in farm-to-school.  

Benefits. 

23. What benefits has your school experienced with farm-to-school participation? 
 

24. Who do you see benefitting from your farm-to-school program? 
 
Follow-up, if necessary: Can you say a little more about those benefits or how you have seen 
or heard about them?   
 

25. Have you or other staff built relationships with local farmers and ranchers while purchasing 
local food? 

 
Follow-up: IF YES, tell me more about these relationships.  
 
Challenges. 

 
26. What challenges have you faced while participating in farm-to-school activities? 

 
Probe, if necessary: Any other difficulties that you or your staff has faced? 

29. What do you think would help you overcome these challenges? 

Perspective. 

30. What kind of feedback from others, if any, have you gotten in response to doing farm-to-
school activities? 
 

31. Overall are you glad that you are involved in farm-to-school activities? 
 
Probe: Why or why not? 
 
END RECORDING 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Recruitment Letter 
[Date]  
[Potential Participant Name] 
[Address] 
[City, State, Zip] 
 

Dear [Potential Participant Name]: 

My name is Autumn Lee and I am conducting a research study about farm-to-school programs in 
Montana through the University of Montana. This study will investigate the economic and social 
impact that farm-to-school programs have had in the state. The outcome of this research will be 
valuable for future farm-to-school funding. 

I have compiled a list of food service managers in the state who either have a FoodCorps 
member or have reported that they participate in farm-to-school activities (such as buying local 
food). I am writing to you because you are on that list, and I would like to interview you.  

The interview will be over the phone [or in-person] and will take around 30 minutes to complete. 
Participation is completely voluntary and your answers will be anonymous. A follow-up phone 
call to this letter will be made shortly.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me, Autumn Lee, at XXX-XXX-
XXXX or XXXXXXXXX@umontana.edu.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

Autumn Lee 
M.S. Candidate, Environmental Studies  
University of Montana 

!
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APPENDIX D 
 

Informed Consent Form 
 
Purpose 
You are being asked to take part in a farm-to-school study. The purpose of this study is to 
investigate the economic and social impact that farm-to-school programs have had in Montana.  
 
Procedure 
The interview will take about 30 minutes to complete. I will ask you about the goals of your 
farm-to-school program and the benefits and challenges you have faced. I will also ask you 
questions about your school or school district’s food budget and local food purchases from the 
2013 to 2014 school year.  
 
Confidentiality  
When the results of this study are shared publicly, your identity will not be associated with any 
information you provide in this interview without your permission.  
 
Voluntary 
Your decision to take part in this study is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to take part in or 
you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. You may leave the study for any 
reason. 
 
Statement of Consent 
By agreeing to this interview, you indicate that you understand the description of this study and 
the procedures for the interview. Further, you indicate that you voluntarily agree to take part in 
this study.  
 
Do you consent to be interviewed?      Yes   /    No 
 
Statement of Consent to be Audio-Recorded 
If you are okay with it, I would like to record our interview.  By recording the interview, I will 
be able to focus and concentrate on our conversation, rather than on taking notes. 
 
The digital recordings will be kept confidential and will be stored on my password-protected 
computer. My faculty supervisors, Neva Hassanein and Robin Saha, and myself will be the only 
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people with access to these digital files. Once the research study is complete, I will delete the 
digital files. 
 
By consenting to be recorded, you indicate that you understand these recordings will be kept 
confidential, will not be shared, and will be destroyed following transcription, and that no 
identifying information will be included in the transcription.  
 
Do you consent to be recorded? Yes    /    No  
 
 
Reporting Budget and Purchasing Information 
I need to ask for one more permission, since I will be collecting information about your school or 
school district’s food budget and purchases of local foods. It will be valuable for the study to 
report that information for all schools or school districts participating in this study.  
 
Do you agree to allow me to report food budget and local foods purchasing information you 
provide for your school/school district?           Yes    /     No 
 
Questions 
If you have any questions about this study now or after the interview, please contact:  
 
Autumn Lee 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX@umontana.edu 
XXX-XXX-XXXX 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, you can also contact my faculty 
supervisors: 
 
Neva Hassanein 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX@mso.umt.edu 
XXX-XXX-XXXX 
 
Robin Saha 
XXXXXXXXX@mso.umt.edu 
XXX-XXX-XXXX  


