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1. Introduction

1.1 Overview

The Food for Life Partnership is led by tled Bssociation together with the Focus on Food

Campaign, Garden Organic and the Health Education Trust. Initiated in 2007, it received initial
funding for over five years from the BIG Lottery Wellbeing Fund to deliver a programme of whole
school food refom to schools across England. Alongside a focus on the promotion of healthy eating,
the programme emphasises the value of sustainable food consumption for school communities.

In July 2007 the Soil Association commissioned the University of the Westahd&rigristol and
Cardiff University to provide an evaluation of the Food for Life Partnership programme. The
evaluation focused on the following key programme goals:

o increasing school meal takep,

o promoting healthier eating habits amongst pupils,

J improving pupil awareness of food sustainability issues,

o influencing food habits at home and parental engagement in school life,
o improving school performance, pupil attainment and behaviour,

o developing sustainable food sourcing and school meal provision.

1.2 Oganisation of this report

The report starts with an account of research and policy context to whole school food programmes.
It includes background on the central drivers to improve the health of children and young people
and evidence of what works in sabigettings. It also draws upon an emerging field of research and
policy that has sought to bring together issues of environmental sustainability and health. The
function if this section of the report is to provide a back drop to the FFLP programme give to
platform to the evaluation research questions in Section 4.

Section 3 provides an account the FFLP programme in terms of its underlying rationale, development
and implementation to date. Section 5 introduces the framework to the evaluation andsete

show how the study has sought to reflect the programme model in the adoption of a theory of
change methodology.

Sections 6 to 13 present the findings and analysis for the areas of evaluation enquiry. Each section
starts with an overview of the fraework for analysis and the key findings. The final section of the
report draws upon a range of data sources to revisit the central evaluation questions. It also seeks to
IAQS | aeyiaKSara 2F GKS addzRe gAGK &ABaLISOG G2
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2. Context

KeyPoints

Over the last ten years, there has been increasing concern over the health of English children
particularly in relation to rising obesity rates. This is largely explained in relation to poor diets a
lack of physical exesz. With most English children attending school daily, schools are in an un
position to influence and promote healthy eating amongst this age group.

Research drawing upon focused interventions in school settings indicates that practical food
educatian, garden enhanced education and programmes that establish farm links are all promit
A0NF 0S3IASAE FT2NJ LINBY2GAYy3 OKAfRNByQa AydSNE
skills has been shown to promote positive attitudes and to encouchddren to try new foods;
studies report that children involved in growing food for consumption are more positive about
eating fruits and vegetables and tend to have higher fruit and vegetable consum§@iioiarly,
studies suggest that children in sah® with strong farm links eat more fruit and vegetables.

There is a growing body of evidence on the benefits of promoting school meals. School meals
been found to have higher food and nutritional values in comparison to packed lunch alternativ
More generally, sensible eating habits formed at school are considered to have lasting significi
into later life.

Research suggests that school health promotion initiatives can have a positive impact on child
health and behaviour but do not do sonsistently. It would appear that most interventions are al
to increase children's knowledge and attitudes but changing other factors which influence heal
such as attitudes and behaviour, is much harder to achieve. Overall, a multifaceted appridesti i
to be most effective, combining a classroom programme with changes to the school ethos and
the environment and/ wider school community. This is consistent with the health promoting sct
approach. Reviews have highlighted the importance dfaaexd vision at senior levels from the
school, caterers, local government and health authorities.

The perspectives of children clearly have a central role in the reform of food in school. Yet, uni
recently, the voices of children have been marginalineschool meals reform even though,
paradoxically, they are the central subjects. Children have had little involvement in the design
O2yRdzOG 2F AYAGAIGAGSE YR GKSANI NRES & |
the decisions.Research reviews have therefore highlighted the need for programmes to create
situations for children to have ownership over their food choices.



2.1 Introduction

Over the last ten years, there has been increasing concern over the health of Englidhchdboen
particularly in relation to rising obesity rates. This is largely explained in relation to poor diets and lack
of physical exercise (National Statist2809; Government Office for Scien@®07, Crowtheret al,

2001). Research suggests thagnificant numbers of children consume sugar, salt and saturated fat
that are far in excess of recommended amounts, while at the same time failing to consume the
recommended five a day of fresh fruit and vegetables (DH & Z®RA). Children from lower sm-
economic groups or disadvantaged communities are particularly vulnerable to obesity and more likely
to experience poor diets (National Statisti2f09; Currieet al, 2008).This focus on inequalities is

central to the recent Department of Health Wit t | Hel8tINILiMes, Healthy people: Our strategy

for public healthin Englatd 6 5 SLJ NI YSy G 2F 1 SFHfGK wanmnod /£ S| NI
0dzA f RA y 3 -éstean dorSidesce @anrestlience through the life course is supported through
the educational process. In addition, local government and local communities are considered to be at
the heart of improving health and wellbeing.

Whilst policy reports over the last decade have emphasized the importance of healthy lifestyles, in

January 208 the previous Government publishe#iealthy Weight, Healthy Lives: A Crd3evernment

Strategy for Englandyhich focused on strategies for reversing levels of obesity within the population.

Its priority was to tackle childhood obesity through a numbgstrategies including promoting

healthier food choices TheDepartment of Health commissioned research by a number of
2NBFYAalLGA2ya Ayid2 FLYAEASAQ GdAGdzZRSAa YR 0SKI &
report (DH 2008a) cooking$ highlighted as playing a significant role in terms of family decision

making. The report highlights a number of significant findings: a dramatic reduction in the amount of

time families spend preparing food over recent yeamslLJ- NSy G4 Q f leGkilsand 1y26f SR
confidence in the kitchen. Work undertaken by the Medical Rese@otincil (20073uggested that

nearly half of all families believe food issues are a considerable source of family stress. These concerns
were reemphasized is I NI A Q GewfHIgH Qualiy Jare For ADH,2008), where he argued for

a NHS with a stronger focus on preventative healthcare and the commissioning of services on an
WAYRAZAGNALFE ao0FlfSQr 2y (1 S@& LMzotAO KSIFfGK OKIff Sy

A diet high in fruit ad vegetables is associated with a decreased risk of many chronic diseases
including some cancers, heart disease, stroke, high blood pressure and diabetes (World Cancer
Research Fun@007; HY2003; He, Nowson & MacGreg@006; Funget al., 2008; Montonen

2004). Research also indicates that increased fruit and vegetable consumption can be one part of a
weight management strategy (Ro#isal., 2004). However surveys show that only one in five boys
and girls consume the recommended daily intake of fiveisgs of fruit and vegetables (Health
Survey for England 2009). This reflects wider concerns about the health of children and the steady
increase in childhood obesity. Almost a third (30%) of children agsly®ars are overweight or

obese and of these,aarly one in five is obese (ibid.). By 2020 the British Medical Association
predicts that over one quarter of children will be obese and they will have a shorter life expectancy
than their parents.

With most English children attending school daily, schaoé in a unique position to influence and
promote fruit and vegetable intake among students. Research drawing upon focused interventions
in school settings indicates that practical food education, garden enhanced education and



programmes that establisk fNY t Ay 1 a4 NS Fff LINRPYAAAY3I &A0GNF GS3IA
healthier eatingGarden enhanced education and farm links can contribute to environmental

g NBySaa FyR Oy F2NX LINIG 2F I &O0OKagflaQer | LILINE |
and Smith 2007; Blair2009 and Sterlin2005).

Furthermore, a growing body of evidence has emerged on the benefits of school meals. School
meals have been found to have higher food and nutritional values in comparison to packed lunch
alternatives(SFT2008, Evanst al, 2010; Reest al., 2008).More generally, sensible eating habits
formed at school areonsideredo have lasting significance into later life. School meals can be seen
to have a wider role also when understood as an additidesson in the day. The lunchtime can
reinforce messages on the importance of a varied diet and willingness to try to new foods; green
issues and food sustainability; cultural diversity, mutual respect and good conduct.

2.2 The whole school approach

The whoé-school approacls central to the Food for Life Partnership initiative anahs to develop

an ethos and environment in a school that supports learning and promotes the health and well
being of all.The whole school approach has been championed and deeélover time within the
National Healthy Schools Programme (NH@#gh is a scheme based on health and education
partnerships across the cougt The purpose of the NH&Pto ensure that health education

becomes an integrated part of the school curriguland that the wider community is involved in its
planning, implementation, evaluation and celebration. The intended outcomes are that there will be
measurable improvements in both health and education in the school and wider commiTinisy.

can be achiesd through a wholeschool approach to ten ovearching areas of school improvement:

¢ |eadership, management and managing change

¢ policy development, relevant to areas of focus

e curriculum planning and resourcing, including working with external agencies

e teaching and learning

e school culture and environment

e giving pupils a voice

e LINPOAAAZ2Y 2F LlzLIAf aQ &dzLJLI2 NI &aSNIWAOSa
o staff professional development needs, health and welfare

e partnerships with parents/carers and local communities

e assessing, recordingandu® NI Ay 3 LlzLIAf 4aQ | OKAS@SYSyi

Social programmes are widely held to be more effective when the subjects of them are engaged as
active participants in the process of change. Since the 1970s, health promotion programmes
frequently refer back to the World HehlOrganizatiorDttawa convention on the importance of
promoting community engagement. Similarly within the educational system, the voice of pupils,
parents and wider stakeholders has been given considerable emphasis in measures to improve
schools. This hdseen formalised for pupils through the requirement for schools to engage pupils
through a school council. Parents are represented on the school governing body and since 2008
schools have had a duty to promote wider aspects of community cohesion.



Whilst t is widely held to be a good thing, the practice of involving participants in social programmes

is nuanced and often complex. For example involvement can refer to everything from simple

accession or contact, to consultation and feedback, to a role irsid&s and the setting of agendas.

The means and ends of involvement are intrinsically coloured by the ideological underpinnings of

GKS AYyGSNDSyiAz2yd Ly GKA&A O2y (SEUEAQTQA®2 KIBAE LIF 9
involvement Dean,2010.W¢ KA Y Q FT2NXYa& 2F Ay @2t dSYSyid | NB LINAYI
compliance of participants to préefined programme aims. Here the emphasis is upon obtaining

consumer feedback on the acceptability of the initiative and on the importance of tailorifognac

to expressed needs. Participants are involved insofar that they express their preferences and, in

some circumstances, can biryor optout of the programme.

.8 02y OGN Al || WGKAO] Ay@2ft ¢h§witiSpadicpants thBe/disign I & LIA NB 3
and implementation of the programme. Here the focus is on enabling people to develop their
LISNELISOUAG®SE 2y GKS A&dadzsS 4 KIYR YR G2 @2N] 6 A
Ay@2t SYSy (i Q A-drived &8 pdSes enbBasid deit®, 8enétiation and collective

decision making. Here then, this form of involvement can be characterised as a democratic model in
O2y (N} &i G2 G(KS O2yadzySNrAad Y2RSt SESYLIt ATASR Ay
us pick apart cditation in the language of involvement, in practice many policy initiatives combine

these elements over time.

Whilst the value of participant involvement is complex to assess, it is widely accepted as an

important element of successful school based heplttbmotion programmesReviews of schoel

based intervention to promote healthy nutrition (de Sa & Lock, 2088Cauwenberghe et al 2010)

have found evidence for the effectiveness of multicomponent programmes foregaifted dietary

behaviour. De Saarfd2 O1 Q4 NBOASE 2F on aidzRASa F2dzyR GKI
intervention effect on fruit and vegetable intake at follow up. Differences in intervention effect

ranged from +0.14 servings to +0.99 servings per day. However comparisons ofieffar meta

analysis were difficult because studies do not report changes in similar WaysCauwenberghe et

FfQa NBOASSE T2dzyR pésiiveihpac & MibltSathpoRehypOGamends withK S

children aged 6.2 years old compared to adolests (1318 years old). This suggests tirdtiatives

in secondary school settings are more challenging to implement compared to those in primary

settingsa 2 NB @gARSfe&s Oly /I dwoSyoSNHKS Si fQa NBJASSH
outcomes ofschootdo SR RASGFNE AYyUSNBSYyOGA2yayY a2 KSGKSNI FI
meaningfully contribute to obesity prevention is rather doubtful, and more studies are needed that

target a range of nutrition behaviours that contribute importantly to energytbl y OS¢ 0 LIOT doH 0

2.3 School meal take up and the role of stakeholder involvement in school food policy

School food can play an important part in promoting the health and development of children. In the
UK, all grant maintained schools offer school meals, tleyaken up by of over one third of

children and, as such, they form a clear route for promoting a healthier diet for children. This is
particularly the case for children from lower income backgrounds who are eligible for free school
meals. The relevancd policy interventions to reform food in school settings is all the more

pertinent given that children do not have the same social and economic freedoms as adults to make
decisions on the food they eat.

10



In 2005, in response to evidence of a growing rangeealth and nutritional problems among

children and young people, the Government appointed the School Meals Review(EisiiriP)o
recommend new standards for food in schools (D85 SMRP 2005). The panel proposed
changes that were intended to helpitdren enjoy balanced meals; reduce the consumption of less
healthy food choices that are high in fat, salt and sugar; and increase the consumption of fruit and
vegetables and food containing other essential nutrients.

The first stage of the reforms fosad on identifying interim footbased standards for school

lunches. These were introduced in September 2006 and were later extended to cover all other food
provided to pupils. Since then, the interim standards have been replaced by thdéfsad and
nutrient-based standards for school lunches (S¥07). Primary schools were required to meet

these standards by September 2008 and secondary, special schools and pupil referral units by
September 2009.

In this context, there has been considerable attentiofdpa increasing the take up of school meals.
Despite recent rises in take up, only a minority of children eat school foods. The take up of school
meals for the 20090 financial year was 41.4% for English primary schools and 35.8% for secondary
schools (§T, 2010)There has been a small rise nationally on the previous year after a period of
decline in recent years. Some of this increase is thought to be the result of recent policy attention
and government investment (Statutory Instrume@2900 2006 2007). However, there is

considerable disquiet about the fragility of these short term increases given the marginalised
position of the school meal service within the English educational system.

Strategies to improve the take up of school meals

There are aange of strategies available to improve the take up of school meals. Pricing is a clear
AYyFtdzSyOS 2y LINByidiaQ yR aidzRSyiaQ RSOAaAZ2Y A
(London Economi¢8009). State funding to subsidise the infrastructarel ingredient costs keep

meal prices relatively low in comparison to market alternatives. However, school food campaigners
have argued that in England the price of an average school lunch is excessive to parents.

Increased take up of school meals is megtent in cases where entitlement to free school meals

has been extended. Led first in Scotland and then piloted in some English local authorities, the
provision of universal free school meals has seen-tgkancrease dramatically. However, in England
this approach is unlikely to be applied more widely given that the planned free school meal pilots are
currently being withdrawn.

Nationally, the proportions of primary and secondary pupils known to be eligible for free
school meals are 17.3% and 14.2éspectively®. However, the proportions who take up

! Data from DfESchools, pupils and their characteristics: January 2010 (provisional);
www.dcsf.gov.uk/rsgateway/DB/SFR/s000925/index.shtml

2parents do not have to pay for school lunches if they receive any of the following: Income Support-intodé& R W26 4 S$S81 SNDa
Incomerelated Employment and Support Allowance; Support under Part VI of the Immigration and Asylum Act 199%arEinéee

element of State Pension Credit; Child Tax Credit, provided they are not entitled to Working Tax Credit and have arcamgugsn

assessed by HM Revenue & Customs) that does not exceed £16,040; Working Tax Credit duringvirekfpariodimmediately after

their employment finishes or after they start to work fewer than 16 hours each week. Children who receive Income Supporher |

oFrasSR wW20aSSTSNRa !tft2gFy0S Ay GKSANI 26y NJoHukdhes lindgtbe éhargedthedi ¢ St t @

same amount for the same quantity of the same item.
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their entitlement are lower: 15.0% in primary schools (86.6% of those known to be eligible)

and 11.1% at secondary level (78.3% of those known to be eligible). Some of the barriers

that prevent familes from taking up free school meals include: uncertainty about eligibility; a
reluctance to be identified as needing support; fluctuations in family status which make it difficult
for families to reapply for support when necessary; and the complexityhefd@pplication process
which some families find daunting.

Other measures to improve take up of free school meals include improved school and local authority
publicity to all parents and targeted information, for example, for families living in sociairgouis

cases where supplementary funding has been available, direct advice through parent liaison officers
based in schools and assistance to complete forms has been offered. Schools and caterers have also
introduced strategies to reduce any stigma foildren entitled to free school meals by, for example,
introducing anonymous payments (smartcards/ fingerprint IDs) in secondary schools for all pupils,
regardless of status. Schools and local authorities also improve their free school meal take up by
setting targets to improve takep and drawing up plans to meet them (Ofst@10).

One challenging area for schools and authorities to tackle is the take up of school meals by families
whose income is low but who are above the threshold for being entitlddet® school meals. This is

I LI NG AOdzf F NJ AdadzS F2NJ FI YAfASA gAGK Ydzf GALX S
(Ofsted, 2010) identified this as an area where strategies remain limited under current
circumstances.

Investment, meal qality, choice, service and dining room ambience

The quality of school meals is an important influence on take up. Long term under investment in the
school meals service and the culture of competitive tendering has had a harmful impiet o

quality of sclool meals (Nicholast al., 2006). The school meal catering sector has been
characterised by low pay, short hours and minimal staff development. Given that the provision of
more meals means a higher workload, kitchen staff have not been incentivisedrtmf@dake up

in this context. The drive to keep costs down has also led to uimgestment in facilities, the use of

low cost, highly processed ingredients and the introduction of bulk catering systems. Improvements
to the quality of school meals havedtefore sought to reverse these trends through renewed
investment in the sector and revised contracts (PQ@809; Statutory Instruments2000, 2006

2007).

Thecontractual obligation of thechool meals service to meet food and nutrient standards haa bee
reported as a constraint to innovation or a restriction on offering popular and often unhealthy foods
(Nicholaset al., 2006). Nevertheless, schools have been supported to meet the meal standards and
to improve the quality of preparation by a range afitications from the School Food Trust. They
have also had access to resources such as the Real Meals cook book and the Licence to Cook
programme.

From the perspective of students, a further set of issues include school meal choice, the quality of
the mealservice and wider aspects of the dining room ambience. Systems that help children select

12



and guarantee their preferred meal options have proved popular. These include the setting of

advance menus and meal choice booking at registration. Queuing andesteize is known to be

unpopular amongst students (Food Standards Age2@93). Some solutions include improvements

G2 G0KS RAYAYy3I KItf flFre2dzi>x GKS dzaS 2F Y2NB aSNIDA
methods and staggered lunch breaksincrease eating time. The availability of food through a

breakfast club and mitchorning service or tuck shop can also encourage students to take up

healthier alternatives to high fat or sugary snacks.

Students also report that the ambience of the dmimom makes a difference to their enjoyment of
school lunches (Nicholas al., 2006). Changes to seating, tables, plates, cutlery and other aspects
such as the use of music and displays are appreciated. In addition students value a dining
environment tha is well maintained, cleaned and supervised (Scottish Exec@t@s; HME,2005).

Coordination and stakeholder involvement

Engaging stakeholders on the promotion of healthier foods in school can be considered not only as
an ethical imperative but alsaitical in developing effective and acceptable interventions.

Reforms are felt to be more effective when implemented strategically across the whole school and
at wider authority level rather than as staatbne, isolated measures. Reviews have highligtited
importance of a whole school approach (Scottish Governraaetutive2003; SMRP2005;

Nicholaset al.,, 2006; Ofsted2010) in which there is a shared vision at senior levels from the school,
caterers, the local authority and primary care trubheskills of kchen and supervisory staff need

to be valued, recognised and developed. Caterers need to be given license to be more
entrepreneurial in their procurement. Where possible, work should also extend outside the school
to include local food outletsetailing to children outside school hours or, to older children, at lunch
break.

The perspectives of children clearly have a central role in the reform of school meals. Yet, until

recently, Gustaffson (2003) argues, the voices of children have beagimakized in school meals

reform even though, paradoxically, they are the central subjects. Children have had little

Ay@2t @SYSyld Ay (GKS RSaAA3IY FyR O2yRdzO0 2F AYyAGAL
confined tothed & SNIDA y 3 & LIAeRisionsS THR ¢elat®ishipib&t@een children and food at

school has been limited to accepting or rejecting whatever is served up. A systematic review of eight
evaluations of interventions promoting fruit and vegetables to children concluded that progeamm

daK2dz R WONBI UGS aAdda GdAz2ya F2N OKAf RNBval,i2 KI @S 2
2003).

Feedback from caterers indiesithat engagement with parents has been largely limited to

marketing and periodic consultations (e.g. SFIL0). Peents are encouraged to opt for school

meals through publicity, tasting events and occasionally, introductory offers to parents of children
starting school. Parents are less likely to be engaged at more developmental or strategic levels, for
example parengovernors are rarely involved in monitoring standards or the effectiveness of
strategies to reform food in schools (Ofs{@®10).

13



Although many of the claims about the effectiveness of strategies appear plausible, they have not
necessarily been subjett evaluation. It is notable that the role of stakeholders has, to date, been
largely based on case study and anecdotal evidence.

2.4 Catering and school food procurement

The plight of school meal provision in the UK over recent decades can be reflected in the
degradation of skills, status and work conditions for kitchen staff. The introduction of Compulsive
Competitive Tendering in the 1980s is generally regarded as the key point when the value imperative
started to dominate the broader social purpose of pairg meals in schools. The increased primacy

of the cost saving ethic in the service led, not only to less money being spent on food ingredients,
but also a greater use of pjgrepared and processed food products. As well as impacting on the
guality and halth attributes of school meals, these developments also led to a reduced need for
skilled kitchen staff and numbers of staff in general. By the start of the last decade, the role of
kitchen staff had become largely about pack openingheating and regeerating processed

ingredients.

Over recent years, organisations including the Soil Association and School Food Trust have fought to
raise the profile and working conditions of kitchen staff alongside Unions and Trade Bodies, such as
LACA and Unison, as as campaigning individuals such as Jeanette Orrey and Jamie Oliver.

YAGOKSY &ail¥F YR GKS (1AG0OKSY WSY@ANRYYSYyi{iQ Ay =
advocates as they are in many ways the central point of the school meal systentypd-LP

approaches that centre on healthy and appealing school food require the skills and capacity to

produce these meals and convey their qualities at point of consumption. Kitchen staff tend to

directly come into contact with suppliers as well as delfeed direct to the pupil. In these respects

they are also key in monitoring both consumer desires and habits and the quality of food that is

used.

The difficulty of attracting skilled labour into the school kitchen is compounded by low pay and low
workinghours. Most school kitchen staff work less than full time, although unpaid overtime is
common.

Academic enquiry into the status, role and function of institutional kitchens in general, is currently
underdeveloped. The issue is often integrated into braagtadies on sustainable food procurement

YR Llzof AO aSNIWAOS LINBPQGAAAZ2Y D az2NHIY YR {2YyYAYy?
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school meals s®ice resulting from a broader ealuing of care roles in modern society.

Public Procurement has become one of the main battlefields for proponents of sustainable food as
our understanding of the impact and potential benefits of purchasing policies basgver recent

years. In England alone, the public sector spends over £2 billion per annum on food and catering
services, of which school meals form the majority. Advocates of sustainable food procurement argue
that this money should be better used to enzage social, environmental and economic goals

through the purchasing of appropriate food. It is increasingly being recognised that buying food from
sustainable sources such as local or organic producers can directly help to shape markets both from
the ecmnomic impact of buying the food and from facilitating its consumption by the general public.
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In addition, providing healthy food can impact directly on public health, which is a social aspect of
sustainability, by improving dietary intake, particularlyangst vulnerable parts of society such as
the young, old and infirm.

A renaissance of interest in school meal provision has evolved in the midst of, and largely as a result
of, decades of increasing cost primacy in the sector. Compulsory Competitiveringrated its
replacement Best Value promoted an ethos of permanent cost reduction that has had a steady and
profound impact on the quality of food sourced and the standards of meals produced in schools.
This trend has lessened somewhat in recent year®afih there are still considerable cost

pressures in the sector.

The key challenges for proponents of sustainable food have become to develop ways to understand
and communicate the impacts of sustainable food procurement and find approaches that arg fiscall
acceptable to a broad range of stakeholders as well as sustainable in the long term.

FFLP is in many ways at the vanguard of the battle between these cost and sustainability pressures.
Sustainable food sourcing is rightly placed at the heart of the evhathool approach to food
promoted by the programme.

2.5 The role of food education for health promotion and awareness of sustainability issues

Recent evidence indicates health and wider social benefits associated with practical food education
programmes thaencompass cooking skills, growing skills and farm visits. Development of practical
cooking skills has been shown to promote healthier eating and encourage children to try new foods;
studies report that children involved in growing food for consumptionraoge positive about

eating fruits and vegetables and tend to have higher fruit and vegetable consumbpiiionan, 2007;
McAleese & Rankin, 2007; Morris & Zidenb@&tgerr, 20@; Birch, 1999). Similarly, studies suggest

that children in schools with strorfgrm links eat more fruit and vegetable®oghi, Azuma& Feenstra
2008; Joshi & Azuma, 2009).

Practical education in food preparation

The cross governmental nature of the obesity problem and wider issue of poothdietseen
consistently highlighted. Sie September 2000 it has been a statutory requirement that primary
schoolchildren in England experience the opportunity to prepare and make food at school. The
British Nutrition Foundation, the Design and Technology Association and Focus on Food had
previously produced comprehensive support materials and argued it was pertinent to bring these
together with the National Curriculum schemes of work, into a coherent whole school approach
support programme under a singlformerly) DfES scheme. Subsequenthg Government invited
the three organizations to develop a partnership, to provide training for groups of primary teachers,
working with expert secondarfpod technologyteachers.Schoolavere encouraged to do more food
education, particularly cooking, ameere given support to work towards theational Healthy
SchoolsSandard. This initiative was announced in Ap01 as part of a joint departmental Food
in Schools Programme costing £2.2 million.

The aim of this programme was to provide consistent messages about healthy eating and provide
education about food hygiene and food preparation (DfES 2003). A plathdacumentation from
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a wide range of third sector, private sector and national bodies including Sainsburys, The Dairy

Council, The Vegetarian Society, Food Standards AgeS&)yDH, OFSTED, Health Education Trust

was available to support the developmeaftfood culture within schools. Much of the material was

FAYSR 4 GSIFOKSNB (2 adzllll2NI GKS RSt AGSNE 2F 022
food and nutrition. Additional schemes have developed to enhance cooking in schools and their local
2YYdzyAGASas y2aG tSrad o[ SGQa DSG /221Ay3E +y AY
funded by a £20 million grant from the BIG Lottery. This aims to set up an initial network of 5,000
out-of-school cookery clubs by 2012, which will enable @ver million children and family

members to learn new cooking skills. It is anticipated that these clubs would be run by volunteers

and have support to buy relevant equipment.

In addition, by 2008 the Government was suggesting toakery lessons should be compulsory

in England's secondary schools for children aged 11 to 14 years. Again this was part of a broader
strategy to tackle obesity. It was described as a ministerial expectation that pupils would learn to
cook for an hour a week for one ternrméthat for those children from poorer familigegredients

would be subsidised with the Ministéor Education, Ed Bajlpromising to give schools £2nillion

to support the initiative.

The Focus on Food Campaign is involved in delivering progranemesissioned by a number of
organisations: the Food Standards Agency (England); the Welsh Assembly Government; Yorkshire
Forward; The EB5Lottery and Healthier Scotland. This includes the Cooking Bus which as a result has
been subject to two previous evailtions.

TheFSAexamined the effectiveness of thiesponsorship of the bus by undertaking field work in four
schools across England. The bus was positively evaluated, with findings suggesting that the bus visit
had improved pupils knowledge around fomdoking and diet. Staff input was generally evaluated

as high quality, and that the key messages covered in the sessions were cascaded to other members
of the school and community througithoolassemblies and sharing with family members. In terms

of teachers and staff development, the Cooking Bus was perceived to be effective, even amongst
teachers who were resistant. Recommendations for improvement identified by the evaluation
focused on practical arrangements such as changing the pace of sessigosriger children or

those with additional needs and developing sessions for parents (COI @uoatiors on behalf of

FSA, 2004).

A more comprehensive evaluation was funded by the Welsh Assembly Government in 2009.
Researchers at Cardiff University undek an evaluation which aimed to establish the degree to
which the Cooking Bus met its own aims and those set out in a range of policy initiatives (Welsh
Assembly Government 2006a; 2006b).The evaluation also explored whether any change had
occurredin sdools after the Cooking Bus visit and provided guidance for future policy. Data
collection was multmethod and included a documentary analysis; interviews with key stakeholders
and policy makers, staff teaching on the bus and a commissioner; five dietase studies and a

postal survey to all participating schools. Recommendations from the findings suggested that while
programme delivery was of a high quality both to pupils and in terms of staff development, there
were areas for improvemennhot leastthat delivery should extend to all the children within a school
setting. Some recommendations are specifically focused on linking the aims of the Cooking Bus to
the distinct aims of Welsh policy, however, the authors also suggest, from their econashysian
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that given current public sector conditions schools should be targeted in areas of high deprivation,
where the risks of poor diet are higher. The cost per visit was estimated to be £12,828. In terms of
value for money thresholds set by NICE, théhars suggest that in a year a bus would have to
prevent 26 children from becoming obese across their lifetime to be considered cost effective. In
addition, it was suggested that work should be undertaken to encourage more active community
and parental prticipation and the development of a more robust follow up programme to make
sure that schools sustain what had been learnt (Sergedtal. 2009).

Making use of school gardens

Whilst schools develop garden related activities for a wide range of reagorecent years a major

driver has been increased interest in their perceived value in the promotion of healthier eating, in

LI NI A Odzf F NJ FNHZA G FyR @S3aSilofSad / KAf RNByQa 02y3
opportunities for experiencesfaifferent foods (Blanchettand Brug, 2005) and gardens in school

settings offer the chance for children to develop a personal connection with their food. Research

suggests that education with primasghool aged children about diet and nutrition shofddus on

concrete experiences with food (Contento, 1981). Such participation is associated with: an increased

ability to identify fruits and vegetables (Somersaid Markwell, 2009); a willingness to taste

vegetables grown in the garden (Morasal., 20QL); and a willingness to try vegetables in school

meals (Morrisand ZidenburgCherr, 2002).

Food preferences and peer influences have also been associated with fruit and vegetable
consumption. Children participating in structured educational courses @rnigg express more

positive preferences for fruit and vegetables (Libman, 2007; McAleedRankin, 2007; Morriand
ZidenbergCherr, 20@; Birch, 1999)The school setting may also be important because it offers
opportunities for positive peer influenand social support (Brugt al,, 2008). Through practical

work, teachers can model healthy behaviours to reinforce nutrition and health messages. There is
also the prospect of a positive take home influence. Schaskd hand®n experiences with fruits

and vegetables can enable children to prepare these foods at home with their families and influence
the quality of the food their families buy and prepare (Heital,, 2009; Demas, 1998).

Clearly school gardens can provide a wide range of benefits in@udtitthe promotion of healthier
eating. Through creative outdoor learning, children have the opportunity to develop a wider range
of practical life skills in addition to more generic social skills, such as teamwork. These broad
opportunities for childre@a RS @St 2 LIYSyYy G KIF @S KSfLISR IErRg2O0l GSa
Child Mattersagenda. Whilst proponents feel that outdoor learning has been marginalised within
mainstream education, school gardens clearly have a wide range of applications toribalom.
Gardening activities provide hands study of nutrition and science concepts as well as a range of
other subjects such as literacy, mathematics, history and the arts. Handsperience of local food
production can help build a mandate amongsth pupils and staff folocalecological
improvements thus contributing a wider agenda on wékking and sustainability in the school
setting.

Finally school gardens may contribute towards an agenda on community cohesion by offering
opportunities forparent and the wider community involvement and the celebration of school life
(Blair, 2009; Ozer, 2007). These effects can be longer @tiner studies have found an association
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between gardening and fruit and vegetable consumption, even when the gaglactivity occurred
in the past (Alaimet al., 2008; Devinet al., 1999).

Whilst this research has considerable bearing on the role of garden enhanced education for public

health and education for sustainability, it is not without limitations. Reseancldected on school

gardening programmes has focused on primary schools whereas secondary school settings remain

under researched. The research is largely North American and may not be transferable to the UK

setting. Studies also tend to focus on heavitystured, specialised and externally delivered

interventions (CDC, 2010). Reports based upon these initiatives may not necessarily reflect their
LISNF2NXYIF yOS dzy RSNJ W2NRAY I NBQ O2Yy RA (i basefldepadtd dzi 6 S| v
suffer froma surfeit of assertion over empirical evidence (See Stait, 2003 for commentary).

Nevertheless, some research has started to examine the conditions under which garden enhanced
education can become integrated into mainstream school practice. Séte pre-requisites

clearly include adequate space, facilities, equipment and partnerships to enable experiential lessons
on fruit and vegetable production, preparation and storage. Other issues such as the threat of
vandalism can be important consideiatis.

Others factors may be more critical for success. Whilst gardening remains a popular hobby, the
effective management of growing projects over the course of a school year requires horticultural
skill, enthusiasm and commitment. Previous research iteécthat staff need professional
development in this area, especially given that there is little place for this in contemporary teacher
training. Whilst professionals from outside the school may play a part, in the longer term, schools
need to develop ifhouse skills (Scodt al.,, 2003) drawing upon either staff or adult volunteers. This
in turn requires buy in from the school leadership team, administrators and others such as grounds
maintenance staff.

School gardens are also likely to have greater ithpa part of a combined effort across a number of
dimensions of school life. Thus their links to school food policy, educational cooking, food
preparation and tasting activities, lunchtime food provision, and reinforcement through visits to
farms or alloments can all contribute to the synergy and integration of an initiative.

Other potential issues remain under explored when understanding how schools implement and

embed garden enhanced education. Our earlier primary schools case study researcle(ahnes

HAaMnO &dzZ33asSada GKFG OKATtRNBYyQa NB3IdzZ NI FyR aid NHzC
particularly where there are practical obstacles to running group based outdoor learning and

integration into schemes of work. Whilst there remain manyaattions to school gardens, some of

these obstacles may account for their patchy and uneven adoption in English schools.

Farm visits as contributors to healthy eating and education for sustainability

Programmes encouraging links between farms and schwole been studied less comprehensively

than programmes focusing on practical food education and the use of school gardens as educational
resources. Nevertheless, there is a small and growing body of literature that suggests that building
links between sabols and farms encourages healthy eating and facilitates education around food
production and sourcing, including consideration of sustainable food production.
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Research on the national Farm to School Program in the USA has found that students invatihools

farm to school programmes eat more fruits and vegetables per day in the cafeteria, classroom and
home; make positive lifestyle changes and improve knowledge and attitudes about healthy eating

and sustainable agriculture. Student participation in nalgrammesn the USAncreases in

schools with farm to school programs (for reviews see: Joshi, Azuma& Feenstra 2008; Joshi & Azuma,
2009). In the context of a highly industrialised and market driven food economy, these experiential
opportunities may nobe otherwise available to children: particularly for those living in lower

income families and in urban settings.

Other US studies have also reported positive impacts for school staff. Teachers from schools
participating in farm to school programmes fikdi WS &8 Q 2NJ WHSNE Sl aeQ (2
education concepts into their regulaaciculum (Joshi, Kalb & Beery, 2006). Farm visits associated

with high quality support materials are reported to help teachers deliver health nutrition messages
(Haaseet al., 2004). Qualitative research indicates that staff themselves feel that farm visits help

improve their own awareness about farm and nutrition issues (Schmidt & Kolodinsky, 2006). This

may in turn inform the quality of their teaching delivery andmaeedness to incorporate food

sustainability education into mainstream practice.

However, this research also indicates that farm link education is by no means integrated into
primary or secondary education. Barriers and factors critical for the sucteesfelopment of farm
link education remain largely anecdotal knowledge within the educational community. Moreover,
the research evidence is overwhelmingly based in the US educational and agricultural context.

2.6 Home influences and the role of parental/w&l community involvement

Children can and do play an active role in influeg@nd facilitating relationships between schools
and their parentgByronet al., 2009; Crozieet al.,2007). Researctuggess tha school health
promotion initiatives can hag a positive impact on children's health and behaviour but do not do so
consistently. It would appear that most interventions are able to increase children's knowledge but
changng other factors which influence health, such as attitudes and behaviouyah tmarder to
achieve, even in the sheterm. Overall, a multifaceted approach is likely to be most effective,
combining a classroom programme with changes to the school ethos and/or environment and/or
with family/community involvement. This is consistevith the health promoting schools approach
(StewartBrown 2006).

In the case of take home messages around food agiltlis important to recognise the complexity

of the communication process involved in transferring information from one setting tchanot

Home is not only a physical construct but a social construct which encompasses family routines and
structures. So communication between home and school is not just about transfer of information
between one geographical setting and another but aboujat@éting the different social constructs

of home and school.

The most frequent way for childrento play aroleinhetn® K2 2t NBf F A2y aKALA A&

between school and home, often by delivering letters from the school to parents, and igtellin
parents about their experiences at school. However, letters are often not passed on and most

19



LI NByida NBLR2NI GKFEG GKSe g2dA R fA1S G2 1y26 Y2NEF
they hear from children themselves (Croztial,, 2007) Practcal food experience in school has

already been noted as a mechanism to enable children to transfer this behavior to the home

environment and influence family eating patterridgimet al., 2009. It is seen as important

howeverfor children to talk about thir school experiences for their own learning, as well as
ONRB1ISNAY3 (GKS NBfIGA2YAKALI 60S06SSy GKSANI LI NBy i3
O2YYdzyAOlI GA2y¢é 0SG6SSYy OKAfRNBY YR LI NBYyGaX KAS:
agency of children, emphasising that parents should try to find out what children are enthusiastic
Fo2dzix Fal 2Ly ljdzSadAizya yR gtAlG G2 0SS WAYyOGAil
in an interrogatory fashiofByron, 2009).

[daly

Van CauwenbufgS S 10) $ySeinatié review of schebhsed interventions addressing diet
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patterns.In the programmes reviewed, parental involvement tended to be limitedewsletters,

homework assignments or at best family nights at school. In about half of these cases there was

evidence of successful improvements to dietary behavior. The reviewers felt that the current

evidence did not offer a strong conclusion on théerof parental involvementand that there was

an area for further research.

2.7 Wider programme impacts: school performance, student behaviour and attainment

/| KAt RNByQa RASGAa FNB FGONXOGAy3a O2yaAiARSNIotS G
communities. What children eat in schools can have a profound effect on their health, but crucially

recent research also suggests that diah also play eole in school behaviour aretucational

attainment

This outlook has been strongly reflected in Emgfislicy where, for example thevery Child Matters

(DCFS, 2007) took the five objectives for young pedplee healthy; stay safe; enjoy and achieve;

make a positive contribution; and achieve economic wellbéimgddition young people are

encouragedo be interdependent and supportive of one another (Brooks & Trough, 2006). Leading

initiatives such as the National Healthy Schédtgramme in England and similar programmes in

other countries have emphasised the need to bring together the often disidj policy domains of

improving health and raising educational attainment in school settimggngland, the Government

KAIKE AIKG GKS fAy] 06S0G6SSy WilF{iAy3a OFNB 2F 2dzNJ C
educational attainment and reduce thisks of mental illness, unhealthy lifestyles, road deaths and
K2alLAdlf FRYA&ZaAz2ya RdzS G2 (G22GK RSOIF&2Qo65SLI NIiYS
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readiness to learrntheir mood and behaviour and ultimately their attainment. This interest reflects

anecdotal reports from the school environmefiieachers and parents often report that

improvements in breakfast and lunch time diets are associated with positive effects on

concentration, conduct and learning in the classro@milarly educational case studies suggest that
AYLNR@GSYSyilia G2 (GKS a0K22f RAYAYy3d SYy@ANRBYYSy(d a&aoc
learning (e.g. Norks BEP, 2004, cit. SFT 2009).
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Sorhaindo andFeinstein (2006) and Belot and James (2009) suggest that it is possible to identify
distinct processes or causal chains that may lead to improved behavioural and educational
outcomes Firstly, from a nutritional perspective, health outcomes that manifestaresult of

nutrition may have an impact upon school life experiences and outcomes. A good diet provides the
nutrients that play an important role in cognitive development, short term behavioural effects and
longer terms behavioural problems.

Secondf there are health education perspectives. HéFarning about foodwhether formally in the
classroom or informally during lunch and break timieseen as a process through which children
acquire wider learning outcomes. The case for practical food educétken in the widest sense) is

that it is exemplary as an experiential, creative and applied approach to learning. More generally the
process of whole school food polidgvelopmentand the enfranchisement of learners may set in

train a broad set of baefits where, for example, children feel enabled to take a more active role in
their learning. The pedagogical attraction is clearly reflected in recent recommendations for more
cross curricular, thematic and integrated programmes of education in printdigogs (Cambridge
Primary Review, 2009; Rose Review, 2009).

However, whilst the associations between healthy eating, behaviour and attainment have been

theorised, much research evidence in school settings gives a more opaque and nuanced pluture.

systematic reviewundertaken byElliset al., (2006)examined the effect of good nutrition on the

behaviour, learning and performance of schagked children (4.8 years). The study concluded that
GGKSNBE A& AyadzZFFAOASYy(l S dok Ri& @ BietallyzhaigR Ghyedriirge | y &
SRdzOF GA2Yy 2NJ LISNF2NXIyOS 2F a0Kz22f | 3SR OKAf RNBY
partly because they had difficulty interpreting results of studies in the context of many confounding

factors, suchasfamily and community context, wider soed@onomic environment and rate of

individual maturation. Notably, Ellet al.found few studiesindertakenwith secondary school

children and in special needs educational settings.

'd . SKNXI Y 0 wmdefessociatiddsidé notinéc¥ssatilyitdicescausality; estimates

generally are likely to be biased in one direction or the aih@ss a result analysts and policymakers

should have much less confidence in findings about the effect of health on schoalcessuhan

KFd 0SSy OflFAYSRéd ¢KSNBE Aa NP 2aMyging Rahids tiatzDeK O dzii A 2
sometimes made for educational initiatives given the wide array of factors that have an impact on

learning, education and performance of children.

The research evidence, then, indicates that the links between school food programmes and
educational outcomes are likely to be both complex and longer term in nature. Many studies, to
date, have been conducted within a short report time (five days to sixthsdmvhich does not
measure longerm behavioural change. Longer term research is best undertaken with highly
structured interventions or larger scale programmes that are of sufficient scale to allow
experimental research designs. These are resource invtenand their costs need to be warranted
by the maturity and consolidation of the programme.

Expert perspectives on school performance
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In the context of limited research evidence, professional views and informed opinion form an
important resource for dcision makers. Indeed the rigorous analysis of the experts in the field is

widely taken to hold considerable value in the evaluation of complex social programmes (Oliver,
2001; Oliveet al., 2001; Springett 2001, Nutbeam, 1998).

| 2dzZ AKI Yy | yo8:14) studyhis/atasa in gomtnThey examined how educationalists

interpreted the links between a sports partnership programme and educational outcomes. These
SELISNIE O2yaARSNBR GGKFG FadaGrAyYSyid a02dzZ R y2iG aA
improved exam results as it was felt that in addition to tangible measures of academic success,
FGAOFAYYSyG 61 & faz2 |o2dzi AYLINR@GAY3 GKS FoAftAlGe
educationalists employ a layered nature of the concept of attainment fiftdayer involves the
RSOSt2LIYSyd 2F LlzZLAtaQ O2yFARSYOS FyR 02YYdzyA Ol
ISYSNRO alAaffa AyOfdRAY3I (GKS FoAfAdle (2 WLIIYyQ L
subject specific areas, batso across the curriculum.

2.8 Conclusion

From the literature it is clear that practical food education can have benefits in terms of enhancing
knowledge and potentially increasing fruit and vegetable consumption. The majority of studies have
focused on intvidual components of food in school health promotion: meal reform, practical

cooking skills, gardening or developing links with farms. Few studies have explored the potential
impact of combining these areas to help young people develop knowledge asdalkited to food
production and healthy eating.

Many questions remain regarding the impact of practical food education in schools on pupils, staff
and parents. Furthermore, questions remain about how such a programme should and could be
supported and whih factors, both intrinsic to the programme and intrinsic to the schools
participating, facilitate embedding the programme within the school and ensuring sustainability
after the initial start up phases.
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3. The Food for Life Partnership
Programme

Key Points

The Food for Life Partnership (FFLP), led by the Soil Association together with the Focus on F
Campaign, Garden Organic and the Health Education Trust, is funded over five years from the
Lottery Wellbeing Fund. In addition to the protion of healthy eating, the programme has an
emphasis is on outcomes related to sustainable food consumption (defined as seasonal,
unprocessed, local and organic) in school settings.

FFLP is a multiple level initiative that sets out to promote changeupils and parents, school staf
school communities and local food networks utilising a whole school apprtiacim is to support

schools and caterers to provide healthier, tastier and more sustainable school food. Pupils are
taught about where heir food comes from, how to grow their own food and essential cooking sk

¢KS tINIYSNARKALI KIda NBONHAGSR YR 62NJ] SR (C
communities, 20 in each region in England, based on their commitment and enthusiasm to
transform food culture in the school and wider community and act as best practice exemplars 1
inspire other schools and communities.

Key programme goals for FFLP are to:
promote healthier eating habits amongst pupils
improve pupil awareness of food gagability issues
influence food habits at home & in the wider community
improve pupil attainment and behaviour
increase school meal take
build the market for local & organic food producers

These areas form the focus for the evaluation.

3.1Introduction

The Food for Life Partnership, led by the Soil Association together with the Focus on Food Campaign,
Garden Organic and the Health Education Trust, is funded over five years from the BIG Lottery
2StfoSAYy3d Cdzy R 0 WKSI f (i K&n &iicamksfetaed ta suMdingbRedodd ¢ KS Sy
consumption (defined as seasonal, unprocessed, local and organic) througlomgsidehealthy

eating.

The mission of Food for Life Partnership is:
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to the skills they need to cook and grow fresh food for themselves. We want all young people and

their families to rediscover the pleasure of taking time out to enjoy good food that makes them

feel healthy and connectedto ti@K I y I3A y 3° a Sl a2y a ¢

Food for Life Partnership (FFLP) is an ambitious and multiple level initiative that sets out to promote
change for pupils and parents, school staff, school communities and local food netit®eim is to
support schools and caterets provide healthier, tastier and more sustainable school food. Pupils
are also taught about where their food comes from, how to grow their own food and essential
cooking skills.

¢KS tIFNIYSNAKALI KIda NBONHAGSR Y RIGRNAISR IOfR &S &
communities, 20 in each region in England, based on their commitment and enthusiasm to

transform food culture in the school and wider community and act as best practice exemplars to

inspire other schools and communities.

Evaluation of thisamplex community initiative aims to understand how and to what extent the

FFLP is achieving a transformation of food culture in whole school communities. In addition to the
mission statement, FFLP have set out delivery outcome commitments, wider prograimnsieand

has developed logic models to articulate the processes by which programme outcomes are sought.
Figure 3.1 summarises key elements of the programme model. A more in depth version of this
model can be found in the Appendix. The UWE/Cardiff etialuaas drawn upon this model in

order to create a framework for the evaluation. In order to provide further focus for key processes of
change, the UWE/Cardiff evaluation examines a specific set of propositions for the programme. To
summarise, these ardnait the FFLP approach:

promotes healthier eating habits amongst pupils,
improves pupil awareness of food sustainability issues,
influences food habits at home & in the wider community,
pupil attainment and behaviour,

increases school meal taks,

builds he market for local & organic food producers.

Delivery outcome commitments
FFLP has a set of central delivery outcomes associated with the BIG Lottery funding. These are:

1. Within the lifespan of the project (5 years) 180 schools and their comraswyithincreased
knowledge of healthy and sustainable food and its origiasd a further 3,600 schools and
their communities given access to sourcing and developing this knowledge;

2. Within the lifespan of the project (5 years) 180 schools and themmanities withincreased
skills relating to the growing, buying and cooking of healthy and sustainable fand a
further 3,600 schools and their communities given access to sourcing and developing these
skills;

% FFLP Evaluation Specification 22 May 2007
* Ibid
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3. Within the lifespan of the project (5 yas) 180 schools and their communities witlereased
access to and consumption of healthy and sustainable fa@ol a further 3,600 schools and
their communities provided with examples of how to do this for themselves.

The wider programme aims are to:

1. To inspire and educate young people and their families and communities to cook with fresh,
seasonal, local and organic ingredients, and to grow food and visit fam@rder to
understand and experience how their food choices can impact on their health, gatiet
environment and animal welfare.

2. To encourage communities to build vibrant food culturagere the pleasure and importance
of good food is truly valued.

3. To build demand for fresh, seasonal, local and organic famdchools and communitidsy
promoting closer connections with small local and organic farms and support the development
of sustainable local food systems.

4. To encourage a new emphasis in education policy on the value of practical cooking skills and
food literacy in schoolsso that young eople and their families are better able to eat
intelligently and well.

5. To demonstrate the benefits of sustained investment in improving school food service and
delivering a whole school approach to foad terms of improved takeip of schools meals and
better educational attainment and behaviour in schools.

3.2 FFLP programmerationale

Food for Life Partnership evolved out of a growing concern that individuals and communities are
getting more and more detached from how food is produced, and losing the akil knowledge

needed to take active control over what we e@ihe Food for Life Partnership has a vision of healthy
and climatefriendly school meals for all, using seasonal, fresh, local and organic ingredients. It aims
to inspire young people and thefmmilies to make food a priority by giving them the chance to visit
farms and to cook and grow their own food.

The Food for Life Partnership has developed into a network of schools and communities across
England committed to transforming food culture.tBoore importantly, it seeks to empower
innovative schools, teachers, caterers, food producers, pupils and health professionals to work
together to create a better food culture for young people and to involve their local communities all
across England. Bhineans a school meal service serving healthy and sustainable food, practical
food education and engaged pupils. Schools joining the FFLP programme commit to transform food
culture by:

A Revolutionising school meals to be fresh, seasonal, local and organic

A Reconnecting young people with where their food comes from

A Inspiring families and communities to grow and cook food
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Food for Life Partnership Whole School Food Reform: key elements of the programme model

Inputs

Expert advice & support to schools & wider community of stakeholders
Resources for reforms to education & catering
Support to link together health & sustainabititglated initiatives
Supprt to enable schools & caterers to act as ambassattorshange

{

Outputs

Greater involvement opupils, parents &aterers in food potly, education & meal improvement
Shool leadership have coherefdcus on food culturefood education & dining experience
Food activitiesncorporated into the planned curriculum
Increased use of healthy gustainable food as a subjec support teaching & learning
Closer links & increased sourcing from farmeéalfood providers

Improved school meals & dining experience

Short Term Outcomes

Increased takeaip of schools meals
Increased enthusiasm for eating, growing, buying & cooking healthy & sustainable fog
Improved teaching staff skills & confidence for food education
Increase in cooking & growing at home
Improved parentalcommunity engagement with school

Strategic approach to food culture reform mainstreamed for schools, cooks & catererl

¥

Longer Term Otcomes

Increase in consumption of healthier & sustainable foods in home & school settings
Improved school performance, educational outcomesatnmunity cohesion
An economiclly sustainable school meals service
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3.3FFLP Flagship, Madnd Partnership scheme

Any school in England can join the Food for Life Partnership which offers an action framework and
award scheme to support the transition to healthier food culture and recognise schools for their
achievements.

Through the Food forifle Partnership Award Scheme, schools and their communities can turn their
existing food culture into one that focuses on health, sustainability and enjoyrA#rschools (and

their communities) are encouraged to work towards Bronze, Silver and Gold &bitd for Life

Mark Scheme launched in September 2007. Enrolled schools record their progress online against
criteria in 4 strands: 1) food leadership, 2) food quality & provenance, 3) food education and 4) food
culture & community involvementn additin the Soil Association has developed a Catering Mark
scheme available for school caterers seeking to make greater use increase use of fresh, seasonal,
local and organic ingredients, high welfare meat and sustainable fish.

By 2012, the programme aims to rai¢ 3600PartnershipschoolsCentral to the programme, FFLP
have selected 18BlagshipgSchools based on their commitment and enthusiasm to improve food
culture in the school and in the wider community. This selection was completed in 2@d8hip
Schods should be willing to take the fast track towards the FFLP Gold Mark award and ideally
achieve the Bronze Mark award within two years. FFLP select a wide range of schools for the
Flagship scheme including those with little previous track record in peddtiod education.

The partnership initiative consists of a number of integrated elements each delivered by specialist
teams. These are outlined below.

3.4 School food policy development

The Health Education Trust (HET) is a UK registered charity, dedwatéchting and supporting

work with children and young adults to encourage the growth of healthy lifestyles. Operated by
independent professionals with expertise in health education, education, public health nutrition and
dietetics, the HET aims to dedr practical, accurate and realistic advice and solutions on topical
food, health and education issud4ET pioneered the whole school approach and has lead the way
on healthier approaches to school vending over the last 5 years and have become tkgpedad in

the fast evolving field of 'healthy school vending'.

As an integral part of the FFLP initiative, the Food Policy and Nutrition programme, led by HET, aims
to ensure that all aspects of food in school promote the health and wellbeing of pupffsasd the

wider Flagship community. This approach seeks to engage with and act upon the perspectives of the
whole school community to encourage the growth of healthy and sustainable lifestyles.

The role of the FFLP HET staff has been to:

1) Establish odevelop a School Nutrition Action Group consisting of range of stakeholders.
2) Enable a process of consultation with pupils, parents/guardians, staff and the wider community.
3) Support the active participation of pupils and other stakeholders in identifyipgawements in

all aspects of food in school.
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activities and potential for change.

5) Complement and build upon National Healthy School Food Policy approach to inglude a
emphasis on sustainable foods and wider engagement with producers and the local community.

6) Establish a whole school food policy that enables schools to develop and maintain a shared
philosophy on all aspects of food and drink.

7) Support the delivery actitres and information needs of all FFLP agencies working with Flagship
schools and communities

8) Act as an information and advice resource for Flagship schools and communities.

9) Support Flagship schools and communities to achieve the FFLP delivery outcanties BRLP
outreach role.

10) Support a review of the progress and achievements of Flagship schools.

The Flagship School Nutrition Action Programme has been designed to support schools through an
action planning process involving consultation and the devekrof a School food Policy. The

Health Education Trust School Food Policy Officer will work intensively with the Flagship School over
the first term.

The first step is for the School Food Policy Officer and FFLP lead person in school to look & what th

school is already doing around food in school. This will be in the form of fact finders and consultation

with pupils, parents, teaching, and catering and support staff, to collect information about your
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culture in the flagship school and the local community becomes embedded and part of the school

ethos.

The School Food Policy Officer will attend a planning meeting and run four School Nutrition Action
Group(SNAG) meetings in a flagship school. A SNAG is a school based alliance, in which teaching
staff, pupils and caterers, supported, where appropriate by health and education professionals, and
the local community, work together to review and improve the sahmeals service, and adopt a

truly whole school approach to food education and culture. Contents of SNAGs are flexible and
tailored to the needs of the school. Food for Life Partnership Staff (Farm Links Officer, Garden
Education Officer, Food sourcing-@rdinator and Regional Gardinator) will be asked to join the
SNAG Process at certain points.

The consultation and action planning process involves the whole school community so that they are
empowered to make their own decisions around transfornfimad culture.

3.5School food sourcing

The potential benefits of sustainable food procurement by public institutions in general has become
increasingly of interest in recent years. There is a growing recognition of the impact food purchasing
policies can haven local and sustainable food production, public health, social justice and the
environment. In a school context, how and what food is purchased and consumed can be used as a
way of teaching pupils about the positive aspects of food as well as havirgctidipact on dietary
intake. As such, food sourcing is a key aspect of the FFLP approach.
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In many ways, the FFLP programme was designed with sourcing issues at its core. Schools, and their
caterers, have to meet increasingly challenging food sourciageatkriteria at each award level.

The overarching priority is to promote the sourcing of fresh, seasonal, local, organic and Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC) certified food. The specific goals of the programme relate to the
attainment of the relevant awat criteria at each level. These are summarised as follows:

At Bronze level, schools must:

e Ensure that at least 75% of dishes they serve are freshly prepared.
e Use seasonal menus and highligherason produce.
e Use farm assured meat and eggs from cage hens.

To progress to Silver level, the following have to be met:

e The provision of a range of both locally sourced and organic (or MSC) items.
e Either the use of only RSPCA Freedom Food (or equivalent) poultry, eggs and pork or a
minimum 10% level of orgamfood across the menus.
e ¢KS | 04aSy0S 2F FAAK FNRBY GKS al NAyS /2yaSNDI {A
e The display of information about the origins of all fresh produce used.

A Gold level standard for schools (and caterers) includes the following rsgpuecjuirements:

o At least 30% of ingredients from organic (or MSC) sources.
e Atleast 50% of ingredients from local suppliers.

The Soil Association leads this element of the programme. Schools, caterers and suppliers are
supported by a team of regional Fd&ourcing Coordinators who provide advice, encouragement

and assistance to help schools progress. Their programme has included regional seminars as well as
fact finding visits and individual meetings with caterers and suppliers.

3.6 School meals and cateringrogramme

Since the launch of the Food for Life report in 2003, there has been a huge rise in awareness and
interest in school meals. The progress of Food for Life was hugely amplified by Jamie Oliver's Feed
Me Better campaign. The combination of both grammes has resulted in dramatic changes in
Government policy, including the formation of the School Food Trust and the food based and
nutritional standards for school meals.
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Following from this work and to ensure that the Food for Life Partnership progeawas successful

and had outcomes that left a legacy for future generations, engagement of the school catering

teams was considered to be key to a successful outcome for all concerned. Two clear simple and

interconnected approaches were adopted. The fwsis training, making sure they received

maximum benefit and developed the confidence to deliver improvements effectively when they

returned home to their schools; the second was inclusion of the school catering teams within the

school. The Food for Lif@fnership Catering training aimed to

e Create an understanding of food and nutrition

e Create an understanding of local/organic food.

e Support catering staff to feel part of the school.

e Engage catering staff in the programme.

e Help spread the work of the pamérship.

e Begin developing a network amongst cooks, for mutual support, exchange of ideas, information
and advice.

Overall objectives of the school meals and catering programme have been to:

1. Support catering staff in flagship schools to engage with thelevbchool (and with the
community when appropriate)

2. Equip catering staff with the skills and knowledge that they need to achieve the Food for Life
Partnership mark (e.g. cooking with fresh, seasonal food)

3. Support the catering staff raise the take up ofi@ol meals.

4. Develop school catering staff networks locally and regionally and develop this network to
support catering staff beyond flagship schools.

5. Ensure all flagship schools operate with menus that meet or exceed the Government School
Food Standards.

3.7Growing skills programme
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(GEOs) with the active of support from partner staff in the Health Education Trust, the Soil
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support that can be tailored to individual schools, all flagship schools were likely to participate in a
process with common elements for the growing skills programme:
1. Building a shared vision withe schoob CC[t 2FFAOSNEB  SI NY | 6 2 dzi
interests and capacity for change.
2. Developing clarity and realism of purpo&EOs help make an assessment of needs,
consult with stakeholders and develop a garden plan as part of the widelevgabool
policy.
3. Developing clear & robust working arrangemenrking with an action group (pupil
representatives, staff, parents, community volunteers), FFLP officers help to embed
planned changes within the whole school.
4. Training and development iaspire and build confidenc&EOs provide training to staff
and volunteers in areas such as organic horticultural skills, project development,
curriculum links, safety and risk management.
5. Assistance to achieve agreed inpu&Os help deliver specifimjects. GEOs largely
offer specialist support time and dedicated educational resources. Some grant funding is
available to improve growing facilities.
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6. Making linksGEOs help connect garden activities with experiential learning from farms,
use of produe in food in classroom activities, school meals, and widerexample-
environmental learning.

7. Celebrating achievement&EOs encourage schools to value their achievements through
celebrations; and also to monitor progress and link changes to théFskard
framework.

8. Sustaining and consolidating woBEOs help plan for the future through networking
with like minded schools, advice on further funding opportunities, community
engagement, voluntary support and the active participation of students.

Typically the HET policy officers worked with a new flagship school over the course of the first term
to develop a whole school food policy and an action plan. Meanwhile, with a focus on school
gardening, GEOs work with their lead contacts to link in viighection planning. GEOs may have up

to ten planned visits with each school over the period of eighteen months. At the end of this period
GEOs draw up a hand over plan with the school and the FFLP Regional Coordinator. This marks the
close of the main supgpt period, although GEOs will continue to advise individual schools on an ad
hoc basis. In this process GEOs do work directly with children, but largely in the role of modelling
best practice with school staffor as part of a consultation and celebratievent.

3.8 ooking skills programme

Established in 1998, the Focus on Food Campaign is the leading practical food education and
outreach programme in the UK. It was set up against a background of a national decline in cooking
ability and teaching coupled whtrising health problems caused by poor diet and lack of food
knowledge and skills. The Campaign inspires and enables young people and the wider community to
cook and trains teachers, youth and community group leaders and health professionals to teach
young people and adults how to select, prepare and cook healthy food.

With increasing obesity among young people and the emphasis on healthy eating andsahods
approaches to food in schools, Focus on Food maintains that the diet and health of the niition w

not change significantly unless people are taught the basic skills to cook tasty meals from fresh
ingredients and can make a connection between health messages, where food comes from and what
they are eating.

The Focus on Food Campaign aims to raiggtbfile and importance of food education and to help
secure, sustain and strengthen the status of food in primary and secondary schools nationally. The
Campaign focuses on the making and cooking of food as the key experience in learning about the
socialimportance of food.

At the core of the Campaign is the drive to:

Ensure cooking is at the core of food education

Improve food teacher recruitment and training

Improve food teaching facilities in schools

Implement a wholeschool approach to food in all sabio

Make food education compulsory in all primary and secondary schools

> > > > >
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school food culture in participating flagship schools. Cooking buses are large articatagsithat

contain a purpose built kitchen, in which cooking classes can be delivered for up to 16 people. They

are mobile classrooms, staffed by qualified food teachers who deliver practical lessons to school

pupils, teachers, members of the communitydaa range of professionals who work directly with

children and young people.

In the lead up to a Cooking Bus visit, FFLP staff, notably the Health Education Trust policy officers,
work with school action groups to understand the needs and aspiratibtiesschool with regard to
educational cooking. The Cooking Bus visit builds upon this action planning. Its focus on food
preparation and cooking from scratch intends to promote cookery skills and also to model the
importance of food as a social activity.

The Cooking Bus visit usually takes place over the course of four days at a school. This includes three
days of teaching sessions for pupils and staff. The Cooking Bus aims to extend teachers work
through the use of resources and teaching materialss®as are also run with teachers to improve

their skills and to enhance the sustainability of cooking in the curriculum after the Cooking Bus has
completed its visit. Ethical and sustainable foods are included as part of the training sessions.

Followingthe visit, schools are issued a COOKIT. This is a kit of essential cooking equipment and
utensils suitable for teaching cooking to children in primary schools. Subsequently, FOFC staff and
the FFLP Regional Coordinator maintain contact with the schaoigport staff to further integrate

their learning into both classroom and exicarricular education.

3.9Farm links and sustainable food education programme

Inspired by famous dinner lady Jeanette Orrey, the Soil Association founded Food for Life in 2003 to
help schools source fresh, local and organic produce and give pupils the chance to visit farms to see
how their food is produced.

The FFLP farm links programme has been developed for all schools participating in the Flagship

scheme. On enrolment, Healthlcation Trust policy officers work with a school food action group

G2 NBOASYH GKS a0OKz22ftQa LINBGA2dza 62N] 6A0GK T NXa
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school food culture.

Schools are supported by specialist farm link staff from the Soil Association to identify appropriate
local farms to visit. Much of this has involved developmental work to encourage new farms to
become actively involved in edaiton. The programme provides pupils with an opportunity to visit
working farms and to learn about sustainable food production first hand. Pupils are encouraged to
take their learning back their school environment, through gardening activities, recycling,
composting and wider work to procure sustainable school food.

The farm links programme connects to other aspects of FFLP. For example, some schools are
encouraged to consolidate their learning on farm visits by practising organic horticultural techniques
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in their school garden. Schools may also procure food directly from the farms that they have links
with for use as school meal ingredients or food for celebrations. This synergy of different
programme components is an essential feature of the overall Bpj@ach.

3.10 Parental and community engagement

The importance of the engaging parents and wider communities in building vibrant food cultures is

central to the aims of the FFLP programme. This involved encouraging a wide range of people to
participate in shool based activities; delivering practical food education which travels home with
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schools and communities and their local farms; and supporting the developofigustainable local

food systems.

One of the targets of FFLP was to demonstrate to the BIG Lottery Fund that a minimum of 150,000
people have benefitted from the programme. A beneficiary is someone who has attended an
activity, event or meeting whicimcreases their knowledge of or access to healthy and sustainable
food and/or develops their skills in one or more of the following areas: growing, buying and/or
cooking healthy and sustainable food. The involvement of parents, community group members,
allotment societies, local producers amongst others are all important in terms of the beneficiaries of
the programme.

3.11 Regional strategic development: school and catering development clusters
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the programme in each of the nine England regions. Regional Coordinators form the main link with

all Flagship schools and play a mentoring and supportive role to those schools. Part of this process
consists of activelgeveloping clusters of schools and clusters of caterers to work together to

support each other developing and sharing good practice.

3.12 BIG Lottery Welbeing programme

FFLP sits within the BIG Lottery \Ading programme. The BIG Lottery Fund launcheflliéO
million Weltbeing programme in April 2006. The Wedling programme has three outcomes:

e People and communities having improved mental voeling
e People being more physically active
e Children, parents and the wider community eating more healthily

Funding was awarded to 17 lead organisations, all of whorardinate and manage a portfolio of
projects, that operate on both a national and regional level. Two awards from the Changing Spaces
programme are also included in the evaluation as they are wgrtdwards the Welbeing

outcomes.

The national evaluation is designed to capture behaviour change for those who engage with services
funded by the Welbeing programme, and other funded activities that will contribute to the Well

being programme outconge The New Economics Foundation (NEF) were commissioned by the Big
Lottery Fund (BIG) to develop a bespoke set of questionnaires or tools designed to measure change
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over time in terms of welbeing. Some portfolio level evaluators have adapted thesetmresires

for their own use across Welkeing funded portfolios and Changing Spaces Award Partners. UWE
and Cardiff Universities have conducted a portfolio level evaluation of the FFLP programme, using
their amended version of the national evaluation &0

3.13 Conclusion: the whole school approach

A Whole School Approach is a process which identifies needs, develops actions and implements
changes, ensuring they are relevant and grounded in the ethos of the school and the needs of the
local community (DH andCSF, 2007). It is a holistic approach which involves children and young
people, together with their parents and carers in the planning and delivery of health promoting
policy and activity.
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Our whole school approach to healthy and
sustainable eating:

FOOD

No better way COOKING
 toinspire young Helping young
people to cat fresh, people take control
healthy school of what they and
meals their families

cat

' A vital education service.
I RAIEIL AND, Take-up in award winning
PARENT POW!_R Food for Life Partnership
Transtorming food schools inareased FARM LINKS

culture from the Helping young
bottom up and their
reconnect

with where their

SCHOOL COOKS

The front line in the
school meal quality
revolution

By developing a wholgchool food policy and action plan for each school, the FFLP programme aims
to influence and improve the health of students and the whole school community. It is envisaged
that schools can play a key role in equipping young people and their familiesheigikills and
knowledge they need to maintain lifelong healthy and climrfatendly eating habits. The school
environment provides an excellent opportunity to help establish these good habits from a young
age. In order to develop an effective school foadigy, each school is encouraged to involve
representatives of the whole school community in a food action graupSchool Nutrition Action

Group (SNAG).
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4. Research Questions

With regard to schools selected for FFLP flagship status, the evaluaticesads the following
research questions:

=

Are schools adopting the FFLP approach associated with increases school meal take up?

2. Are schools adopting the FFLP approach associated with increases in the healthier eating
amongst pupils?

3. Are schools adoptinthe FFLP approach associated with increases in pupil awareness of food
sustainability issues?

4. Do schools adopting the FFLP approach influence parental behaviours towards healthier &
sustainable food®

5. Are schools adopting the FFLP approach associatedmittovements in pupil behaviour &
attainment?

6. Do FFL#ed school meal improvements provide new markets for local, organic and MSC

producers?

There are clear connections between these questions. For example, the issues of increased school
meal take up ad influences on parents can be understood as an interim step towards promoting
healthier eating amongst pupils. Some of the main links are brought together in the final section of
GKS NBLRNI 6KSNBE CC[tQad NRfS A ye thiekedcarth qaeSism 2
raised for the evaluation.

5. Evaluation Framework & Methodology

5.1 Rationale

Complex community based initiatives such as FFLP present some widely reported challenges for

evaluation (Connell & Kubisch 1998; Meyrick & Sirk®98; Connell & Kubisch, 1998; Mackenzie &

Blamey, 2005; Nutbeam, 1998; Tones and Green, 2004; Weiss, 1995). Some of these challenges

include:

Multiple levels of changeat individual, group, organisational and policy levels,

Longer term outcomes that ay be achieved at a point beyond the lifetime of the programme,

Emergent programmes of delivery and goals that develop in response to changing circumstances,

Multiple and diverse goals that reflect the range of stakeholders involved in the programme,

WhiLiyaiasSyaQ GKFG LINRY2GS T OGAGS LI NIYySNARKA L]
fields of activity.
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SPlLtdzZ GA2YQ 0Ot | g akeeh witlelydopted Sydevaluatidndesearchiérs s8éking to
work with these challenges. The theory of change approach can address the need to estimate a

5 Sustainable food is used to refer to sustainable and ethical foods
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information on how and why a programme produces outcomes.
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centrd task of an evaluation is to test theoretical linkages between programme inputs, interim

outcomes, context and longer term outcomes. For the FFLP evaluation this approach has translated
Ayid2 | adNraGS3e (2 adaNFI OS wardySteisnFeshsbuiglifigtt@K Iy 3 S Qd
evaluation plan around how the programme is thought to work. Arriving at an outline on these key

change mechanisms for change involves an analysis of programme documentation and delivery
processes. Section 3 of this reporitlined the central elements of the programme model. This

model is used in the study to inform the data collection and the pathways for analysis. Drawing upon

this programme model the evaluation identified the theoretical links between short term inputs,

outcomes and contextual conditions.

This strategy reflects two central measurement issues in theory of change evaluation. Firstly, the
YSFAdzZNBYSyid 2F Ccc[tQa OGABAGASEA Aa |y AYLERNII Y
clear account of the retnships between the programme and the changes sought. Secondly, the
measurements in place are intended to test the plausibility of the changes theorised. Where it may
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meet the needs of a wider audience.

The framework set out below illustrates how each area of the evaluation research is structured in
relation a number of key elements for a theory of change. This framework is used to inform the
analysis foeach section of the evaluation findings.

5.2 Research design
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For the FFLP evaluation, central elements of the research design consist of:

Pre and postross sectional study of flagship schools,

Process evaluation studies.

Pre and post cross sectional study of flagship schools
The study has focused on the progress of the first 111 schools enrolled with the FFLP Flagship

programme. The positionofall KtS&S aOK22fa ¢l a |aasSaasSR Fd GKS |
and again after approximately 48n Y2y i Ka oWT2f f 2 ¢ dda@pedof pulS LIS NA L.
and other participants were used to provide direct evidence of outcomes for beneficiaries.

Process evaluation studies
The process evaluation consisted of programme delivery analysis and case study work. The case

studies took place with selected schools, caterers and their associated communities.
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Figure 5.1: Evaluation Framework for Datall@otion and Analysis

Context

Factors external to the programme that
may exert an influence

¥

Inputs

Programme specific influences

Outputs

Changes in the setting that are an immediate
conseauence of resource inouté the nproaramme

¥

Short TermOutcomes

Changes that are sought in the shorter term and are likely tg
observable within the lifetime of the nroaramme

{

Longer TermOutcomes

Ultimate goals of the programme: usually sustained
behavioural, organisation@r societal changes

These changes may occur after the completion of the

5.3 Sampling and data sources

In all 111 schools, the lead teacher contact, usually a member of the senior management team was
asked to complete a comprehensive questionnaire on fElaRed activitiesat baseline and follow

up. Other lead staff were also asked to complete questionnaires at baseline, follow up and, with
respect to some elements during the course of the programme. These staff included: cooks;
caterers; and lead teachers for garden, fdink and cooking activities. The evaluation team were
engaged with numerous site visits and communications with schools over the course of the research.
Through these contacts school leads were asked to supplement their written responses through
semistrudured interviews.
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For the 111 schools, programme documentation and official data sources were also analysed. These
data sources included the FFLP website activity log, FFLP Mark applications, DFE School Census, and
Ofsted reports.

A subsample of the Illschools was asked to participate in pupil and parent questionnaire surveys.
These schools were selected randomly from the FFLP recruitment list as the schools enrolled with
the programme. These schools consisted of:

33 out of the 75 flagship primargisools
22 out of the 31 flagship secondary schools
0 out of the 5 special schools

In these schools over 4600 pupils in randomly selected mixed ability classes completed
guestionnaires. At follow up, approximately 4700 pupils from the same schools ghethYear
groups completed questionnaires. Also at follow up, 1080 parents with children in ¥8arslD
were surveyed from the same sigample of flagship schools.

Further details on sampling and measures are set out in the sections on each asta oblection.

5.4 Data analysis methods and strategy

Text and transcribed qualitative data were either analysed thematically (see for example, Mason,
1996) or through the application of content analysis methods (see, for example, Krippendorff, 2004).
Quantitative data was entered into SP&S statistical software package. Whilst descriptive statistics
were used to analyse most data, statistical tests were used to examine strengths of association
between key variables. Regression analysis was also geathto assess the relationship between
outcome and predictive variables with the pupil questionnaire data.

This combined application qualitative and quantitative data sources reflects an established strategy
within the field of theory of change analy$iacKenzie & Blamey, 2005; Stame, 2004; Tilley, 2004).
The data analysis pursues theory driven lines of enquiry informed by a theory of change for each
evaluation question. This helps assess, for example, whether a higher level of stakeholder
involvement h FFLP related activities is associated with increased take up food served in schools.
These associations are examined quantitatively where it has been possible to obtain measurable
indicators. This is not the case for many of the more complex processbamge. Here qualitative

data and process records are employed to explore the theorised links with outcomes.

5.5 Ethical issues

All empirical aspects of the UWE, Bristol and Cardiff University evaluation have been approved by
the UWE Research Ethics CGoittee. Advice and guidance has been provided by the evaluation
team to FFLP throughout the evaluation with regard to data collection with schools and caterers.
The evaluation ensured that the data collection and management procedures were in accordance
with the Data Protection Act 1998.
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School Heads were asked for written agreement for their school to take part in the study. This

consent was based upon written and verbal information provided by the researchers.

Schools provided parents with written infoation produced by the researchers on the study, data
protection protocols and the procedure for requesting withdrawal of personal information. Pupils
GSNBE AYTF2NX¥SR 2F (KS LMzN12&aS 2F (G(KS &dddmReéed ¢KS
right of pupils to opt out of participation in research.

Questionnaires to parents were accompanied with written information about the study and they
posted their responses directly to the University rather than via schools. Respondents were offered
the opporturity to enter a prize draw for a gift voucher. Parents attending interviews were advised
verbally and in writing about the purpose of the study and right of withdrawal of data. Parents
making special arrangements to attend the interview at school were @i\gft voucher as a token

of appreciation. All participants were informed of anonymity, confidentiality and the child protection
conditions.Overall the evaluation adhered to key codes of conduct such as the British Sociological
' 342 O0A I G A 2 yeSsional GdriRiket addtStaterNadtBf Ethical Practice.
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6. Characteristics of FFLP Flagship Schools
Phases 6

Key Points

The demographic and organisational characteristics of the 111 FFLP flagship schools participe
the evaluation show considerable diversity.

These schools reflect a spread of school types (primary, secondary and special), regional loca
catering sector, pupil roll, urban and rural catchment areas and school performance indicators

Indicators ofsocial deprivation suggest that the sample have an above average national
representation of schools in catchment areas with high child poverty. 19% (n=14) of the primai
schools and 12% (n=4) of the secondary schools are in the top quintile for free swaiol
entitlement. Whilst there are gaps in reporting, the data suggest that the schools have a simila
proportion of pupils from Black or Minority Ethnic backgrounds as the national picture for Engle
schools.

6.1 Introduction

This section of the rapt provides a profile of the schools participating in the evaluation in terms of
their organisational and demographic characteristics. It also outlines the progress the schools have
made in relation to the FFLP Mark Award. It is intended to provide coimiExmation on the types

of schools participating in the programme.

6.2 Organisational and demographic characteristics

There were 111 FFLP flagship schools inducted on to the programme during phases 1 to 6. There are
between 11 and 13 schools from eadttloe nine regions. 75 of the schools are primary, 31 are
secondary and there were 5 special schools. They were drawn from 62 of the 150 LEAs in England.
Table 6.1 shows that the schools were of varying types

Table 6.1: FFLP programrR@ase 16 flagshipschooltypesd 5C9 G C2 NY T G&dedS¢é 5SS &0
School Census January 2009

Type Number of Schools
Community Special 3
Comprehensive 2 tier Junior 44 1
Comprehensive all through 1116 15
Comprehensive all through 1118 13
Comprehensive all tough 1318 1
First School A0 1
First School B 1
First School ® 4
Grammar 2
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Infant and Junior 8.1 55
Infant and Junior & or 58 1
Infant 57 or 58 3
Junior 711 or 811 10
Maintained School 1
Total 111

The pupil size of FFLP schoas/from English averages with FFLP primary schools being bigger
than the English average and the secondary schools slightly smaller. There is considerable variation
in size with primary schools ranging from 48 to 671 pupils (sd=136.21) and in secormdeig fom

201 to 1809 pupils (sd=322.94).

Table 6.2 Pupil size of FFLP Flagship schafiss calculated from School census January 2009

Average Average pupil | Smallest pupil Smallest pupil Largest pupil Largest pupil
pupil size in size size school size shool size school size school
FFLP school{ (England)* (England)* (England)*
FFLP 978 1016 201 69 1809 2573
Secondary
FFLP Primary 285 238 48 8 671 972

On the whole gender splits were fairly similar in primary schools however the involvement afltwo
girl secondary schools meant more females in this group of schools (54.1%).

FSM eligibility is one measure of deprivation. It is clear from the data below that FFLP flagship
schools have a slightly different range of schools to the national spre&adth primary and

secondary schools there is a slight over representation of schools with average FSM eligibility and
fewer schools with low and high rates of eligibility. Highest FSM eligibility for a primary school was
52% and the lowest was 2% for sedary schools it was 55% and 2%.

Table 6.4 Free school meal entitlement quintiles of participating FFLP Flagship schoeésschool

Census January 2009
Percentage | Percentage of| Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
of schools in | schools in the schools & schoolsinthe# | schoolsin 8
highest 2nd quintile | quintile rank for | quintile rank for | quintile rank for
quintile rank | rank for FSM FSM FSM FSM
for FSM
FFLP 12% 20% 24% 24% 12%
Secondary
FFLP Primary 19% 12% 24% 23% 16%

FSM eligibilitys not the only measure of deprivation. Using school postcodes we explored child
poverty levels. Using these data a different pattern emerges suggesting that FFLP schools tended to
be situated in areas with high levels of deprivation. In particular alial$the FFLP Flagship

primary schools were in wards in the top two quintiles for deprivation. All the primary schools in the
North East and Yorkshire and Humberside are in the top two quintiles. Primary schools are likely to
attract local neighbourhood ¢ldren. Secondary schools are likely to draw on a larger catchment

area so care is needed in assuming that secondary schools attract greater numbers of children in
deprivation.

Getting accurate information of the racial or ethnic background of pupilshiods is difficult using
national data sources. During the FFLP programme we have analysed three School Census data sets
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for: January 2007, 2008 and 2009. In all of the data sets there are considerable gaps in information

particularly in the recording dlack Minority Ethnic Group (BMEG) categories. Therefore care has to

be taken in interpreting these data. The table below compares school census data on the number of
pupils who are recorded as White British ethnic origin in FFLP Flagship schools &t tfehre

school population as a whole. However, schools are not always efficient at collecting data on BMEG

data.

Table 6.5 Child Poverty Quintiles for participating FFLP Flagship scb@ls IDACI (income Deprivation
Affecting Children Index) paof the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2001

Percentage | Percentage of| Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
of schools in | schools in the schools & schoolsin the 4" | schools in 8
highest 2nd quintile quintile rank for | quintile rank for | quintile rank for
quintile rank | rank for child child poverty child poverty child poverty M
for child poverty
poverty
FFLP Secondar] 46% 19% 27% 4% 4%
FFLP Primary 21% 26% 17% 23% 13%

Table 6.6 Pupil Ethnic background for participating FFLP Flagship sctedsschool Census January 2009

FFLP schools England School Census
G2 KAGS . NRGAA G2 KAGS . NRGAA
Census category Census category
Secondary schools 88% 86%
Primary schools 64% 59%

Drawing upon the Census data it appears that ovénallFFLPP schools had more children recorded
as White British origin. However gaps in the data mean that the safest estimate is that the FFLP
study schools are approaching England averages for children of BMEG origin.

Table 6.7 set out the ward morpholpglata for school catchments. This shows the extent to which
FFLP flagship schools were located in urban and rural locations.

Table 6.7 Ward morphology of participating FFLP Flagship scleats: DEFRA (2007)

Region Urban <10k Town and fringe Village and isolated
hamlet
East of England 62% 23% 15%
East Midlands 83% 8% 8%
London 100% 0% 0%
North East 92% 8% 0%
North West 82% 9% 9%
South East 50% 17% 33%
South West 58% 25% 17%
West Midlands 67% 25% 8%
,2NJaQ s I d 67% 33% 0%
All FFLP Phé Schools 72% 17% 11%

Table 6.8 Averageverall abseice in FFLP Flagship primary sch@alsce: D of E Attainment and Achievement
tables

2007 2008 2009

FFLP Primary 5.1% (sd 1.23) 51% (sd 1.17) 5.2% (sd 1.19)

England Primary 5.3% (sd 2.25) 5.3% (sd 1.56) 5.5% (sd 1.47)
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The table above suggests that the majority of schools were in an urban area. Schools in the South
East and East of England regions were the least urban based and those London and the North East
regions were in the most ban areas.

Overall absence rates in FFLP primary flagship schools remained slightly below the English average
and the slight increase in 2009 is slightly less than the increase in England. In FFLP secondary flagship
schools the overall absence in secondfiagship schools matches the decline in English school. Over

the last three years it has been within 0.1% of the English average.

Table 6.9 Averageverall absace in FFLP Flagship secondary sche@lse: D of E Attainment and
Achievement tables

2007 2008 2009
FFLP Secondary 7.9% 7.5% 7.2%
England Secondary 7.8% 7.4% 7.3%

6.3 Characteristics related to FFLP activities

The base line Catering Factfinders completed by catering leads reveal that 45% of the flagship school
meal provision came from thiecal authority, 37% was-nouse, 17% was private contractor and 1%
were from another source. 91% of school food was cookesliten 5% were transported and 4%

used a combination of both.

Some of the schools were participating in health and/or environtaleschool initiatives at the time
of their enrolment onto the programme. The table below shows the extent of their involvement in
parallel initiatives.

Table 6.10 Participation of FFLPP Flagship schools in parallel initiatives on enrodmesat Basiie
lead Factfinder

National Healthy School status Eco School Flag status
Primary School 82% 53%
Secondary School 76% 48%

l'd GKS adGFNIO 2F aOKz22f Qa AYyRdzOGA2Yy 2yi(i2 GKS CC[t
criteria was assessed. Thel@oling tables indicate that most schools were engaged in at least some
FFLPelated activities before they enrolled with the FFLP programme. There were 55 mark criteria

to achieve (22 bronze, 22 silver and 15 gold). mimmum achieved was 3 marks and tin@ximum

was 20 illustrating that some schools came from a very low starting point; while others were quite
advanced. At the beginning of the programme, participating schools tended to be less advanced in

their food sourcing and catering related work comgéto food policy and food education related

activities.

Table 6.11 Mark criteria achieved at enrolment with FFiNRIBple modes exist Source: FFLPP Fact Finder

Modal average of mark criterig Average of mark criteria
achieved achieved
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FFLPP Secondary

14

21.76

FFLPP Primary

11

15.39

Table 6.12 Progress against the makof 13 November 2016 Multi modal. Source: FFLP website

Baseline modal | Baseline average o Modal Baseline
average of mark mark criteria average of average of
criteria achieved achieved mark criteria | mark criteria

achieved achieved
FFLP Secondary 142 21.76 53 40.77
FFLP Primary 11 15.39 48 46.11

In the context of the wider FFLP programme, the schools participating in the evaluation represent a
significant proportion oftiose that have achieved Award status. For the whole programme, as of
October 2010, 7 schools had achieved the Gold FFLP Mark award, 53 the Silver Mark and 132 the
Bronze Mark. A further 2797 schools were registered with FFLP but had no current 8ward.

average primary schools have travelled further against the mark criteria than secondary schools. This
means they are also more likely to have achieved Gold and Silver awards.

Table 6.13 Award status of FFLP Phageflagship schoolsn=111.SourceFFLP Aivity Log 18/9/ 2010.
Percentage figures rounded.

Gold Silver Bronze No current
School (%) School (%) School (%) Award
School (%)
Flagship Primary 4 (5%) 25 (33%) 35 (46%) 11 (15%)
Flagship Secondary 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 11 (35%) 15 (48%)
Flagship Speal 2 0 3 0
All 7(6%) 29(26%) 49(44%) 26(23%)

During the data collection period, the Mark status of schools was changing, such that by October
2010 several schools had been awarded a higher Mark than is reflected in theRalftemance

against theseriteria varies across regions with Yorkshire and Humberside, South West, South East,
North West and London having more schools with awards. Not surprisingly schools enrolled in
earlier phases of the programme are more likely to have achieved higher athardater phase
schools.

6.4 Conclusions

As part of the programme business plan and BIG Lottery grant conditions, FFLP sought to work with
a wide range of schools as part of the Flagship programme. The schools outlined in this section
represent 111 (up t@hases 16) of the total 180 recruited for the programme. The data suggest that
the 111 flagship programme schools represent a diverse selection in terms of region, sector of
education, catering sector of provision, pupil roll, overall absence ratesivdipn indicators,

urbanrural catchment, and pupil racial/ethnic backgrounds. Indicators of Fétated activities

similarly suggest that schools started their engagement with the programme from a diverse array of
starting points. This data is revigitén subsequent sections of the report to inform an analysis of

the factors that are associated with programme impact.
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/. Sourcing Sustainable Food

Key Points

In a sample of 38 flagship schools, the number of local suppliers involved in school precurese
by 73% during the evaluation period while organic suppliers increased by over 50%.

The average ingredient spend per meal reported by primary schools in the sample rose frorr
to 78.8p during FFLP, representing an increase of 12.4%. Thisecaontrasted with the lates
national average of school meal ingredient costs at primary level of 68p.

A key barrier to this part of the evaluation has been the lack of availability of quantitative
sourcing data through the programme. This has ioggions for the ability of programmes such
FFLP and caterers themselves to demonstrate the benefits of sustainable sourcing.

The data was not robust enough, in terms of numbers of adequate responses, to provide r
figures concerning values / wwhes of additional local, organic and MSC food sourced during
evaluation period.

7.1 Introduction

This section of the report addresses the food sourcing component of the Food for Life Partnership
programme. It is a summary and analysis of data ctby FFLP and the Evaluators using
guestionnaires conducted at the beginning of flagship school enrolment and then repeated after at
least 18 months of programme involvement. The analysis and findings will be further developed in
conjunction with the fothcoming food sourcing case study in a later report.

See Section 2.4
for research & policy context

7.2 Methods

Drawing upon programme documentation, delivery staff feedback and external research we plotted
out a framework for interpreting the linksetween programme context, inputs, outputs, short term
and longer term outcomes. The FFLP Mark food sourcing criteria were used to structure the
evaluation. Details of these criteria are set out in Table 1. A simplified representation is set out in
Figure7.1.
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Table7.1 Food Sourcing Related FFLP Award Criteria and Guidence

FFLP Award Level

Published Guidance for Meeting Criteria

Bronze

We make sure that at least 75
of dishes on our menu ar
freshly prepared.

At least 75% of the dishes on your menuoskl be freshly
prepared from unprocessed ingredients in your school kit€hen

Our menus are seasonal and v
highlight inseason produce.

Use and highlight a number of in season fruit and vegetable
your menus. Alternatively, your menus can feature eneyic
ALISOATAOIGAZ2Y &adzOK | a waSsSl a
fruit and vegetables are subject to seasonal variation.

We use meat that is farn
assured as a welfare minimur
We use eggs from cadeee
hens.

LT F22R A& WTI Ndas prailuceddBiRQs the
are inspected to ensure that they meet the assurance sch
standards. These standards cover issues such as food s
traceability, production methods, environmental protection a
animal welfare. Farm assurance is not a gntea that eggs are
from cage free hens. Your caterer must therefore specify ¢
free eggs in addition to farm assurance.

Silver

We include a range of local
sourced items on our menu.

Your caterer should serve items produced (or made
ingredientsproduced) in the region or adjacent county from
least two of the following categories each week at any one ti
Fruit; Vegetables; Dairy and eggs; Meat (sausages and bu
can be counted if the meat comes from named farms in
region or adjacent amty); Fish (fish can be counted if it com
from day boats based in the region or adjacent county); Br
(bread can be counted if it is baked in the region or adjac
county).

We include a range of certifie
organic or MS&ertified items
on our menu.

Your caterer should serve certified organic (or Mar
Stewardship Council certified

in the case of fish) items from at least two of the follow
categories on the menu each week at any one time: F
Vegetables; Dairy and eggs; Meat; Fish (fish carobated if it is

organically farmed or MSé€rtified wild fish); Bread; Dry goods

We use poultry, eggs and po
that are produced in line with
standards set for the Freedoi
Food scheme as a welfa
minimum or we make sure tha
at least 10% of our ingredi¢s
are from a certified organi
source, including  organi

animal products, and we wi

Your caterer may source chicken or eggs from free rg
producers without Freedom Food certification and still com
with this requirement. They may also source pork, bacon,
and sausages from outdooeared or outdoofbred pigs without
Freedom Food certification.

Alternatively you may opt to spend 10% of your ingredient sp
over a menu rotation on certified organitgredients.

To comply, you will need to be serving certified organic m
eggs or dairy products and an item from another of the follow

i The Food for

Life

include raw basic ingredients such as fresh/frozen fruit and vegetables, fresh/frozen meat or fish,
pasta, rice, flours, pulses and beans. Unprocessed foods are fresh, homemade and natural, as
defined by the Food Standards Agency. Some other foods that have been subject to primary
processing are included in our definition of unprocessed, such as pasta, milk, good quality cheese and

sausages and

whol egr ain

bread. 0o
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reduce the amount of poultry
and pork we serve.

categories on the menu each week: fruit, vegetables, fish, b
or dry goods. If you select this alternative optitiren you must
also produce and implement an action plan to reduce the amg
of poultry and pork you serve.

2SS R2y Qi &aSND
the Marine Conservatior
{20ASG@& WCA&K
Gold

We make sure at least 30%
the ingredients we usare from
a certified organic or MS(C

Aim to spend at least 30% of your ingredient spend over a
rotation on certified organic or MS€ertified ingredients. Fis
can be counted towards the 30% target if it is organically farr

certified source. or MSCcertified wild fish.

We source at least 50% of o
ingredients locally.

Aim to spend at least 50% of your total ingredient budget ov
menu rotation on locally sourced ingredients. To count as lo¢
sourced, ingredients should be bought and producethiwiyour
region or any adjacent county/ local authority that falls outs
your region.

Procedyre, sample, tools aqd data ar)alysjs o ) o A
LYy O2YY2Yy ¢6AU0K 20KSNJ SftSYSyua 2F U0KS LINRINIYYSZ
finder for this area. Théact finder was designed both to gain sourcing and supply chain information
for this study and to inform FFLP personnel to assist with identifying support needs. The form of the
baseline fact finder evolved a number of times both to try to overcome cotiopléssues and to
FRIFLWG G2 OKFy3IAy3d ySSRa YR LINA2NRAGASA |Yzy3
finder was developed to capture change among schools and caterers after an 18 month minimum
period. It also aimed to collect data missing frime original baseline fact finder process.

i K&

Fact finders were administered by FFLP personnel (both Regional Coordinators & members of the
Food Sourcing Team), Evaluators and, in the case of the review process, electronically by schools and
caterers themseles.

A copy of both the baseline and follow up food sourcing fact finders can be found in the appendices
to the full report. They are designed to elicit largely objective data from respondents, predominantly
concerning supplier details, ingredient proverea and sourcing values.

The usable returns were entered and analysed in both Microsoft Excel and SPSS software packages.

These findings were complemented by preliminary findings from the in depth case study element of
the evaluation along with insightaimed from general programme interaction and secondary
programme data analysis.
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Figure7. 1The Food Sourcing Component of FFLP: key elements in the theory of change

Context
School & Caterer capacity for change
Local Food Sector capacity for change
Cost pressures

4

Inputs
Sourcing expertise and skills from FFLP
Facilitation of knowledge exchange
Stimulation of support from schools

¥

Outputs
Provision ohealthier & more appealing food
Higher school meal uptake rates
Economic and broader market stimulus to
sustainable food

¥

Short TermOutcomes

Increased integration between producesspply chains, caterers
schools and communities
Greater knowledge about healthy and sustainable food
Resilient and effective markets for producers and sustainablg

ciinnhs infractriictiira
—
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Longer TermDutcomes
Increased healthier eating
Greater sustainable food consumption
Positive take home influences
More socially responsible schools




Findings & Analysis
7.3 Profile of the sample

Foodsourcing data was received for 38 schools from a total sample of 107. This included data from 8
FFLP Gold schools whose award submission data was transposed to the appropriate form by
evaluation researchers. In total, this represents a response rate.d#@50f the 38 schools, 6 were
unable to provide any financial information. All of these schools were at FFLP Bronze level.

A comparison of the level of FFLP attainment amongst the sample compared with the total
population of FFLP schools shows a decngggéercentage of representativeness with attainment
level (see figure 2).

Table 7.2A Comparison of Sample and Population in terms of FFLP Level Attainment

FFLP Level Total FFLP School Food Sourcing Samplg Percentage
Population

Bronze 132 12 9%

Silver 44 13 30%

Gold 8 8 100%

NB: Total FFLP School Population data from FFLP Activity Log, last accessed 10/11/2010

This figure illustrates that the sample is heavily weighted towards schools who have achieved
greater levels of FFLP sourcing. Figure 3 illusdrdtat the sample is dominated by primary level
schools.

Table 7.3A Summary of School Level among the Food Sourcing Sample

School Level Number
Primary 26
Secondary 11
Special 1

Total 38
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Chart 7.1A Breakdown of Phase Membership among the F&alrcing Sample

12 ~
10

8
Number of

Schools

1 2 3 4 5 6

Phase
Figure 4 above shows that respondent sample is spread fairly evenly across phdsdsfibllows
that schools from the earlier phases will have been involved in FFLP longer. All schools included in
the study tave been enrolled in FFLP for at least 18 months. For the purposes of this analysis,
therefore, we are making the assumption that all significant progress regarding food sourcing takes
place during the first 18 months of FFLP involvement and that noisggmtiregression occurs
subsequently.

Figure 5 shows an even spread of respondent schools across the FFLP regions except for London and
the North West.

Table 7.4Geographical Spread of Food Sourcing Sample

Region Number
South West 5
South East 4
Londan 0
West Midlands 6
East Midlands 6
East England 5
Yorkshire and Humber 4
North West 2
North East 7
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Unfortunately, however, the low number of food sourcing returns make it impossible to assume any
degree of representativeness for the data usedhiis study. The factors behind the low response

rate are outlined in the concluding section. The proceeding analysis should therefore been
interpreted with caution and not be viewed as anything other than potentially indicative of the
situation across thenegramme.

7.4 Ingredient Spend

Total Ingredient Spend
24 schools gave robust enough data to calculate their total ingredient spend. Between them, they
spent just over £880,000 per annum, averaging out at £36,700 per school.

Submitted Ingredient Spend pdieal

Respondents were asked to give figures for average per meal spend beftirpReand at review
stage. 22 schools provided figures #fELP and 23 at review stage. 16 schools provided robust data
for both stages. Using this sidample, we calculate thidhe average meal spend rose from 70.1p to
78.8p. Of this group, only 2 schools reported ingredient spend decreasing.

Calculated Ingredient Spend per Meal

In order to calculate per meal ingredient spend using the sourcing data submitted, it is ned¢essary
NEY2@3S G4KS ¢ aSO2yRINE a0Kz22fa FNRBRY GKAa al YLX S
meal numbers. The remaining 15 schools give an average ingredient spend per meal of £1.22. This is
significantly higher than the submitted per meal ingesdispends for primaries in this survey which

average at £0.77 (N=18). This may indicate one or more of the following:

o Systematic over estimation of contract values
o Systematic under estimation of daily school meal numbers
o The existence of significant atidhal ingredient use, for example, staff meals, parent meals

and breakfast clubs.
7.5 Sustainable Food Sourcing

Local Food Sourcing

31 schools provided details of 78 individual local suppliers. 23 schools provided financial data for
their local suppliershowing total procurement spends of £223,400 on local suppliers.

33 of the local suppliers in the sample were introduced during the FFLP period, representing an
increase in over 73% in local suppliers betweenffipeand review stages.

Organic Food Socing

Of the 31 schools who provided full and robust supplier details, only 12 purchased from organic
suppliers. Between them, they used 20 suppliers. 10 of these schools provided adequate financial
data showing total procurement spends of 37,100 on organppliers.

11 of the organic suppliers in the sample were introduced during the FFLP period, representing an
increase in over 50% in organic suppliers betweenfiypeand review stage.
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MSC Food Sourcing

13 schools submitted details of Marine Stewstngp Council certified fish suppliers. Each school used
only 1 supplier. 10 of these schools provided adequate financial data showing total procurement
spends of £26,200 on MSC certified fish products.

Only 2 of the respondent schools stated that theseOWSippliers were introduced as a result of FFLP
participation. It is believed that most MSC sourcing was enabled through existing suppliers (eg Brake
Bros) rather than having to introduce new suppliers.

7.6 Food Miles and Delivery

The data submitted fothis study was not of sufficient quality to be able to used for robust analysis
of food miles or delivery frequencies. In particular, an insufficient number of respondents gave
baseline information on the number of deliveries. A superficial look at thedgycollected indicates
that although the numbers of individual suppliers generally increased, they were more likely to be
FFLP defined local. The overall impact in terms of food miles is likely to have been a reasonable
reduction although we would suggethat number of deliveries would actually rise due to the
greater number of suppliers. Methodologically, it is difficult to measure food miles in systems that
include multiple delivery sites such as schools.

7.7 Discussion and Conclusions

This report reresents a best attempt at using the data returned by the programme using the food
sourcing fact finder process. As mentioned above, the data should be used with extreme caution,
both due to the low number of adequate responses and the lack of represeatetss of the sample

compared to the overall population. In fact, the reasons why we had such a poor response to this
data collection exercise can probably tell us more about school food sourcing than the data itself.

Both the evaluation team and the vaus FFLP personnel who administered the fact finder
guestionnaires had consistent difficulty gaining supply chain data from caterers, particularly in terms
of financial information. Although various techniques were attempted, most caterers were either
unwilling or unable to provide this information. This appears to be partially a reflection of the data
retainment systems typically used by caterers. It is also partially an indication of a lack of importance
given to gathering evidence of impact by both ¢ats and FFLP as a whole.

In-house and private single site caterers can be characterised as being too small to need systemised
sourcing data collection systems while large Local Authority or National Contract Caterers are so big
that they agglomerate thie sourcing data. In both cases, it is difficult for caterers to provide this
information unless they are given the impetus to do so. Broadly speaking, this situation also reflects
attitudes both to provenance among large parts of the UK food system atie tine needs to

provide hard evidence among sustainable food advocates.

Perhaps the only meaningful headline figures that can be drawn from the analysis above are as
follows:
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Average Ingredient Spend:

The reported average ingredient spend indicatesttFlagship schools are spending significantly

more on food ingredients as a result of FFLP involvement. The rise from 70.1p to 78.8p represents a
12.4% increase in food spend. Moreover, the consistency of the rise across the sample suggests a
degree of obustness in this figure. This change can be contrasted with the latest national average of
school meal ingredient costs at primary level of 68p as reported by the School Fodd Trust

A higher level of food spend can, of course, be interpreted bothps#ive impact of FFLP in terms

of greater investment in quality and support for sustainable food producers, but also as a threat to
the overall affordability of FFLP participation for schools. The issue of cost, both for ingredients and
more generally, bd become even more central to many caterers by the follow up stage. This was
due to both the greater demands of FFLP participation and wider funding threats.

The sample is not strong enough to provide meaningful analysis of any subgroups who appeared
able to progress through FFLP without increasing food costs. Some caterers were clearly able to
achieve this through diligence. Organic products in particular tended to be significantly more
expensive for all but a few ingredient types. It should be bo¥ilhy RX K2 g S@SNE (K
Y2NB SELSyarodSQ Ay (GKS ao0OKz22t YSIta 02y (GSEQD
priorities between cost, the use of FFLP sustainable ingredients and menu development will be
analysed in the forthcoming &m sourcing case study report.

> o
Q)¢
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Number of Sustainable Suppliers:

Although absolute figures for increases in value for sustainable food purchasing can not be

generated from the data, we can see clearly that there is a significant rise in the number of

sustanable producers who supply FFLP flagship schools. The number of local food suppliers
AYONBIF&SR o0& T1Tor YR 2NBHIFIYAO &dzZlJL)X ASNBR o6& 2@SNJI p
involvement in FFLP.

Unfortunately we are unable to draw any clearer conclusioos this data due to the reasons

outlined above. A much greater depth of analysis will be provided by the forthcoming food sourcing
case study report which will look at a small number of individual examples within FFLP and attempt
to draw broader concluens about the FFLP food sourcing model in general.

An analysis of the attainability of food sourcing related criteria based on programme interaction
through the fact finder process and preliminary case study work is presented in figure 5 below. The
table lists the FFLP Award Criteria directly related to food sourcing, in terms of having a conceivable
influence on the provenance and quantities of food procured, along with comments on the typical
implications of meeting each criterion in existing supplgiclstructures.

"SFT / LACB" Annual Survey of take up ofaml lunches in England. July 2010. Page 38. (using figures based
on sample of 65 primary schools).
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Table 7.5FFLP Food Sourcing Award Criteria

FFLP Award Level

Implications for Food Sourcing

Bronze

We make sure that at least 75% of dishes on
our menu are freshly prepared.

Unlikely to lead to much change as common
supplier typesare able to source FFLP

Wdzy LN OS&aaSRQ® { AIYATA
occasionally experienced although on the whole
were surmountable

Our menus are seasonal and we highlight in
season produce.

Unlikely to impact on cost or structure as
seasonality i®JK in scale, therefore within most
typical sourcing arrangements.

We use meat that is farm assured as a welfal
minimum. We use eggs from cafjee hens.

As been a common issue that often requires a
change in suppliers, particularly for eggs.
Traceabilityproblems of meat supplies has been
problem for some caterers.

Silver

We include a range of locally sourced items ¢
our menu.

Typically a change in suppliers is needed. In terr
of cost, the volumes required are not necessarily
significant compared ith overall budget.

We include a range of certified organic or MS
certified items on our menu.

Change in suppliers usually needed. Again, in cq
terms, the volumes required not necessarily
significant compared with overall budget.

We use poultry, eggand pork that are
produced in line with standards set for the
Freedom Food scheme as a welfare minimun
or we make sure that at least 10% of our
ingredients are from a certified organic sourci
including organic animal products, and we wi
reduce the amoat of poultry and pork we
serve.

Normally a change in suppliers is needed. Volun
required can impact on overall budget and
availability can be an issue.
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Existing convational suppliers can typically adapt
to this requirement.

Gold

We make sure at least 30% of the ingredients
we use are from a certified organic or MSC
certified source.

This criteria almost certainly requires changing
suppliers and has a significantpact on overall
food costs.

We source at least 50% of our ingredients

This criteria almost certainly requires changing
suppliers and typically has a significant impact o
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locally. overall food costs, although usually less than the
organic requirement aba

As this section indicates, the food sourcing element has been a key challenge for the programme as

a whole and one that impinges on its overall success, both in terms of Mark attainment and

stakeholder acceptance. Sustainable food sourcing withbat G A @St & Wwi2g 02adQ as$s
meal provision has a high degree of complexity encompassing the issues of cost, food availability,
expertise and culture. Moreover, these factors are strongly interrelated and predominantly

problematic. In spite tthis we can clearly identify positive progress in terms of sustainability, as a

result of FFLP which will be explored in greater depth in the food sourcing case study element of the
evaluation.
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8. School Cooks & the Kitchen Environment

Key Points
Significant investment was made in the kitchen environment by FFLP schools during the evalu

period in terms of introducing new equipment and improving facilities in general. Mean satisfac
ratings, out of 10, grew from 6.6 to 6.84 (N=62).

Numbers of kitchen staff grew slightly during the evaluation period, as did total numbers of hot
worked. The sample, however, showed strong variance within these figures.

Professional development opportunities were stimulated by FFLP, with the piopart kitchens
with CPD programmes rising from 60% to 65%. Satisfaction ratings for available training
opportunities grew from 6.24 to 6.47 out of 10. The number of formal qualifications among stai
increased.

Overall job satisfaction, remained slar (from 7.45 to 7.25, scored out of 10) among respondent
We would suggest, however, that the broader economic conditions effecting the service at the
of the follow up study has probably effected this figure.

Kitchen staff consistently report &t they have a greater degree of involvement and broader
integration with the rest of the school as a result of FFLP involvement.

8.1 Introduction

This section of the reports examines the impact of the Food for Life Partnership programme on
school cooksind the kitchen environment. It is an analysis of data collected by FFLP and the
SPOIFfdz G2NB dzAAy3a WFIOGFAYRSND ljdzSaidAiz2yyl ANBa
and then repeated after at least 15 months of programme involvement.

See Section 2.3 & 2.4
for research & policy context

8.2 Methods

Drawing upon programme documentation, delivery staff feedback and external research we plotted
out a framework for interpreting the links between programme context, inputs, outputs, sbort t
and longer term outcomes. A simplified representation is set out in Figure 1.
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Figure 8.1The School Catering Component of FRtd3: elements in the theory of change

Context
School, aterer &kitchen saff capacity for change
Healthy eating & economia@ssures
Pupil comsumption tabits
School, caterers, kitchenadf & FFLP delivery staff
share project aims

V

Inputs
Catering expertise and skills from FFLP
Facilitation of knowledge exchange
Stimulation of support from Schools

{

Outputs
Provision of healthier & more appealing food
Higher school meal uptake rates
Formal qualificatia attainment by kitchen staff

!

Shorter Term Outcomes
Increased Integradin between caterers & kitchen staff with other
stakeholders
Greater knowledge about healthy & sustainable Food
More skilled & confident kitchen staff

Longer Term Outcomes

Increased healthier eating
Greater sustainable food consumption
Positive takehome Influences
An economically sustainable school mea
service
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Procedure, sample, tools and data analysis

As part of he broader programme, all schools who have Flagship status received an initial catering

fact finding visit from Jeanette Orrey, the School Meals Policy Advisor to the Soil Association. As well

as providing targeted advice and support to catering teamg/éarhe FFLP process, the visits were

Ffa2 dzaSR (2 O02YLX SGS +y AyAlGALFE WFLFOG FAYRAYIQ
FAYRSND® ! &AYAfFN WFIFOG FTAYRAYIQ LINRPOS&aa ¢l a OfF
involvementd @ A 0K22t &4 Ay CC[t ONBFSNNBR (2 Fa (KS WNEB
typically carried out by other members of the FFLP team or Evaluation staff. The samebsdsabl

respondents were sought where ever possible, however. These two di¢atamn exercises form

the analytical basis of this section.

In common with the other programme evaluations, only flagship schools from Phasesvére

sampled and used in analysis. This ensured that all schools included had been part of the programme
for a minimum of 18 months, which has been deemed long enough for the programme to generate
perceivable impacts.

A copy of both the baseline and review catering fact finders can be found in the Appendices. They
were designed to elicit a mixture of quardiive and qualitative data from respondents, some of
which were based on opinion and perception.

All the data was entered and analysed using SPSS Version 17, a statistical software package adept at
handling both qualitative and quantitative data.

Finding & Analysis
8.3 Profile of the sample

Only schools that adequately completed both fact finder processes have been included in the
analysis. 107 schools completed the baseline fact finder, of which 77 also completed the follow up
review fact finder. A futier 3 schools were excluded from analysis because the time between
baseline and review fact finders was deemed too short. The total number of schools analysed in this
sample, unless otherwise stated, is therefore 74.

As Table 1 illustrates, the schoolene evenly distributed across the 9 FFLP regions, with only the

South West and East Midlands showing a slight over representation. Table 2 sets out school inclusion
according to phase. It indicates a significant under representation from phase 6 schaoisld

appear that this maybe due to the short time between baseline and review fact finder

administration for these schools, leading to a lack of enthusiasm for repeating the process.

Table 8.1Regional distribution of schools included in the analysis.

FFLP Region Number
West Midlands 8

South West 12
North East 7

East England 8

East Midlands 10
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South East 7
London 6
Yorkshire & Humber 8
North West 8
Total 74

Table 8.2Phase distribution of schools included in the analysis

Phase Number

1 13
2 14
3 15
4 13
5
6

13
6

The sample contained 51 primary schools, 23 secondary schools and 1 special school. In terms of
catering models, the split was: 35 LEA, 3Bdase and 6 Private Contractors.

The average length between baseline and reviewfiader completion was 20 months, with a
standard deviation of 4.18, a maximum of 29 months and minimum of 13 months. For the purposes
of this analysis it is assumed that these periods are long enough for the research subjects to have
experienced the fulimpact of FFLP participation.

The average number of children attending school dinners was 236 for the total sample (SD = 238).
This can be broken down to 144 among primary schools (SD = 95) and 443 for secondary schools (SD
= 319). As the standard deviahs indicate however, there is considerable variation in numbers of
children attending school dinners and therefore catering capacity among the sample. The lowest
number of children was 25 whilst the highest was 1100.

Of the 57 kitchens that provided threspondent names for both stages, 72% indicated that the same
person completed both forms. This figure is significant due to the subjective nature of a small
number of questions. Allowances have been made during analysis to account for these other cases.

8.4 School meal take up

Only 29 Review respondents gave an opinion about whether meal uptake has changed since being
involved in FFLP. Of these 13 stated that uptake had increase (45%), 4 observed a decrease (14%)
with the remainder feeling levels were m®or less the same.

Steps taken to increase uptake
Respondents were asked to qualitatively describe the key steps the catering team initiated in order
to increase take up of their meals. The responses varied considerably among the returns, however a
number of key types of initiatives dominated:

e Improving the dinning environment

e Changing the menus

e Increasing marketing and promotion of catering services

e Organising tasting sessions for parents and / or pupils
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e Other types of direct consultation with parerasd / or pupils

A second tier of stated initiatives in terms of frequency of reference included promoting free school
meal uptake, introducing cashless / band ordering systems and organising cooking lessons.
Interestingly, increasing the quality of theoi was only explicitly mentioned by 4 respondents,
although the notion was probably also within general statements about changing the menus.
Similarly, there were 5 records that included increasing the use of fresh food, which again could be
deemed synonymus with quality food.

It should be remembered that these examples given were the initiatives most frequently noted and

on the whole do not provide an indication of their success. Nevertheless, in terms of meal numbers
the perception of the caterers isat the number of meals they serve on average has increased from
204 meals per sitting to 245 meals per sitting an increase of 22%. The increases were bigger amongst
schools in phases 1, 4, 5 and 6. Also the caterers reported quite a high level of iotelsattveen

their staff and the pupils (84%, n=61) which continued to increase at follow up (95%, n=69).

8.5 Kitchen Environment & Equipment

When asked to rate the standard of kitchen equipment and facilities on a scale f¢did Qwhere 0

= very poor, 5 average, 10 = exceptional), the mean rating increased from 6.6 to 6.84 during FFLP
participation (N=62). Both figures represent an above average perception of the standard of kitchen
equipment and facilities, with a perceivable increase in perceivattistals being recorded.

Improvements Needed at Baseline Stage

Respondents were asked during the baseline fact finder what improvements do they think are
needed with regard to their kitchen environment and available equipment. 93 of the 107 sampled
kitchensresponded to this question. Of these 68 (73%) identified improvements needed whilst the
remaining 25 (27%) stated were happy with current provision.

Among the kitchens needing improvement, space related issues were the most frequent identifiable
categorywith 22 kitchens stating a need (32%). New flooring and ventilation featured also featured
(16% and 13% respectively).

When asked specifically about pieces of equipment that need to be purchased or upgraded, 29
schools (31%) stated that they had no needdnything else. The kitchens that did state a need for
new equipment gave a wide range of items from which no discernable trends can be identified.

Improvements Made During FFLP

The follow up fact finder asked respondents to detail improvements madegl&FLP. Of the 74
kitchen respondents that completed both baseline and review stages, 77% gave details of
improvements to the kitchen environment / equipment since they enrolled in FFLP (N=57). The
improvements made ranged from the purchase of smakk@seof equipment to new work surfaces
and complete refurbishments. No trends in terms of specific types of equipment purchased can be
conclusively identified in the data.
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Improvements Still Needed

47 review stage respondents gave details of future imypments to either the kitchen environment

or equipment that they would like to see. Of these 47 kitchens, 12 (26%) had not experienced any
perceived improvements during their FFLP involvement.

The clearest theme among those still in need of improvempat#ically regarding kitchen

environment was the desire for more space. 19 of the 47 respondents in this category mentioned
space issues (40%). Absolute kitchen space was most common among these, followed by the need
for more storage space and lastly mati@ing space. It is apparent that space issues are largely
school infrastructure related and therefore typically outside the realistic influence of FFLP.

8.6 Labour
Number of Employees

The total number of kitchen employees across the sample (N=63)nmse366 to 377 during the
evaluation study period. This equates to 21 new employees in total, an average increase of 0.34
employees per school, with a standard deviation of 3.64. As figure 2 (below) illustrates, as many
caterers experienced decreases itthen staff numbers as experienced increases.

Figure 8.2hange in number of kitchen employees per school.

No-change
27.0%

Number of Hours Worked

The total number of hours worked per week by catering staff (N=59) rose from 6631 to 7032 during
the study period. This equates to 401 extra hours, an average increase of 6.8 hours per school, with
a large standard deviation of 63.12.

It should be noted that the data submitted for this question corresponds to official paid hours per
week rather than actal hours. A number of fact finders recorded that kitchen staff frequently work
longer than their paid hours.

The average number of paid hours per employee changed only slightly from 18.63 to 18.65 hours per
week.
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In common with data for number of kitchemmployees in individual schools, the total number of
hours worked actually decreased in as many schools as it increased. This is highlighted in figure 3
below.

Figure 8.3hange in total number of hours worked by catering staff per school.

No-change
10%

8.7 Professional skills

Continuous Professional Development

The percentage of kitchens whose staff have access to a formal programme of continuous
professional development rose from 60% at baseline to 65% at review stage. During the same
period, respondents rating of uptake of training opportunities among staff increased from 6.24 to
6.47 out of 10. Of the respondents who completed both fact finder stages, 46.2% recorded an
increase in perceived takep rates while 40.4% showed a decrease. Emeaining 13.5% recorded
no change.

Formal Qualifications

The number of formal qualifications among staff in the sample grew from 597 to 620 from baseline
to review. Figure 4 below breaks this down by qualification type. All qualification types increased
except for Basic Food Hygiene which decreased in number by 46 (12.5%) and Advanced Food
Hygiene, which as only one less.
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Figure 8.ANumber of Formal Qualifications among Kitchen
Staff
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The reason for this fall in numbers of employees with basic hygjaaéfications is unclear.
8.8 Food Waste

Of the 62 kitchens that completed this question for both baseline and follow up stages, 30 had food
waste targets at baseline, whilst an additional 2 kitchens introduced targets during FFLP. Table 4
summarises thenain food waste themes from comments given at review stage (N=53).

Table 8.4Summary of Comments and Measures Regarding Food Waste Activities

Not Much Waste Observed 25%
Compost / Animal Feed 21%
Use Band system (or equivalent) 9%
Altered Portion Ses 8%
Encourage Pupils to Finish 6%

As this table illustrates, the most common food waste measure reported on was the use of
composting or using waste as feed for school based animals. In addition to the comments above, a
further two respondents statethat they regularly weigh food waste to monitor progress.

8.9 Job Satisfaction

Overall rating on job satisfaction remained high and largely unaffected over the duration of the
LIN2EINF YYSD /I GSNARAY3I Sl Ra 6SNB I &pSBypoae 5Nl G6S (K
averageand 10 =exceptional At baselinghe mean satisfaction score was 7.45 (SD=1.93) and at
follow up it slightly lower at 7.25 (SD =2.03). Generally most staff who were positive about their

Ny
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all FFQa al (A aTleraghatne rémained poStiveiatithedid argl Thosé Who rated
it negatively at the start remained negative at the end of the programme (r=1.86, n=60).

Caterers were asked to recall what they did to enhance job satisfaction. 67% (n=49) could identify a
reason for improved staff satisfaction. Two schools specifically cited the FFLP programme.

Doing Food For Life has my made job more intereguipool 18)
Food for life recognition has made us feel very succgSsfabol 82)

However, it is individual @ects of FFLP that were more frequently identified as being important for
enhancing staff satisfaction. Most importantly 1 in 5 schools cited involving staff in decision making
or giving staff more control as the main change introduced to enhance satisfact

Table 8.5Aspects of FFLP that Contributed towards Catering Staff Satisfaction

Percentage Number
of schools of schools
Greater Control/Decision making involvement | 20% 11
Promoting/encouraging team spirit/work 17% 9
Increased or new training 15% 8
Working with fresh Ingredients 13% 7
Working with new Menus 7% 4
New kitchen/ Equipment 7% 4
The FFLP Experience 4% 2
More/new staff 4% 2
Increased Pay 2% 1
Seeing happier Children 2% 1

Using better ingredients and improved menus clearly has naadenportant contribution to staff
satisfaction in some schools:

Happy to be serving better ingredients and better quality food. Géadorbe using frozen
food. Nice to use fresh food. Nice to see enthusiasm from children when bringing veg in
from the gardenSchool 49)

Very few schools cited negative changes as contributing to deteriorating staff satisfaction, however
8.2% (n=6) cited different reasons including: difficulties in recruiting, increased workload,
redundancy, reluctance to train and an increase in time.

School tries hard to integrate the dinner ladies but it doesn't seem to make any difference
and the dinnerddies don't seem very committed to the ro{&chool 40)

Workload has increased due to extra time for preparatiofSchool 18)

64



8.10 Catering Integration

Table 8.6Frequency of Formal Discussions between Kitchen Staff and Other Stakeholders about
School Related Food or Catering Issues

Discussed with Baseline Follow up Difference
Often Regular | Often | Regular

Senior Managment 13% 30% 32% 45% 19%/15%
Teachers 3% 18% 21% 46% 18%/28%
Mid-day supervisor 7% 13% 32% 15% 25%/2%
Pupils 2% 60% 58% 18% 56%+42%
Parents 2% 13% 10% | 22% 8%/9%
LA Contact 43% 14% 25% 32% -18%/18%
Suppliers 4% 23% 19% 24% 15%/1%
Other schools 11% 56% 11% 35% 0/-21%

The above data suggests there have been some significant changes in the formal contacts kitchen
staff have with other people on catering issues. Overall the catering lead reports that they are
talking more to senior managers, teachgrarents. However with the LA there was a small decline

in contact and also in conversations with other schools. They also report speaking to their suppliers
more often. There were no significant differences between types of school however at baseline
caterer leads in secondary schools are more likely to talk todaigl supervisors than primary

schools X(3, n=68) =7.63, p=0.05.

The growth in contact with pupils has also increased on an informal basis, as the following figure
shows.

Table 8.7Are kitchen $aff encouraged to informally interact with pupils during meal times?

Baseline Follow up
Yes 84% 95%
No 16% 5%

It is also clear that the form of interaction can take many forms.
The school encourages a friendly atmosphere in the dining hall andipiie know that the
kitchen staff are approachabléSchool 3)
We don't stop! Talking about what is for dinner, encouraging them to try new things,
offering seconds, helping the lunch buddies carry out their duféshool 27)
We tell them to sell, sii@ and welcome(School 28)
We talk about combinations of food on their pla8chool 71)
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Catering staff have also been able to discuss with pupils the values that are at the heart of FFLP, with
the proportion of kitchens wittstaff who feel able to talk to pupils about what food is seasonal, local
or organic rising from 77% to 93%.

These positive attitudes are reinforced by catering leads understanding of the importance of staff
involvement in active discussion around food aadlering policy discussions. Catering leads were
asked to rate their feelings on two questions giving a 0 if they strongly disagree, 5= neither agree nor
disagree, 10= strongly agree with the statements.

Table 8.8Catering staff involvement in school disssions about catering and school food policy

Catering staff are fully involved in Catering staff feel confident about
school discussions about catering an¢ expressing their views about catering
school food policy issues and school food policy

Basline 5.41 (n=69, SD=3.7) 8.30 (n=66, SD=2.19)

Follow up 7.53 (n=59, SD=2.5) 8.10 (n=63, SD=2.13)

Difference +2.12 -0.2

This data suggests that levels of staff confidence to be able to express their views about catering
issues and school food policymains about the same, however catering staff now feel significantly
more involved in school discussions ( p=0.002, t=3.43, df=53). Several leads report that there were
none or very little discussion prior to FFLP but now there is more discussion netthistthe SNAG

but also with other members of staff. It is also clear that as the programme has gone on more Heads
have been supportive of the catering staff or lead getting involved with the delivery of food

education beyond the dining hall.

Perceived support levels from head teachers and catering management (if applicable) for staff to get
involved in food education activities beyond the dining hall rose significantly from 51% at baseline to
77% at follow up.

Catering staff have beenvolved in delivering assemblies, helping out with cooking clubs, delivering
cookery within the classroom, helping in the community garden, developing matched menus for
themed days and various catering activities around out of school clubs and eventhaleesiso

been present at premier external events like the Ludlow Food Festival thekbesin annual food
festival of its kind in Britairh{tp://www.foodfestival.co.uk/ accessed 2010).

8.11 Challengesof the future

Catering leads were asked whether they anticipated any problems that might affect the success of
any changes introduced by FFLP within their school. 44% of respondents identified issues at baseline
while 57% articulated problems at follow uip is clear that despite the genuine broad consensus on

the enjoyment of the programme and the extent to which FFLP has enhanced job satisfaction and
contributed to job enlargement the challenges faced in the future are still considerable and some

are diferent to the challenges faced at the start of the programme.
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Table 8.8Summary of perceived future challenges for kitchen staff respondents

Baseline Follow-up
(n=33) (n=35)
Costs 42% 51%
Cuts, Redundancies and Local Authority policies | 0% 17%
Attitudes, Education and Training issues 21% 14%
Sourcing 12% 6%
Equipment or building issues 9% 6%
Non-economic Sustainability issues 3% 3%
Non- cost Staffing issues 9% 3%
Time involved in Delivery or Training 3% 0%

At the start of the programme thoseeople who had concerns were mainly concerned with the
costs involved in pursuing the programme.

Finance because of the cost of organic, and they question if there is any benefit to organic
food. (School 36)

The financial cost could be a problem as wea@nly a small school(School 78)
| think parents need educatin¢school 40)

Parents would be the major obstacle as they would be very hard to convince and would tell
the children to go to the chip shaf&chool 51)

There were some concerns aboobfl sourcing and in particular finding organic vegetables and
meat and some anxiety about the equipment and perhaps their kitchen e.g. appropriate plates or
the size of the kitchen to deliver. And almost 1 in 10 catering leads had a concern aroundatfieir st
cited issues around keeping them involved:

Keeping the momentum for both kitchen and teaching st8thool 1)
However as the programme has gone on these fears appear to have got less. Reported anxieties

about food sourcing, equipment and buildingsdtitudes and training have reduced. However they
have been superseded by fears concerning costs, the threat of cuts, redundancies and local authority

policy.

Financial constraints and lack of support from LA catering te@@uhool 87)

67



Budge cuts(School 88)

Cuts to budget could see quality drd®chool 85)
These concerns were outside the continued anxieties around the costs of organic food and staffing
costs to deliver freshly cooked products. These existed at the start of the programineontinued
to exist at follow up.

More paid hours need to be allocated to kitchen statfhool 2)

Cost- many parents are not well off and can't afford to pay for a hot Iui8dhool 3)

Costs of food sourcing. The catering providers need to&eeye on the costs of organic
food (School 52)

Despite the concerns about costs and cuts catering leads were able to report that they had got a lot
of things out of their experience with FFLP.

Table 8.1CPersonal benefits from involvement in the FFLP for respondents

Baseline Follow-up

(n=66) (n=43)
Training/Education or New knowledge 18% 30%
Job and/or individual Satisfaction. 9% 26%
Partnership working, networking, linking into SMT | 0% 14%
Individual or personal benefits and or achievement | 9% 9%
Improved quality of food including Health 14% 6%
Increased takeup of school meals 11% 5%
52y Qi 1y26 2N hidKSNJ 12% 5%
Benefits specifically for children 26% 2%
Being part of the FFLP 8% 2%
Using local and/ or Garden sourced food 3% 0%
New equipment or Buildings 2% 0%

At the start of the progemme catering leads reported that the top three things they would

personally like to get out of their involvement in the FFLP were: specific benefits for the children,

some new training, education or increased knowledge and an improvement in the qudbiydof

primarily that it was more healthy or enjoyable. At follow up, although new training, education or

increased knowledge was one of the top three things they said they had personally got out of their
involvement on the programme the other two were &ps. Instead catering leads reported that

they got improved job and/or individual satisfaction and an opportunity for increased partnership
G2NJAY3IS ySGg2NIAY3I [ YyRk2NIfAY1AYy3 Ayid2 (GKS aSya
anticipated at the starof the programme and the personal benefits for children like the quotes

below were virtually absent at follow up.
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See the benefits to the children and the impact it will make on their liy&shool 3)
To see the children happy with what they are getton their plate.(School 15)

To improve the nutrition and health of children at our schools and develop the staff cooking
skills and catering. (School 36)

Clearly job and or indidual satisfaction was important at the start of the programme:

She would get satisfaction from cooking good food from the children and to break the circle
for the next generation(School 24)

Satisfaction that | helped achieve the adand that we are appreciatedSchool 103)

These sentiments appear to have increased over the course of FFLP involvement, with over twice as
many catering leads reporting this theme. In addition, closer cooperation with other school
stakeholders was algeported. Many feel that this in particular has raised their profile.

Helped to motivate the management team to the agendéschool 6)

Being more involved in the school. More job satisfactigBchool 30)

Networking(School 20).

Clearly training, education and the gaining of new knowledge was seen as being a potential benefit

at the start of the projet and also an acknowledged benefit at the end. There were several citations

of new skills learnt and specific benefits gained from things like the Cooking Bus @isit,f € y Q a
GNIAYAY3 YR WSIFYySGiS hNNBeQa NB@dihiaterer ! 20 27
delivery in the kitchen and clearly acknowledged as bringing added value to their work.

A lot of enjoyment and a good learning curve with food sourcing and visits to
LINEP RdZOSNEXDPPSNE AYGSNBAGAYSHool1) 26 R2 GFf1a I

Become a lot more confident in what | do, | understand it more, it taught me a lot more
about food. (School 26)

| enjoyed cooking things from scratch introducing new foods to child8chool 90)

Theissue of increased take up of meals became less important personally to the catering leads as
the programme progressed.

Table8.11 below summarises the key themes around perceived personal benefit from FFLP at
baseline and follow up for catering staffsondents.
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Table 8.11Common themes for personal benefit from involvement in FFLP Catering Programme

Baseline Follow-up

(n=66) (n=43)
Training/Education or New knowledge 18% 30%
Job and/or individual Satisfaction. 9% 26%
Partnership working, netvorking, linking into SMT 0% 14%
Individual or personal benefits and or achievement | 9% 9%
Improved quality of food inc healthy 14% 6%
Increased takeup of school meals 11% 5%
52y Qi 1y2¢6 2N 20KSNJ 12% 5%
Benefits specifically for children 26% 2%
Beingpart of FFLP 8% 2%
Using local and/ or Garden sourced food 3% 0%
New equipment or buildings 2% 0%

8.12 Conclusions

This report provides a snapshot of the challenges faced by kitchen staff in FFLP flagship schools and
the impact of programme partipation on them. There are, however, some weaknesses to the data
and its analysis that should be raised before considering the wider conclusions. These include:
e The inherent subjectiveness of respondents, particularly with regard to opinion based
guestions
e The possibility that respondent answers may be influenced by perceived pressures from
other stakeholders (including FFLP) to attribute positive impacts to the programme.
e The minority of cases where the respondent completing the fact finders changed fro
baseline to review stage.
¢ The influence of external factors outside the influence of FFLP on school meal provision and
the catering environment.

Overall however, this analysis highlights a number of perceivable improvements to the school
catering fundéion in flagship schools with respect to the FFLP approach. The headline impacts from
this study may be summarised as follows:

Meal Uptake

Schools consistently worked with their catering teams to develop measures to increase school meal

uptake rates. Togler these measures were concerned with developing a more attractive food offer

FYR YIENJSGAY3I AlG Y2NB STFSOGA@Ste (2 GKSANI Odziiz
and kitchen environment was tied to measures that promote the integratiokitchen staff and the

catering function in general to the wide school and its stakeholders (for example parents sampling

meals).

The low level of reporting about actual change in meal uptake along with only 45% of these actually
observing an increaseould indicate either a knowledge deficit among respondents or the influence
of broader factors outside of FFLP influence on school meal uptake. These issues are explored
further in the next section of the report.
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Kitchen Environment & Equipment

On the whole this study reports both a general satisfaction among respondents regarding the
standard of their kitchen environment & equipment and progress during the involvement of FFLP in
making improvements in this regard.

It appears that the schools and cages among the respondent sample did invest in improving the
kitchens as part of FFLP. Physical space and other costly improvements such as new floors and
ventilation systems remain commonly desired by kitchen staff. On the whole, however, whilst not
unanimous, we can report improvements on the whole to kitchen environments as a result of FFLP
participation.

Labour

The impact of FFLP in issues concerning numbers of staff and hours worked, however, appear mixed.
Both numbers of employees and hours workedwhd relatively modest increases. Within these

figures, however, there were as many kitchens whose staff numbers and hours worked decreased as
increased during the study period. Again, it could be hypothesised that this was due to broader
issues outside dfFFLP such as core funding factors or increasing costs associated with employment.
There is also the possibility, however, that funds diverted towards other aspects such as ingredient
costs may have had a negative influence on labour levels. We stressyéiouhat there is no hard
evidence in this particular study to back this up.

Professional Skills

Both provision of Continuous Professional Development schemes and uptake of formal training
opportunities for kitchen staff rose during the study periogaf, however, a significant proportion

of respondents reported decreases in training uptake.

Similarly, the number of staff with formal qualifications rose during this study. A clear concern,
however, is the reported decrease in numbers with basic hygagralifications. The reason for this

is unclear, though it could be due to high staff turnover coupled with delays in providing training due
to the other developments regarding the kitchen environment reported in this study.

Food Waste

Only 30 kitchenseported formal food waste targets although a significant number stated that
perceived wastage was low or insignificant. Composting related activities connected with other
elements of the FFLP approach appear to be a significant and effective way ohgedasite levels.

Job Satisfaction

Overall job satisfaction was high at the start of the programme and remained high at follow up. Most
importantly 1 in 5 schools catering staff cited getting involved in decision making or giving staff more
control as themain change introduced that has enhanced their satisfaction. Most catering staff
report getting involved a broader range of activities both in and outside of the school since their
profile has been raised in the school.

Catering Integration
Catering stff confidence in being able to express their views remains high. However what they do
report is that they now feel significantly more involved in school discussions than before. Several
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leads report that there were none or very little discussion before HrLP but now there is more
discussion not just within the SNAG but also with other members of staff and the SMT.

Challenges for the future

The last part of both fact finders reported on anticipated problems regarding the success and long
term sustainabity of FFLP related kitchen improvements. Unpsisingly cost issues dominated
concerns. This reflects both the long term cost pressures on the service reported in the context
section of this report along with current issues around cuts in public sepvidgets and wider

economic issues. These responses should serve to remind us of the importance of sufficient funding
both to maintain an effective and efficient, both in their broadest sense, school meal service.
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9. Developing Sustainable Fodaucation

Key Findings

tKAa asSoOlAazy 2F (GKS NBLRNI SEIYAySa GKS ac
development of sustainable food education and food policy. It draws largely on teacher reports
enrolment, review and during the course of theogramme.

Overall the results show that FFLP led a rapid, intensive programme of school reform. For son
primary schools, in particular, these developments transformed the scale and nature of activitit

While many schools (73%) had a school fooccggdrior to enrolment, pupils had been involved
in the development of less than half of them. SNAGs were established from the outset in all
schools and tthe point of review these continued to act as a sustained forum for pupil
involvement: 83% of primgrschools continued to hold regular meetings.

Before enrolment schools reported few staff with specific training in applied food education. At
review, in over three quarters of schools, staff reported new training in horticultural and cookin
education.Most participating staff rated the training very positively.

Prior to enrolment, the majority of schools lacked facilities needed to deliver an effective cours
of garden or cookery enhanced education. For example, only one in five primary schools
reported that they had sufficient facilities to deliver cooking classes to larger groups. Fewer the
half the schools had conducted a farm visit in the last year.

Facilities and links to resources improved considerably in most cases over the course of the
programme. For example, schools developed new areas for growing, on average, equivalent t
the size of one third of a full size allotment plot. There was a considerable rise in the diversity
fruit and vegetable crops grown in schools.

t dzLJA £ Q& &xpelightinldodeduitation has increased. In primary schools, reported
participation in growing activities rose 45%, from 29% to 74% of pupils. Cookery and food
preparation is already part of the curriculum. Schools extended this work within and outside
school hours, such that nearly all were running a skills based cookery club that, for half of prirr
schools, were available to all students. 24% of schools reported using sustainably sourced
ingredients on a regular basis.

Visits to farms and food praattion related businesses increased over the course of the program
For 31 secondary schootbie overall percentage of pupils makivigits rose from 8.2% in the year
prior to enrolment to15.8% in the year prior to review. For 72 primary schools, trezadl
percentage of pupils making visits rose frag2% to 26.7%.

In secondary schools, student exposure to programme related activities developed from a very
low baseline for growing activities. For example, students involved in growing activitiesawse
an average of 1% to 12.3% in the schools sampled.

After 1824 months, teachers reported that farm link and growing activities helped them
communicate complex, age appropriate issues on food production and sustainability. Staff
reported that the Coking Bus visit, in particular had acted as a catalyst for change within schoc

At an organisational level FFlg@l work helped legitimate skills based food education as an
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integrated element of the school development plan.
9.1 Introduction

This sectia focuses on the ways that the FFLP has supported schools to develop their cooking,
gardening and farm links programmes. It also considers the central role of SNAGs in this process.
The evaluation has focused on how these aspects of the FFLP programnsaippwded schools

to develop learning around sustainable food production and healthy eating, and specifically
explored aspects of the programme which have contributed to learning about organic and
sustainable food systems and the development of cookillts fnd education. Using Figure 10.1

as a point of reference, this section is primarily concerned with the links between programme
inputs and outputs. It provides a basis for the analysis of outcomes in subsequent sections.

Further details for the evalui@n of sustainable food education impacts of the programme are
available in the interim evaluation reports on growing skills, cooking skills and farm links elements
of the programme (July, 2010) and the Primary Schools Case Study Report (January, 2010).

See Section 2.5
for research & policy context

9.2 Methods

Data for this section are drawn from structured questionnaires given to lead staff in each school
on enrolment with the programme and after 28! months of participation. Staff also completed
evaluation questionnaires during the course of the programme with respect to specific elements
of the programme. The questionnaire measures covered programme related activities, patterns
of studentg and other stakeholderengagement, and respondent ratian@f the programme

inputs. Where possible these were referenced to FFLP Mark criteria.

Out of the 111 schools studied:

J 95 completed both baseline and follow up questionnaires on a range of programme
elements

o 32 completed guestionnaires on specific asgeauft the cooking skills programme

J 76 completed questionnaires on specific aspects of the growing skills programme

o 48 completed questionnaires on specific aspects of the farm visits and sustainable food

education programme

Student participation in foodgicy was covered in all of the above data sources. The model
below outlines how the FFLP programme could engage students in sustainable food education.
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Figure 9.1 Student engagement in sustainable food education & school food reform: key
elements in he theory of change

Context
Home environment
School facilities and capacity

4

Inputs
Upgrade of facilitieg improved staff training
School development of strategic food action plan
Increased involvement of stakeholders
Closer lilkks with educational provision

{

Outputs
Greater student participation in cooking, growing, farrj
link & sustainable food education activities both withi
school & as part of extraurricular activities
Greater student participation in school food policy

¥

Short Term Outcomes
Improved student skills, awareness and attitude
towards healthier & sustainable foods

Longer Term Outcomes
Increased healthier eating
Greater sustainable food consumption
Positive takehome Influences
Wider learning outcomes



9.3 Food action planning and the pupil voice
School goals and aspirations

At the outset of the programme, school leads were asked to set out their vision for their school
food policy development and edational activities. This was part of a structured process lead by
HET and supported in specific areas, for example, by Garden Education Officers. It was notable
that many schools set high ambitions for this area of work. For example with regard to atif le
engaged in developing growing activities, 85% (n=65/76) included reference to the following in
their vision statements:

e Making the link between growing and healthier eating

e Promoting learning about food and environmental sustainability

¢ Promoting actie child learning and high levels of engagement and fun

¢ Promoting greater community engagement and parental interest in the school

These ideals were, on the whole, clearly congruent with the overall mission statement of the
FFLP. This is not surprising sischools had to demonstrate a commitment to the programme

goals as part of the selection and enrolment process. Nevertheless, the interest and motivation of
staff and the wider school community is a strong prerequisite for successful project delivery. For
example, one primary school had almost no track record in garden education before enrolment.
Their initial vision was certainly ambitious:

2SQR tA1S G2 aSS I 3AINRgAYy3I I NBIF GKFG A& Ndzy
a school where the pduce is being used in the kitchen. Growialgted events would be

planned and run by the childrerand parents are working with the children to produce the

food. [#7]

(@]

This type of vision can produce sound results. Over the course of eighteen montlsshibis
transformed the garden area, established a volunteer led garden group and increased tenfold the
involvement of pupils in this area of school life. The school also made connections between the
garden and cookery in the classroom.

Promoting Student Ve

Engagement with pupils has been a central element to the FFLP approach. This area is not fully
examined here but is raised across a range of specific contexts in this report. The qualitative
perspectives of students themselves are also reported intWé=led Primary Schools Case

Study. The results presented in this part summarise some central aspects of pupil engagement
with food action planning.

Out of 111 schools, 108 provided data on the character and extent of their involvement of pupils
in schod food decision making in the year before programme enrolment. Overall the picture was
one of quite limited involvement, although there were notable exceptions with individual schools.

Whilst 73% had a school food policy, pupils had been involved ievtda@pment in less than half
of the cases. 22% already had a SNAG or equivalent group, although 80% reported that they had
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consulted students on food improvements via consultation boxes, group exercises or similar
processes.

At the point of review, the rajority (83%, 62/75) of primary schools were continuing to maintain
regular SNAG meetings. These meetings included pupils and would normally include a caterer or
cook along with the school staff lead. Parents (72%, 54/75)were somewhat less likely to attend
regularly. 69% (52/75) were continuing to maintain a food action plan. One school lead explained
the ongoing role of the group:

The SNAG group continues to be instrumental in making decisions and planning action, for
example working with the EgBounciltasting our new hot dinners to give the chef
FSSRolFO1Z GAaAGAYy3d t20Ff FEFENYSNBRQ YIFIN]Sia (2
the school. The children are involved in encouraging others to have or new hot meals next

half term. The SNAG group wiked to continue meeting to monitor the new meals, the

dining hall environment and to continue taking suggestions and views from the rest of the

children so that we can constantly improve. The action plan that we developed early on in

our first year withFFLP has been a useful working document that we have referred to and

used in all of our SNAG meetings. It has helped us to prioritise actions and to make

changes in school. School lead #100

Of those schools that had did not hold SNAGs or maintain aongaién, those that provided
further information tended to report that the format had either been indefinitely suspended or
subsumed under a wider group such as the student council, healthy schools groupsmheodts
group. These schools often adaptédxktformat over time:

SNAG meetings have helped to involve children and parents in thinking about our food
culture. They have been very successful in this. However, we have found that it is best to
see SNAG meetings as exploratory (e.g. collecting ideapating organic and nen

organic produce etc) rather than focusing on strategic planning or policy development
directly. School lead #92

Data on SNAGs were available for 27 of the 31 secondary schools at review. This showed that the
majority (20/27) of tle schools were continuing to maintain regular meetings in which pupils and
caterers participated. Parents were less likely to be involved (12/27) and these schools were less
likely to maintain a current food action plan (14/27).

2 S R2y Qi LJowNdn AcGodzplan Nafit &ould airh tb. SNAG could benefit from
running with children in the initial part of the meeting for ideas, info & activities and then
I Rdzf G& O2yGAydzS f2yS FT2N WodzaaAySaaQo { OK2 21

9.4 Cooking Skills Education
School infrastucture for educational cooking

At enrolment schools were asked to assess the extent of cookery education activities in the year
prior to enrolment with the programme. 108 out 111 provided overall data. Cooking activities
were available in the majority othools: 78% reported that all pupils would have the opportunity
to take part in cooking activities during their time at school. However, fewer schools (35%)
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reported that these activities were regular and showed progression in learning. Extended school
opportunities were also somewhat less available: 50% of schools reported that they had run an
extracurricular cooking club in the last year. As the section on growing skills highlights, there were
few occurrences where cookery was connected to gardening adernsustainability issues.

Focusing on the 32 primary schools that completed questionnaires at the time of a Cooking Bus
visit it is clear from the table below that less than 1 in 5 FFLP schools felt that they had sufficient
facilities to deliver cookingxperiences to groups of 20 or more young people. Over half of the
schools had either no or inadequate hobs and ovens. So it is perhaps unsurprising to discover that
59% of schools rated their cooking facilities as either very/poor or fair; with onlyrdté8g them

as excellent.

Table 9.1: Cooking facilities at a sample of 32 primary schools visited by the Cooking Bus

Well resourced Well resourced Present but not No resource
for groups of for groups of well resourced present
20+ less than 20 for groups
Hob 13% 22% 35% 16%
Oven 13% 24% 34% 16%
Fridge 16% 31% 22% 19%
Sink 19% 28% 22% 13%
Sets of cooking
pans, chopping 13% 28% 31% 16%
boards etc
Dedicated hand
washing 16% 19% 16% 32%
facilities

In terms of the extent to which schools took thpportunities to explore the links between

cooking activities and the curriculum, 31% reported that they did this routinely as part of a whole
school strategy. However, the majority, 63%, only occasionally explored the links between
cooking activities anthe curriculum and this was not undertaken as part of a whole school
strategy. Only 25% reported that all of their pupils had an opportunity to take part in regular
cooking activities and that show progression in learning. However almost half of the school
(47%) had run a cooking club in the last year; however, only six schools reported that their
cooking clubs used seasonal, local and organic ingredients routinely. Only 9% reported that they
used healthy and sustainable food as a theme for assemblies para of a series of assemblies.

School staff training through to the Cooking Bus visit

375 questionnaires were received from school staff. Most of the staff were teachers (54%). There
were also teaching assistants (26%), school cooks (6%) and lueckui@arvisors (3%). However,
there were 41 (11%) other professionals who had a variety of roles. The majority (65%) of those
visiting the Cooking Bus had actually ran cooking sessions in school, but a considerable number
(26%) said they had never delivdra cooking sessions. Few teachers gave an explanation as to
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why they did not deliver cooking lessons. However where an explanation was offered it was
usually because the school lacked resources or there was insufficient space in the curriculum.

Reflectirg on their experience of the Cooking Bus, 72% of participants suggested that the session
had fully met their own needs and 74% reported that the session had helped improve their
knowledge of how to teach cooking to children. A notable feature of the trgimias the

inclusion of sustainable food issues, which was highlighted by 46% of respondents.

Supplementary evidence of the knowledge and skills emphasis of the initiative comes from 930
pupils who completed questionnaires on their experiences of the ildgd&us. In response to a
closed question, 90% stated they learned how to cook new foods, 87% how to use a knife safely
and 80% learn about healthy eating.

Teaching staff were invited to reflect on what skills they had learned on the bus that they might
use in future practice. A large majority of participants (93%) gave responses that included
increasing the frequency of skills based cookery sessions and incorporating the topics of local,
organic and seasonal food into their work. This reflects the speuifissages on food

sustainability issues within the FFLP programme.

A range of qualitative comments were received that illustrated a number of themes, many of

these could be connected to the quality of the staff and the teaching experienced provided by t
Cooking Bus. It was clear that the training had acted as a catalyst for change within some schools.
This appears to be a consequence of a variety of factors including: high levels of pupil enthusiasm,
staff team building and enthusiasm, greater parentlaommunity interest and preparedness to
support the school, and a clear mandate for the SMT to prioritise educational cooking within
school planning and schemes of work. As one teacher commented:

It was thoroughly enjoyable as well as extremely valudbyle for me personally. We are
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organisation to do but the coekteam have provided the motivation and enthusiasm. All |

have to do is get on with it. Thank you. (P6)1

Longer term impacts of the FFLP cooking skills programme

At review the evaluation team asked schools to report on the longer term impact of the Cooking

Bus visit and the extent to which there had been lasting effects. School leads were asked what, if

ay @0 KAYy3a:Z KI& 06SSy GKS AYLI OGO 2F GKS cCchcc/ [ 221A
Seventy five schools responded out of 111, these included 28 of the schools reported on in the

above section. School leads identified the following key themes:

e Gereral stimulus: created enthusiasm throughout the school community that then
unlocked further action

e SLT buy in to development of the area as a school improvement priority: license for staff
time and investment of resources

e Staff confidence

e Cook It resource

e Curriculum focus on skills and skills progression
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e Greater use of healthier ingredients
e Post visit review to consolidate actions

One respondent explained this longer term impact:

The cooking bus visit helped us to understand more about skills progressimoking and

food preparation and has made our cooking clubs more focused on skills. We are also cooking
less cakes/biscuits/pizzas and making healthier foods, including trying to use our own
produce from our raised beds when possible. It encouragedtif to add more cooking

into their curriculum plans. We are now planning to change the way that we teach cooking so
that each child has a unit of work dedicated to cooking, in the new kitchen. We will also be
able to increase our cooking clubs and okeooking in crossurricular work as we will have

a much bigger cooking area. Siobhan from Food for Thought has already given us some
materials to help us plan this in more detail. The ebtlas obviously helped resource our
kitchen and given us a bettidea of equipment we need. Cooking clubs are how more
organised to be more like the sessions on the bus where children work in groups. #100)

The majority (71%; 61/75) of primary schools reported that their facilities, procedures, training
and supportresources for delivering educational cooking had improved or greatly improved. All
schools report that the lessons had become skills based and a majority were starting to use
seasonal, local or organic ingredients. A small number (18/75) of schools sirgeseasonal,

local or organic ingredients a regular basis.

Nearly all schools were running a cookery club and for half of the schools these were available to
all students in the last academic year. The majority of cooking clubs were skills based and use
seasonal local and organic ingredients. Three quarters of the clubs were run with the assistance
of parents or other community members. Some of them involve quite a large number of parents
(up to 22 individuals in the last year). The extent of the impasecondary schools was less
straightforward to estimate. It appears that the greatest effects at the school level came about
through large year group and other oidf events

A significant number of schools did not respond to the evaluation questiomst dbe longer
term impact of the Cooking Bus (36/111). Nevertheless the data from those responding suggest
that the visit did have a lasting impact up to approximately 14 months after the visit.

9.5 Gardenrbased Education in Schools

School gardening infistructure

Of the 76 schools providing data, 76% of schools had some form of school garden before they
enrolled with the programme. Secondary schools were less likely to have a garden: with only 57%
having some form of garden before enrolment.

Whilst mostschools appear to rely upon relatively small areas of land, the schools have
considerably expanded the plot areas of their school gardens over the first eighteen months of
participation in the FFLP flagship programme. For the 76 schools as a wholeimatethat this
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is the equivalent to the creation of 27 full size allotments. However, this may be a cautious figure
given that orchard and supporting wildlife areas are excluded in this estimate.

Schools generally had good access to basic facilitiesasudhanging rooms, hand washing, toilets
and accessible paths. However at the point of enrolment the majority of schools lacked a full
array of specific facilities to deliver a whole school programme of garden based education. On
enrolment, the majority 6schools had strategies for conserving or attracting wildlife. It was
noteworthy that a significant fraction, almost a third, lacked green space features on site such as
hedges, trees, shrubs and wild flower or rough grass areas.

At review, the majorityof school leads reported improvements in their gardening facilities (at
least 66% across a range of measures). Basic improvements to the growing area, new tools and
equipment and composting facilities stand out as areas that have seen the greatest fevels o
improvement.

Staff professional development and educational delivery

At the outset, school leads were asked to rate the significance of a list of issues that might affect
the sustainable delivery of the growing skills programme in their school. Arabg/ére rated as

most problematic (a major or significant issue) were: freeing up staff time to dedicate to growing
projects (60%), lack of equipment (38%), parent and community support (38%), and running costs
(32%). Other issues were rated as signifibaless important. These included a suitable space

within the school, links to the curriculum, parental consent and support from the SMT and
governing body.

At the outset the majority (57%) of school leads reported that their school staff had had no
specifc skills in growing or the use of produce in educational cooking. Similarly no members of
staff in the majority (55%) of schools had undertaken any specific training in a formal course of
horticultural education. Only 11% of schools closely followed djniele and principles for organic
gardening practice, although 32% felt that they adopted some elements of organic gardening
practice.Schools were not likely (17% or lower) to have policies in place to support more growing
specific aspects of work suchase of garden tools, risk assessments for use of garden produce in
school meals or activities by ponds or making compost. At review this picture had changed quite
significantly in terms of skills development:
e 76% of schools had arranged for staff to und&g new training in horticultural
education.
e 84% of school had adopted new principles and systems for organic gardening.
¢ 55% of schools had adopted new policies and risk assessment procedures for working in
the garden, using tools and so forth.

Fruit and vegetable production in schools

Leads were asked what fruit and vegetables their school had grown in the last twelve months.
The guestionnaire gave options organised into fifteen groups of crops. Before enrolling with the
FFLP flagship programme, thejoréty (55%) of schools had only grown five vegetables or fruit

from five groups. This very restricted range included the usual plants commonly employed in
curricular study, for example, in primary schools these tended to be broad beans or cress (as part
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of KS1 science). Many schools lacked evidence to show that these were actually grown to the
point of harvest.

The position had changed considerably at the point of review (see Figure 4). Three quarters of
schools were growing fruit and vegetables from oter groups. This diversity included many
unusual types of garden crops such as mushrooms, callaloo, chilli, squash, traditional English
apple varieties, heritage plants (as part of the Garden Organic scheme for promoting older
vegetable varieties).

Chart9.1 Groups of fruit & vegetables grown by the school, from baseline to reviblw76

16

Year pre-enrolment

14

=18 months after
enrolment

12

10

Number of schools

0 5 10 15

Groups of fruit & vegetables cultivated to harvest. Range: 0-15 groups

The use of garden produce is an indicator of how growing work is integrated into wider aspects of
school life. Figure 5 shows a considerable shift towards activelyngnakie of crops in school

meals and classroom activities, as well as other socially useful ends in the extended school
community.
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Chart 9.2 How produce from the school garden area is used: from baseline to reNi€ig
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M 18 months after FFLP
20 enrolment
10
g - T T
Cooking at School meals Taken home Sold Given to
school community
members

Integration into curricular schees of work is likely to be an important factor in the longer term
sustainability of garden enhanced project work. School leads were asked to categorise the status
of their curriculum links at baseline and review. They were also asked to provide suppleynenta
evidence in terms of a summary statement, schemes of work and school improvement plans. At
review a majority of schools had improved their links at either specific or multiple levels within
the curriculum (Figure 6).

Chart 9.3 How growing activities arinked to the curriculum
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to the garden stand alone of the of the
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For many schools at review the emphasis had shifted to integrated and holistic links between the
garden area and many aspects of school life. Staff employed topic webs, thematic planning, focus
weeks, the creative curriculum drwhole school topics to realise this goal. GEOs played an
important part in developing these schemes of work, working alongside the teaching staff.
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Pupil engagement

At baseline and review, school leads were asked to report the number of pupils takirig pa

growing activity in the past twelve months. Here growing activities were defined as the school

based cultivation of fruit and/or vegetables with the aim of producing a harvestable crop. School

leads were encouraged not to include science basedeptsjthat did not have this aim

Ff0K2dzZ3K Ay LINI OGAOS I WFNUzZA G FyR @S3SGFofS INRY
The following figures include some cases where school leads have made best estimates. These are
interpreted with cautionfor example, where school leads reported the involvement of all pupils,

a figure of no higher than 95% was recorded to allow for absences and pupil turnover.

In the primary schools, an average of 28.6% of pupils took part in some form of growing activity
the twelve months before enrolment. In the twelve month period before the review this figure
rose to 74.4%. In these schools this is the equivalent of an additional 6,701 children participating
in growing activities per annum. These overall averagegigie wide variations. At baseline,

pupils in smaller schools (i.e. those in the lowest national quartile for pupil roll) were significantly
more likely to be involved in growing activities. Children in schools with lower quintile of FSM
entitlement were déso more likely to participate in growing activities at baseline.

Patterns of participation are considerably lower for secondary schools. In the year before
enrolment an average of less than 1% of pupils in participating secondary schools had taken part
in any form of growing activity in the last twelve months. At review this average rose to 12.3%. In
these schools this equates to an additional 1,960 participating in growing activities per annum.

Overall, school size is clearly a significant factor iniptied participation in growing activities.
This reflects wider research that shows that smaller schooksitdeast in the secondary school
sectorg is associated with more opportunities for flexible and personalised learning.

School leads were askéal assess the level and character of pupil involvement. At baseline only
16% of school leads reported that children were actively involved in most aspects of food growing
including planning and maintenance of the garden area. At review 65% of schoaldpadsd

that pupils had taken on this more active form of engagement.

At baseline 12% of school leads reported that children in their school were able to actively make
use of garden produce in school or extnarricular activities, for example, cookingtiities. At
review 52% of school leads reported that children had this opportunity.

Progress and effectiveness of FFLP Flagship programme

With regard to the growing skills component of the FFLP Flagship scheme, the schools in this
study were very divese at the point of enrolment. Whilst GEOs rated over 68% to be below the
FFLP Bronze Mark for their growing skills, over 30% were already achieving quite a high level of
performance. The picture is very different at review. The majority (84%) of schomssa@ring

highly for growing skills criteria and only a minority were under the FFLP Bronze Mark. The
considerable progress made by schools against the growing skills criteria reflect FFLP staff reports
that growing skills were some of the more achievatigeria in the FFLP Award scheme.
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As a later addition to the review questionnaire, a new set of measures askedsasyibe of 40

school leads to rate the overall effectiveness of FFLP in addressing a number of areas for reform.
Each rating was also rtithed against a school priority rating. Overall the effectiveness ratings are
positive or very strongly positive and lend support to the empirical evidence of change set out in
the earlier sections. Some ratings clarify areas that fell largely outsidehi¢ of GEOs, for

example in the assignment of school staff to project work. The ratings also highlight some areas
that were clearly more challenging. These include engagement from parents, community
volunteers and external organisations.

Table 9.2 Witlregard to the following areas (1) how effective has FFLP been in assisting your

school? (2) how important has this area been as a priority for your school?
N=40. Note: percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, therefore percentagestrmaglirio

100%.
Perceived effectiveness of Level of priority for the
FFLP in assisting the school school
o < m z =3 T < = zZ |~ c
= o =5 o 3 o 3 o S
2<| 2| £| 3| |8<| 8| &| %
= = @ S = = Q =
S S - 3 —| 5
o)) — — 1
=]
Identifying or developing suitable sites 60 20 10 10 53 25 15 7
for growingactivities
Organic horticulture training and advice 70 28 - 2 70 20 5 5
Health, safety and practical advice on 38 35 20 7 37 43 10 10
management of growing areas
Linking growing projects to the 34 37 27 2 53 30 8 9
curriculum and wider educationagoals
Running costs for projects and activities 73 20 7 - 63 17 13 6
Freeing up staff to dedicate to growing 15 13 25 45 53 22 8 17
projects
Leadership support for growing activities 40 20 28 12 55 28 5 12
from SMT, Governors & Council
Actively involving pupils in decisions 50 25 13 10 65 20 10 5
Actively involving parents of wider 30 37 25 9 53 33 8 7
community
Support from other organisations and 28 37 17 18 35 45 8 5
school networking

9.6 Farm links and sustainable educati programme

Farm visits and sustainable food education activities

At enrolment, schools in the FFLP flagship programme did not have extensive links with farms. For
the 108 schools that provided information, 49% of schools had not conducted a farm thgit in
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year before enrolment, 33% of schools had taken one year group on a farm visit, whilst only 19%
of schools had taken multiple year groups to a farm.

Drawing upon the data supplied by school leads and from teachers participating in student
guestionnares, visits to farms and food production related businesses rose over the course of the
programme, albeit from low baselines. For 31 secondary schools, we estimate that the overall
percentage of pupils making visits rose from 8.2% (2452/29912) in thegyieato enrolment to

15.8% (4773/30210) in the year prior to review. For 72 primary schools, we estimate this percentage
rose from 18.2% (37668/20697) to 26.7% (5598/20967).

At baseline, shool leads were asked to report barriers to developing farnsliing a set of

options and ratings on a scale. The cost of transport and other visit costs were the main barriers
(key issues for 24% of 108 schools). Safety concerns, parental consent, school management
approval, availability of suitable farms and thdueational value of visits were considerably less
significant (major barriers for less 8% of respondents).

It is not straightforward to gauge the extent to which schools deliver education around
sustainable food issues. One indicator is the extent to whahools had assemblies that covered
issues such as animal welfare, food miles and so forth. Out of 108 schools, 55% of school leads
judged that this had been an assembly focus in the year before enrolment. Such assemblies
became more regular events ifl athools over the first 18 months. FFLP offered a range of
training and resources for all schools in this area. These resources have become more refined
over the course of the programme to link into the curriculum. Although an evaluation data
collection famework was offered to FFLP, this was not implemented and there is no
comprehensive data on the reception and implementation of these resources.

Farm visit teacher evaluations

At the point of collecting data for evaluation, a total of 78 farm link questaires were received
from 48 different schools. This comprises 39 primary schools (a total of 58 questionnaires
received), seven secondary schools (13 questionnaires received) and 2 special schools (2
guestionnaires received). The questionnaires reftaw period of farm visits between the winter

of 2008 and the end of summer 2010. Most of the questionnaires were completed fully with few
omissions. Unless otherwise stated the results are reported on the 78 questionnaires returned.

A total of2537children participated in farm visits subject to the questionnaires, of which 14%
were from secondary schools and 86% from primaries. Of those surveyed, for 40% of pupils the
visit was the first occasion on which they had visited a farm.

Overall teachers ratethe experience highly and believed that the children had learned a lot, with
96% maintaining the visit was good or excellent. Encouragingly, no teachers rated the farm visit
as unsatisfactory. In addition, 96% of teachers said that they would defirdedynmend the

visit to other teachers. Comments included:

An extremely well organised & smoothly run day for such a large group (R15Q9).

Excellent visit, children were kept busy and involved the whole time. It was all very
interesting and in a wonderfdetting (R24Q9).
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Teachers were asked to list the main activities undertaken by pupils on the farm. These were
grouped into categories that showed a spread of activities from practical farm tasks to tours and
display based activities and games (see Table 1

¢FrofS pdPo ¢KS YIAY OGAGAGASE GSIFOKSNRQ NBLIZ2NISF

Occurrence | % of
Q 2. Please list the main activities that the pupils did on the farm. s total
Nothing written 0 0%
Free range poultry welfare: egg collection, feeding, handling poult
and moving animals, egg hatching 13 6%
Other farm animal care/welfare [pigs, cows, goats etc] grooming,
cleaning stalls, maintenance of health, feeding, identifying different
breeds, care of young animals, herding animals, feeding 60 27%
Farm and nattal environment. Experienced through farm and nature
walks 28 12%
Farming sustainability. Introduction and tour from farm worker 40 18%
Practical arable horticultural activities:
Planting/gardening/harvesting 36 16%
Handling farm tools, riding on farmachinery 6 3%
Making things. General craft and practical activities 4 2%
Using farm produce. Cooking/eating/tasting 11 5%
Assisting in production. Making farm produce. Example: grain
processing 17 7%
Games 4 2%
Assisting in farm produce retail. Fexample Farm shop work 5 2%

100

Totals 224 %

In addition teachers were asked what learning had taken place. As demonstrated below almost all
of the teachers (99%) did respond positively to this question. There were overlapping categories
for example wHe animal welfare and farming production may have included discussion about
organic food production; this was not always made explicit in the teacher responses. The most
dominant areas of learning focused arouRdrming Processes' and 'Food Origins and

Production®:
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Table 9.4 Teachers opinions of what children learned on farm visits.

% of

Q3. Main student learning outcomes (teachers perspective) Occurrences | total
Nothing written 1 1%
Animal Life Cycles 15 8%
Wildlife & human interactions 13 7%
Careof the land 11 6%
Farming Practices and Systems (general) 41 23%
Farming practices and systems (specifically organic) 32 18%
Animal welfare 15 8%
Vocabulary/terminology 4 2%
Food origins and production 34 19%
Business and diversification 7 4%
Plants/ gardening 7 4%
180 99%

Although the overall patterns of the responses were the same for primary and secondary school
respondents, there were subtle differences. Secondary school respondents, for example,
highlighted learning about farming practicasd systems, particularly in relation to organic and
sustainable food, more often than primary school respondents (27% vs 15%). Similarly, secondary
school respondents were more likely to highlight learning related to food origins and production
(24%) compared with primary school respondents (17%). In contrast, primary school respondents
were more likely to highlight learning about farming practices and systems in general (24%) than
secondary school respondents (19%). This may reflect the significantyaoplex

understanding of the world of secondary school pupils.

Overall feedback indicates that the visits included a significant element of educational activities
with definite learning outcomes. Teachers also suggested that pupils would remember very
specific aspects of the visits such as the slaughterhouse, the humane methods for slaughtering
chickens and the differences between these methods and differences between free range and
intensively farmed birds. Teachers suggested that pupils learned #imwuegetable plots being
like large allotments and the nature of successive sowing. Some learned about the longest day;
that chickens were originally forest birds; the ages at which young chickens are slaughtered.
Some were taught about the different pissn the countryside and methods for their
management. The children fed back what they had learned and teachers suggested that there
was a great range of new knowledge that had registered with them collectively and individually.

40% of responses to thguestion 'what in your opinion were the main things they learnt about
farming and/or organic farming' referred to or mentioned organic processes or knowledge. The
following quotes demonstrate some of the responses:

The children in their food lessons casdibe organic farming, egg production, chicken meat
production and discuss the advantages and disadvantages of various methods of production
(R46).
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Different animals and how they are looked after, why etc, including how this impacts on
methods of farming@nd weather organic or not e.g Free range/ Barn/ Caged/ Battery eggs
(R50).

Effective learning about food production

Teachers were asked to rank the most effective way of teaching children about food ofig¥ts.

rated a visit to a farm as the most effae way of teaching children about where food comes from.
While, 86% rated a farmer visiting to give a whole school talk as the second most effective way. 71%
rated a list of websites as the least effective way to teach children where food comes from.

Teachers recognised that pupils needed to share their learning on return to school and articulated
a wide range of ways this may happen. This included the use of photographs (14%), assemblies
(19%), the school website (8%), recounting the visit to thesB%), reporting the visit in the

school newsletter (4%), school displays (23%), presentations (8%), creating DVDs (3%), art and
creative writing (1%), formal learning (10%).

55% of teachers strongly agrewdth the statement 'l can see clear links betwedsits to farms
and aspects of the curriculum' and a further 40% agreed with the statement. Supplementary
feedback explained some connections:

A fantastic experience that has had a brilliant knock on learning effect. The children in their
food lessonsan now describe organic farming, egg production, chicken meat production and
discuss the advantages and disadvantages of various methods of production. This learning is
invaluable as they learn from experience rather than teacher saying so. We are saldoate

the farm and for the contacts made. (R17)

A really wonderful day, the pupils have not stopped talking about it and as their Geography
teacher | feel that this visit will help them remember their farming case study much more
effectively than tryingd teach them in a classroom. (R47)

Reported impact of farm visits on pupils

LYy GKS aS0O2yR aSOi0A2y 2F GKS adaNBSe G§SI OKSN&
focused on views about their learning, enjoyment and understanding of food ancbamental

issues. Initially pupils were asked what new things they had learnt on the visit to the farm, the
most dominant answers were connected @mimals and their life cycles;

planting/growing/harvesting organic fruit & vegetables and animal carevegltare (see Figure

8).
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Chart 9.4 What pupils learned on the farm visit as reported by their teachers

Pupil learning as reported by teachers Nothing

i i i written
Diversification and IMeat/animallink Recycling
T

[ &

business
Farm produce & farm
5%
shop

5%
wildlife/woodlands
%

Cooking g
e

Cropand seil care

&

When ask about aspects of the visit pupils enjoyed a wide range of responses was gathered. It

was clear that animals and the care of animals stoodasuparticularly enjoyable.

Figure 95 summarise themes in relation to aspects of the visit that children did not like. This

confirms wider research that highlights the sensory and emotive aspects of farm visits. Negative

perceptions of farm smells, foxample, illustrate that the experiential aspects of farm visits are

not necessarily valued by all children. The relatively high number of questionnaires returned with
no answer to this question should be interpreted with care. For example, pupils mageiot f

enabled to criticise an activity organised in school.
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Chart 9.5 Aspects of farm visits that pupils did not enjoy, as reported by

teachers

B Percentage primary school

Walking

Wanted more hands on activities
Turkeys

Learning the animal /meat connection
Weather

Farmsmells

Toilet facilities

Nothing written

Aspects pupils did not enjoy

B Percentage sceondary school

56%

The Figure 9.6ummarises teacher perceptions about pupil learning with regard to the
environment, food knowledg and healthy eating. They indicate learning in relation to a

considerable range of topics. An overarching theme indicates that children took away messages in

relation to the value of organic systems of food production.

Chart 9.6 Pupil learning about thenvironment, food and healthy eating as reported by

teachers

Learning about the environment
Climate
change and
environme

ntal issues
4%

Renewable
energy
3%

Soil
care/comp
osting
13%

Learning about food

Origin of
foods -
plants,

Food
preparatio Benefits of
nincluding organic
cooking food
and Types of g
packing food
6% 11%
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Learning about healthy eating

Food types
5%

Buying
local &
0%

additives
3%

There were some notable differences in the types of learning identified by primary and secondary
teachers. In relation to the environment, all secondary teachers identified some learnéng as

result of the farm visit. In relation to the environment, care of the local environment (46%) and
human/wildlife interactions (31%) were the most frequent learning areas identified by secondary
school teachers, while primary teachers were more likelsetmrd nothing (32%), followed by

care of the local environment (29%) and human/wildlife interactions (20%). In relation to the
food, learning identified by secondary school teachers focused on the food chain, benefits of
organic farming (both identifiedyb31% of secondary respondents) and types of food (23% of
secondary respondents).

In contrast, primary teachers recorded learning about the food chain (36%) or left the question
blank (33%). Results were more similar for healthy eating, though secosatzogl teachers

were more likely to record learning about the benefits of organic food (46% compared with 18%
of primary school teachers). A high percentage of both groups left this question blank (31% of
secondary teachers, 44% of primary teachers). Tifierdnces in reported learning are likely to
reflect the difficulties of teaching about these complex subjects in primary schools and the more
sophisticated understanding that can be achieved by secondary school pupils.

9.7 Conclusion

Data suggest thate FFLP programme stimulates cooking activities in the school and gives
teachers greater confidence to undertake practical cooking lessons. Similarly, joining the FFLP
programme was clearly a stimulus for many schools to develop more extensive gardening
resources and to secure appropriate gardening and horticultural training for teachers to enable
them to make effective use of the resources. Teachers are overwhelmingly positive about the
farm links aspect of the programme and it clearly provides many ehilgith a unique

opportunity to learn about food production systems.

Key achievements of the FFLP programme include:
e Supporting schools to undertake more cooking activities
e Enabling teachers to develop their food education skills and confidence
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¢ Helping shools to make links between food production and sustainability issues and the
national curriculum
e Encouraging teachers to embed cooking within their teaching practice
¢ Helping to improve facilities in participating schools
e Stimulating schools to grow andeua wider range of fruits and vegetables
e Encouraging an integrated approach to food preparation education, gagdaanced
education and farm link activities
This section of the evaluation report therefore finds that schools clearly can play an important
role in delivering activities that seek to connect children with food and food production issues,
whether in terms of developing practical food production skills, gardening skills and enjoyment or
learning about food production on the farm. This providgdasible basis for tracking through
the impact of programme related activities on pupil behaviours. The FFLP programme has clearly
acted as a stimulus for participating schools to undertake these activities throughout the school.
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10. School Meal Take Up

Key Findings

After two years of the FFLP flagship programme, take up for primary schools rose by 3.8%, frc
45.4% to 49.2% (n=71). During the same period take up for secondary schools increased by 5
from50.3% 0580 O6YyTHHO® {2YS aSO2yRINE &a0K22f & a
raised take up figure overall.

For all schools achieving a Bronze, Silver or Gold FFLP Mark (n=80) take up increased by 5.0
47.4% to 52.4%. The increase was greatettfose schools achieving either the Silver or Gold Aw
(+6.1%, n=35). However even those flagship schools that have no current FFLP award have, (
average, increased their take up above the national trend.

With an average increase of 13% after two ygdiree school meal take up has markedly increase
for FFLP Flagship schools. This is reflected in primary schools with high free school meal eligil
(top FSM quintile, n=8) where overall take up increased by 6.6%, from 49.5% to 56.1%. These
suggest that participation in the FFLP Flagship programme has been effective for schools with
areas of high social deprivation.

Schools adopted a humber of strategies to increase take up. The patrticipation of parents, chilc
cooks and other stakeholdghas been a consistently central element in this process.

10. 1 Introduction

School food can play an important part in promoting the health and development of childrére
UK, all grant maintained schools offer school meals. They are takenaffisgr one third of

children and, as such, they form a clear route for promoting a healthier diet for children. Increasing
school meal take up has been an important objective for the FFLP programme. This section of the
report examines school meal tak@ growth among FFLP Flagship schools and considers the factors

that influence it. The framework for exploring this area is set out in Figure 9.1. After giving an
account of the methods used the section goes on to:

e present the school meal take up results,
¢ examine the links between take up and indicators of stakeholder of involvement,

e report the perspectives of lead staff on facilitators and barriers to school meal take up and

relate these back to the school cook perceptions outlined in the previous section.

See Section 2.3
for research & policy context
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Figure 10.1 School Meal Take Up: key elements in the theory of change

Context

Parental circumstances

Canarits R niitlnnle nf fratararc

L 4

Inputs

Upgrade of facilities &mproved staff training

Support for strategic food action plan

!

Outputs

Improved facilities & staff skills
Improved service & dining room environment

Improved meal quality

{

Outcomes

Increased take upf school meals

The study sought to examine the connections between meal take up and stakeholder involvement in
a sanple of 111 schools participating in the FFLP Flagship programme. This involved the use of a
validated approach towards measuring school meal take up, a set of measures for assessing
stakeholder involvement and supplementary qualitative reports from leagiageholders.

10.2 Calculating school meal take up

{OK22t YSIFftf RIGF gSNB a2dAKi F2NI It aoOKz22f a
programme. The sample consisted of:

75 primary schools (including infant, junior and middle schools)

31 secondary schools
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5 special schools
These schools are located across all nine England regions, reflect a range of types of catering
provision, pupil rolls sizes, FSM take up and other variables such as student attainment.

Measures
School meal take ufigures were calculated for three data periods defined as:

To: 12 month period prior to FFLP Flagship enrolment
T:: 12 month period covering the first year of the programme
T,: 12 month period covering the second year of the programme

Calculationsvere made using NI52 formulas for primary and secondary schools. NI52s are the
nationally agreed formulas recommended by the School Food Trust and the Local Authority Caterers
Association. Full details on the methods for calculation followed are ava#aihe SFWwebsite
(www.schoolfoodtrust.org.uk).

We provided respondents with templates, short guidance and links to SFT toolkits to ensure that
appropriate data was supplied. For each school the source of the data depended upon the type of
catering povision, thus local authorities or caterers supplied data for schools participating in larger
local authority contracts, school officers supplied the data where catering waslise.

Data checking and triangulation
Whilst respondents supplied their sabl roll number, these data were also collected through the

annual England school census.

To reduce the scope for errog @and T, or T, take up figures wre also collected from thechool
office and the FFLP programme lead teacher in the school. Restsndere asked to report the 12
month average number of pupils taking up school meals usigise records. In addition, school
cooks were asked to approximate numbers of children attending school dinners atdzott T.
These formed a basis for chéudy in cases of ambiguity in the data, for example where national
school pupil roll census data has not been published, or where caterers had not disaggregated
nursery provision.

All schools making applications to the FFLP Mark awards are also askpdrtdhre number of
pupils eating school meals, the pupil roll, FSM entitlement and FSM take up. These data were also
used for the purposes of triangulation.

Finally school offices or caterers were contacted in approximately one third of cases to aheck th
accuracy of the take up calculatiogparticularly in cases where there were discrepancies between
data sources.

Data handling and analysis
Whilst local authority datasets are increasingly compliant with the N152 formula for secondary

school take ugalculations, at the individual school level many secondary schools and their caterers
continue to employ the transaction system for calculations. This approach results in higher take up
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figures, although it does not significantly affect the calculatiotaké up change providing the
approach is consistent at data collection points.

Using a universal template for Phase 1 to 6 schools, data were entered into SPSS, a statistical
software package. This also included a commentary on data analysis deaisioaglassification of
the take up figures for each school in terms of:
¢ Higher quality take up tracker completed, raw data supplied, auditable data
e Medium quality: summary data supplied; consistent school, caterer, cook and/or Mark
application reports
e Medium-lower quality: summary supplied, small inconsistencies across data sources

¢ Ungraded incomplete or urauditable summary data, major inconsistencies across data
sources

Developing indicators of stakeholder involvement
At enrolment and at 124 monh review school teacher leads and cooks were asked to supply

school level data on a range of indicators concerned with stakeholder involvement. These included:

e Formal forums for pupils, cooks and other stakeholders to determine school meal policy and
action plans,

e School meal consultation methods used in the last year,

¢ Pupil involvement in food education activities,

e Wider structures to support engagement, for example National Healthy Schools
membership.

CC[tQa al NJ] gl NRa I yRoeaainééhbtiierthegeBdtdd aslreliable S Y LI 2 &
proxy indicators of the role of stakeholders. For example, we considered whether schools that met
Gold and Silver Mark award criteria were associated with increased or high school meal take up.

Lead staff perspetves
In order to gain additional insight, school teacher leads were asked to produce written responses to

open questions that covered perceptions of the role of students and others on school meal
strategies and extraneous factors that influenced take up.

Pupils and parents in a subsample of schools were also asked to rate their perceptions of school
meals, consultations and school meal changes at enrolment and at review. These data are examined
more fully in later sections the evaluation report.

As summarised in Section 8.6, school cooks were also asked about the steps they took to try to

increase meal take up and the problems they encountered. Their responses are included in the
findings and analysis section below where a contrast is apparent.
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Findings and Analysis

10.3 School Profile and Responses

Ninety eight of the 111 schools supplied pre and post enrolment school meal data. School meal data
from the other 13 schools either had major gaps or had inconsistencies that could not be resolved.
These schools were therefore excluded from the analysis.

Of the 98 schools with acceptable (higher, medium or mediner quality) school meal data, the
responses rates by type of school were:

Primary schools 76% n=71/75

Secondary schools 52% n=22/31

Special schools 75%  n=4/5

Schools where the school meal data was not accepted for analysis included two schools that had
formally withdrawn from the programme, two that were in the process of doing so and two that
were intermittingfrom engagement in the school meal aspect of the programme. Reports from
programme staff indicate that these schools had not increased their school meal take up.

Free school meal data were less available than overall take up data: 77 out of 111 ¢6800ls
primaries, 14 secondaries and 5 special schools) supplied acceptable dataridr@periods.

Lead teaching and cooking staff for all of the 98 schools had completed questionnaires at enrolment
on stakeholder involvement. At review 95 lead schteakchers and 29 cook®mpleted

guestionnaires that covered these issues. FFLP Mark criteria and award status were available for all
98 schools.

10.4 School Meal Take Up

Tables 9.1 and 9.2 summarise school take up and changes in provision after dn® gears of
participation in the programme. In each case the results are presented for a number of categories of
school. FFLP has worked with schools that had higher than national average school meal take up for
the period prior to enrolment. The taldeshow that schools across a range of categories increased
their take up in the first year of the programme and that increases have been sustained into the
second programme year.

It should be noted that the secondary school calculations include schani&lpd data using the
transaction method rather than the NI152 formula. This means method results in a higher take up
figure, therefore the data cannot be directly put in the context of SFT/LACA annual take up surveys.

Differences in the pupil rolls amgst the sample also mean that that means have large standard
deviations.
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Table 10.1After one year: school meal take up and changes in provision for phaSe~ELP

Flagship school$ercentages rounded to one decimal place.

schools supplying
higher quality

data

To T,
Schools | 1-12 months preenrolment | 1-12 months postenrolment
providing Pupil Pupil Take Pupil Pupil Take | Changein
data Meals Roll up Meals Roll up provision
N N N % N N % %

All Phase b 52 10519| 21555| 48.8 11298| 21898 51.6 +2.7
schools
All Ph16 Mark 45 8262 | 17011| 48.6 9111 | 17432 52.3 +3.7
schoos (Bronze,
Silver, Gold)
Ph16 Silver & 23 3794 7394 51.3 4082 7422 55.0 +3.7
Gold Mark
schools
All Ph16 primary 38 5117 | 11285| 45.3 5522 | 11289 489 +3.6
schools
All Ph16 10 5198 9984 52.1 5571 10328 53.9 +1.8
secondary
schools
Ph16 Gold Mark 2 347 667 52.0 369 676 54.6 +2.6
schools
Ph16 Silver & 20 2724 5650 48.2 2910 5591 52.1 +3.9
Gold Mark
primary schools
All primary 27 3081 8163| 46.6 4085| 8080| 505 +3.9

Table D.2 After two years: school meal take up and changes in provision for pha$eFEFLP

Flagship school$ercentages rounded to one decimal place.

To Tz
Schools 1-12 months preenrolment 13-24 months post
providing enrolment Change in
data Pupil Pupil Take Pupil Pupil Take provision
N Meals Roll up Meals Roll up %
N N % N N %

All Phase B 98 20649 | 42765 48.3 22845| 43048 53.1 +4.8
schools
All Ph16 Mark 80 14996 | 31650 47.4 16941| 32301 52.4 +5.0
awarded schools
(Bronze, Silver, Gold)
Ph16 Silver & 35 6738 | 12719 53.0 7633 | 12920 59.1 +6.1
Gold Mark
schools
All Ph16 primary 71 8981 | 19775 45.4 9857 | 20019 49.2 +3.8
schools
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All Ph16 22 11357 | 22557 50.3 12665| 22606 56.0 +5.7
secondary
schools

Ph1-6 Gold Mark 4 532 1105 48.1 599 1109 54.1 +6.0
schools

Ph16 Silver and 29 3720 7618 48.8 4230 7823 54.1 +5.3
Gold Mark

primary schools
All Ph 16 special 5 310 433 71.6 322 423 76.1 +4.5
schools

All top quintile 18 5118 | 9192| 55.7 5661| 9014| 62.8 +7.1
FSM schoolgnc
special)
Primary top 8 1286 2596 49.5 1447 2576 56.1 +6.6
quintile FSM
schools
Secondary top 7 3627 6308 57.5 3993| 6158 64.8 +7.3
quintile FSM
schools

All primary 34 4628 | 10200 45.4 5036 | 10026 50.0 +4.6
schools supplying
higher quality
data

Since 2008/9 national SFT/LACA figures shows that take up has increased by 2.1 % in primary schools
(including special schools) and 0.8% in secondary schools. Changes to the collection and calculation
of take up figures do not makdirect comparisons straightforward. However, national annual

surveys suggest that take up has increased in primary schools since 2007 and in secondary schools
since 2008.

Comparing the FFLP trends for a range of types of schools, the data suggeBLip&I&gship
schools have increased their average take up at a rate above the national trends.

10.5 Free school meal take up

Table 10.3 shows a marked increase in take up of free school meals for all categories of school. The
primary school average ofl®% exceeds the latest national figure of 86.6%.

With an average increase of 21%, schools with Silver or Gold FFLP Mark awards achieved the highest
take up for the sample. This suggests that the intensive adoption of FFLP strategies are associated
with improved outcomes for free school meal take up. It also indicates that the FFLP approach can

be successful in contexts of higher social deprivation.
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Table 10.3After two years: Free school Meal Take Up and Change in Provision for PRa$e-1LP
FlagshipSchoolsPercentages rounded to one decimal place

Schools Tol-12 months preenrolment | T,13-24 months posenrolment | Change
providing FSM FSM Take FSM FSM Take in
data meals | NB3IAa up meals | NS 3 A& up provision
N N N % N N %
All Phase B 77 3757 5319 | 70.6 4667 5581 | 83.6 +13.0
schools
All Ph16 Mark 67 3203 4558 | 76.4 4144 4825| 91.3 +14.9
awarded schools
(Bronze, Silver, Gold]
Ph16 Silver & Gold 30 970 137 | 65.0 1215 1333| 785 +13.5
Mark awarded
schools
All Ph16 primary 58 1927 2521 | 70.3 2359 2585| 85.9 +15.6
schools
All Ph16 secondary 14 1741 2676| 70.4 2244 2859 | 91.3 +20.9
schools
All special schools 5 89 122 | 73.0 125 137 | 91.2 +18.2

Some schools had had a notable increase in free school meal entitlements during the course of the
programme. This was reported to be a consequence of economic recession and rising numbers of
parents claiming unemployment benefits. In these schools, the rise in free school meal entitlements
therefore accounted for some of the rise in take up.

10.6 Schol meal take up and FFLP Mark Status

Table 10.1 above shows that Mark award schools have greater increase in take up compared to
those that have not achieved an award. If the FFLP Mark Award status is taken as a proxy measure
for stakeholder involvementischool meal reform, it could be anticipated that higher award status

is associated with higher increases in school meal takéfigr categorising different levels of take

up, the association with Mark award status was cross tabulated, overall tres@avsignificant
association between the two variables (Chi 4.383, Df4, p=0.3%§ihg the same cross tabulation

test no clear association was found when primary and secondary schools were examined separately.
This suggests that school meal take up sadee stimulated at all levels of FFLP flagship involvement.
The following sections present the various factors suggested by the analysis that appear to influence
school meal uptake within the FFLP model.

10.7 Lead staff perceptions on positive factotsat promote school meal take up

At the point of programme review, 59 out 95 (62%) of teaching school leads felt that participation in
the FFLP programme had played an effective role in helping to increase school meal take up (See
also Section 14 of thigport). Twenty nine out of 95 school leads supplemented this view with
written comments on a range of positive changes that had taken place in relation to school meal
reforms. By contrast 15 out of 95 provided written comments on the challenges assoeitted

school meal reforms.
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In addition, as outlined in Section 8, 29 cooks gave an opinion about whether meal uptake has
changed since being involved in FFLP. Of these 13 stated that uptake had increase 4 observed a
decrease with the remainder feelingMels were more or less the same. As with the lead teaching
staff, cooks provided a range of feedback on the reasons for trends in take up.

Not all of the comments from teachers addressed the specific issue of increasing school meal take
up. Neverthelesthere were a number of general themes that are summarised here. The first set of
themes is concerned with successful measures to promote take up.

General programme stimulus
Evidence suggests that FFLP enrolment alone acts as a general stimulus fakmegpl by raising

the issue of school food across school stakeholders. As one teacher put it:

WSEFYySGGS hNNBeQa GAaAd ot a | GdNYyAy3d LRAYyGO |
realise that we could aim higher, that what we were hoping faswachievable. School lead
#101

The additional support provided by FFLP has enabled our school meal provision to become
really excellent. School lead #5

More specifically aspects of the FFLP programme intervention design were identified as having an
effective role. Some elements included the SNAG food action planning process; the introduction of
band systems, queuing systems and other arrangements; and the cooks training process.

We found that the SNAG has helped us to work more closely with cat8arsol lead #108

The importance of bringing caterers and educationalists together was widely referred to by teachers.
Whilst this was not necessarily straightforward, the overall message was of the value added or
synergy resulting from mutual learnimgnd combined efforts.

Service and meal quality
Improvements to school meal quality were widely put forward by school leads as a key factor in their

strategy to increase school meal take up.

The food used in the school kitchen has improved so muchddceno have noticed this. The
uptake has been very marked. School lead #1

This includes specific strategies, for example, promoting the service in the lead up to the summer
period in order to avoid a seasonal drop in take up as well as general memvenpents.

Have had a huge increase in the amount of children having school dinners. Quality has
improved, as well as environment. School lead #93

School cook responses were, understandably, also focused on the impact of food and service quality
on the siccess of school meal take up.
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Engaging children

Processes for formally consulting children, appointing roles to children and putting in place feedback
systems were widely commented on by school leads. However it was not always clear how this
engagementspecifically connected to increasing take up as opposed to promoting retention and
consumer satisfaction.

The school meal take up has increased again this year with a larger choice, including a range
of baguettes during the spring and summer. Schoal #h

¢tKAA O2y iGNl adta 6A0GK GKS 0221Qa NBalLkyasSa ¢KAOK I
marketing the food offer.

Engaging parents

Effective parental engagement was sometimes reported by school leads to be as much a matter of
building truist and open dialogue as of communicating menu changes or promotions. Some schools
felt that measures to promote underlying awareness and confidence in provision led to longer term
dividends. For example, one school [#Chestnuts] introduced promotionalgtianeals that led to a
short term increase in take up on the specific event days. The school meal records also show that
after the events some children switched to school meals on a more permanent basis.

Again, this contrasts with school cook perceptiavhich were clearly more oriented towards direct
initiatives such as tasting sessions, which were generally deemed successful.

10.8 Lead staff perceptions of barriers to increasing school meal take up

School leads reported a wide range of circumstarntbashad made it difficult for schools to
increase school meal take up.

Cost & Affordability
Issues around school meal cost and general affordability dominated perceptions in this area. The

current economic context was reported by school leads and ctwokave either led to a drop in
demand for paid school meals, or to have held back parents/carers from taking up the service. This
particularly applied to schools in catchment areas with high numbers of children from lower income
families and larger faniéds- and who were not eligible for free school meals.
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Additional costs associated with the programmetlsas additional food preparation time or
sourcing sustainable food product lines also made it difficult to hold down costs for some cases.

It [sustainable food] has pushed up the price of the meal which means that poorer parents
will not be able to affordt lessening our ability to inc SM. School Lead #36

The food quality and provenance changes come at a cost in practice for our caterer. In the
midst of a recession, we have had no desire to incur costs that then make school meals more
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costly and thus lessattractive to our students. Change in this area has consequently been at
a slower pace than we would like. School lead #58

There are cases where caterers and local authorities have introduced measures that make increased
take up more challenging. Sometbé issues here include price rises, reduced scope for local
flexibility and scaling back on quality.

Sourcing food for school meals is getting worse. Current economic climate and redundancies
have led to increased food costs. But we can't increase botead costs: XX caterers need
more support. School lead #64

These concerns were also reflected by the school cooks, particularly with regard to future
perspectives for the school meals service.

Starting Levels
Some Flagship schools already had relatitédh school meal take up before they enrolled with

FFLP. In these contexts schools experienced the problem of diminishing return on the efforts
expended to improve take up further. The settings in which this was reported to be a challenge were
small primary schools and special schools with under 100 students on the roll. These were cases
where nearly all parents who had contemplated paying for meals had already been personally
approached by school staff.

bSINIeg SOSNE OKAf R K bndall seHod ana lithink'tBak anyapdrert S QNS |
who goes with packed lunches will have pretty much their mind by now! School lead #43

Increasing our school meal provision [had been a challenge]. As a small school we have to
carefully balance increased provisiwith parents keeping the same numbers of days but
spread across the week. However we are also cooking for another small school in the area
(c32 children) School lead #61

Some schools reported that they had achieved a significant increase in take ufpmitrolment
with the programme.

Take up for school lunches has increased to a current total of 147 pupils compared to 95 prior

to working with FFLP. We have 308 pupils in school. Prior to starting the FFLP we had

worked hard to increase the numbérahildren choosing a school lunch, so these figures

R2y Qi GNXzZ & NBFTfESOG K2g FIFIN ¢S KI @S 0O02YSao { Ol

At a national level there have been a number of parallel initiatives to fund upgrades to kitchens,
retrain kitchen staff and promote the schdolod cause. These initiatives are also likely to have
assisted the programme.

In contrast, some schools, have relatively low take up rates that appear to have led to a negative
institutional culture with regard to school meals. A variety of factors, yrassociated with the long

term degradation of the service, appear to account for this. These schools are faced with
considerable challenges in terms of both turning the service around and in promoting school meals
to a school community that had grown astomed to pack lunch provision. In these circumstances
school leads could encounter considerable inertia to change. Examples where this type of issue was
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reported notably included schools in local authorities in the south west, the south east and the east
of England: three regions where school meal take up is under the national average.

Internal resources, priorities and competencies
FFLP is a programme that works across multiple domains of action, addresses a range of issues and

involves wholesystem clange. Whilst all these aspects were reported to hold considerable appeal
to lead staff, the complexity of the programme meant that the meal take up objective could be
diluted alongside a range of other objectives. Some of objectives, for example the poonbdt
healthier packed lunches and cooking from scratch at home, were reported to not to align easily
with the take up objective. Furthermore, the focus on processes to do with outputs and short term
outcomes (for example reducing food waste) were repdrte connect tangentially to take up
outcomes. Many elements of the school food reform process have also been focused on improving
standards of service for children who already have school meals, rather than on attracting new
custom.

Some respondents fethat they had not had sufficient engagement from either the caterers or the
school SLT.

2 SONB g2NJ Ay3 gAGK - - -<oivhotSsaonsivefl dodtthingtheh y 3 & S|
head office are that interested. School lead #77

This led to a rangef difficulties such as weak promotion to parents, lack of clear monitoring and
weak commitment from other teaching or kitchen staff. One school lead reported that they had
SyO2dzyi SNBR O2yaAiARSNIoO6fS waeadSYy o6FNNASNEQ (2 OF

Staff burnout [has been d@asue]g the programme is very time intensive to do properly, and
concerns that XX caterer cannot get Freedom Foods for the schools which would limit us
moving to Silver Award. School lead #45

Extraneous factors
Finally, some schools and caterers encovedeexternal difficulties that they felt were outside their

influence. These included changes of local authority catering suppliers, kitchen staff sickness and
school relocation or building work. For example, in one primary school a kitchen refurbishment
project had ovetrun its schedule:

Uptake on school meals went up from when we started with FFLP at Easter 2009 until
December 2009. But then a kitchen rebuild shut everything down except the packed lunches.
LiQa YSIyid (KFG 6SQPEROEEY KIDAFR K¢ S&ENX (i NIy«
parents. School lead. #100
One secondary school was unable to make any changes to the dining area because, as a PFI building,
they found that the owning company would only make changes at a prohibitively high cost.
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10.9 Discussion & Conclusions

The school meal take up data presented in this section indicates that FFLP has been relatively
successful in this element. If the data are regarded as the best available evidence for the sample of
phase 1 to 6 schools tate, the findings show that school meal take up has increased ahead of
national trends. These increases are on average greater for the Mark awarded schools.

There are a number of limitations that need to be recognised in this analysis, particulanfgineg

the data supplied for calculating school meal take up. While a range of safeguards were put in place
to cross check the data, there was scope for error arising from differences in local recording systems,
incomplete records and inaccurate report$igis a feature of school meal data at a national level

also (SFT, 2009) and particularly applies to the retrospective collection of data.

The size of the sample also needs to be recognised given that, in national context, these are a small
group of sclols. The findings show considerable heterogeneity both in terms of patterns of take up
and other school characteristics. They might best be understood as types of exa@mples

trajectoriesc for primary, secondary and special schools that have sougitmgloy the FFLP model

for increasing school meal take up.

Reports from lead staff participating in the programme illustrate a diverse array of processes that

both promote and constrain take up. Many of these have been external to the programme. Others

are generic to any school or catering organisation seeking to improve its school meal service and,
GKSNBET2NBEZ NBFESOG tSFENYAYy3a FNBY 20KSNI AYAGALF GAC
these reports also suggest clear circumstances wheré&Ed> programme model has considerably

facilitated positive change in uptake.

Some of these are connected to the programme focus on engaging stakeholders that have been
marginal or disconnected from school meal reform in the past. Furthermore, reportssohool

staff also go beyond the purely instrumental role for involving and bringing together stakeholders.
They also highlighithe wider social value of creating opportunities for children, parents, cooks and
others to have influence over the environmentwhich children eat their food.

On the whole, the opinions of school leads regarding uptake factors reflect those of the school cooks
in the proceeding section. Although there are some understandable differences in emphasis
resulting from both their ppfessional perspectives and the manner in which the issues were raised,

it does appear to show minimal disconnect between the two groups of FFLP stakeholders.
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11. Students & Food Related Behaviour:
Questionnaire Results

Key findings

The evaluatia team conducted two surveys with primary and secondary school students: at
enrolment (baseline) and after 384 months (follow up) of the programme. For matched school :
Year groups, over 2500 primary and 2000 secondary school students took part.

Analses of student characteristics show statistically significant associations between healthy ¢
and FFLP related behavioursuch as participation in cooking and growing at school or at home;
participation in farm and sustainable food learning; andtadtes to school food. This suggests tha
the FFLP model for changing behaviour has an empirical evidence base.

The primary school baseline and follow up surveys both included approximately 1500 Year 5 ¢
students matched by school. Compared to thémpat which schools enrolled with FFLP:

o The number of children reporting growing fruit and vegetables at school in t
last year rose by 28.1%, from 54.4% to 82.5%.

o The number of children helping to grow fruit and vegetables at home in the
year rcse by 9.2%, from 26.0% to 35.2%.

o The number of children reporting that they practised food preparation skills
school in the last month rose by 20.2%, from 17.3% to 37.5%.

o Children reporting eating an average of 4 or more portions of fruit and
vegetabés a day increased by 11.9%, from 37% to 48.9%.

o For Year 5 children only, those reporting eating an average of 5 or more

portions a day increased from by 4.6% from 16.3%20®%.

The analysifor Yeas 5 and 6shows that the follow up respondents refied eatingan average an
increase 0D.31 more portions fruit and vegetables per day compared to the baseline responde
(3.11 to 3.42; SEMs: 0.03)he self reported consumption bbth fruit and vegetables were higher
in the follow up survey. Vegetabt®mnsumption increased slightly more than fruit consumptiout
the differencewas nd statisticaly significar.

Other measures of behaviour change showed positive trends including: confidence and enjoyr
of cooking and growing, and cooking activig$iome. There was no significant trend for
participation in farm based activities, possibly owing to the selective aspect of this element of t
programme.

Year 5 and 6 children who have taken part in Fiela&Red education on sustainability were more
than twice as likely to hold positive attitudes towarasjanic, local, free range and fair trade food:

107



compared to children who had had no such education in the last year (21.8% compared to 10.

Year 1 to 4 groups reflected these trends, althoughés with the reliability of self reports from thi
younger age group need to be taken into account. At follow up for all primary school year grou
over 17% more children rated school meals positively, and over 24% more children rated their
room pasitively.

Over half of children thought that school meals had improved in the last year. Responding to a
open question, over one third of children wrote that they thought the meals had become healtr
and over 30% wrote that there had been improvememtheir dining room (Yearsd, n=1998).

The secondary school surveys with Years 7 to 10 produced less conclusive results. At follow u
were positive trends for increased fruit and vegetable intake, and attitudes towards: the school
service, coking, growing, food sustainability and healthier eating. However none of these posit
trends were statistically significant. This means that the differences between baseline and follc
groups may be linked to the size of the sample and / or extesoeikl trends. It could also mean
that a longer time period is needed for observable changes to occur.

Nevertheless the secondary surveys provide valuable insight for health and sustainability
programmes in schools. The findings suggest that action tmete practical food skills and interes
in environmental sustainability is needed to address deficits in the learning experiences of you
teenagers.

11.1 Introduction

Previous sections in the study suggest that, in comparison the period prior teeRfdlRent,
schools are more likely to engage students in sustainable food education, school food policy and
meal improvements. The findings also show that more children are eating schoolqweaitsh have
a greater element of sustainably sourced ingretsancompared to the period before FFLP

enrolment. In this next part of the analysis, we draw upon the primary and secondary school student

guestionnaire surveys to conduct three types of analysis:

1. A test of the theorised links between FFLP activitiesstndent food related behaviour. This

assesses whether there are associations between healthy eating and growing, cooking, farm

and sustainable food related behaviours.
2. A comparative analysis of the baseline and follow up results to assess whethersthere i
evidence of population level changes in behaviour over time.

3. A comparative analysis of students who have, and who have not, participated in FFLP related

activities¢ and the relationship to sustainable food attitudes.
For this section, Figure 11.1 pides an overaliramework for the analysis.

See Section 2.5
for research & policy context
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The section first presents results for the primary schools and then gives the results for the secondary
schools surveys.

11.2 Methods

Student questionnaires e administered on two occasions: shortly after the schools enrolled onto
the programme (baseline) and a second time between 18 to 24 months after enrolment (follow up).
Students completing the follow up questionnaire were of a similar Year group to tmoestaking

the baseline questionnaire. However it should be noted that they were not the same individuals.

The questionnaires coverdte following areas:

- Average fruit and vegetable portions consumed

- Favourite foods and food preferences

- Experiences adind attitudes towards cooking at home and school

- Experiences of and attitudes towards growing at home and school

- Experiences of and attitudes towards farm activities and food sustainability

- Experiences of and attitudes towards school meals
The secondary ool questionnaire also included measures of involvement in school food
consultations. Further details on the development and implementation of the questionnaires are
provided in the appendix.

11.3 Primary school children: testing the theorised linkagesveen FFLRelated

activities and behavioural outcomes

¢tKAad aSOlA2y SEIlFIYAySa GKS aaz20AalidArAz2ya 0SiGsSSy o
model for change, the questionnaires used self reported fruit and vegetable consumption as an

indicatadNJ 2 F KSIfiKeé SFdAy3ad LY FRRAGAZ2Y GKS [[jdzSaidaz2:
which are themselves established predictors for healthier eating.

Drawing upon the responses of 1750 Yedr gtudents in the follow up survey, the findings show
statistically significant associations between higher participation in cooking, growing, sustainable
food education and farm based activitiegand positive healthy eating behaviours. The test results
are summarised in Table 12.4 and full data is presentdideiippendix. These test results show
strength of association only and they do not show causal relationships. However the results show
that the FFLP behavioural model is credible: the promotion of practical food education and take up
of healthier schoolsneals can promote healthier eating and positive attitudes towards
environmental sustainability.
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Figure 11.1 Promoting Student Healthier Eating and Attitudes Towards Sustainable Food Issues:
key elements in the theory of change

Context
Home environment
School capacity for change

v

Inputs
Support to promote cookinggrowing, farm link &
sustainable food education
Development of pupil voice
Healthier & sustainably sourced school meals

{

Outputs
Increased participation in practical food education
Increased participation in school food decisions

{

Short TermOutcomes

Increased involvement of growing & cooking with healthier
food at home
Changes in eating & shopping habits

¥

Longer TermOutcomes
Improvedattitudes towards healthier & sustainable food|
Increased consumption of healthier foods
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Table 11.1 Tests of association between variablesllow up dataset. Years@#N=1750

* No significant association

# Cross tabulation . H @I Pvalue
1 | Fruit & veg intake X | Fruit & veg preferences 159.374| <0.001
2 | Fruit & veg intake X | Sustainable food attitudes 63.692| <0.001
3 | Sustainable food attitudes X | Fruit & veg preferences 43.886| 0.002
# Cross tabulation . H @I Pvalue
4 X | Chopping fruit & veg at home 189.614| <0.001
5 X | Participation in farm activities 90.774| <0.001
6 X | Rating of school meals 72.323| <0.001
7 | Fruit & veg intake X | Growing fruit & veg at home 64.456| <0.001
8 X | Chopping fruit & veg at school 63.293| <0.001
9 X | Growing fruit & veg at school 39.444| <0.001
10 X | Sustainable food ed. at school 27.914| 0.032
# Cross tabulation . H @I Pvalue
11 X | Chopping fruit & veg at home 113.488| <0.001
12 X | Participation in farm activities 53.308| <0.001
13 X | Rating of school meals 73.828| <0.001
14 | Fruit & veg preferences X | Growing fruit & veg at home 79.333| <0.001
15 X | Choppindruit & veg at school 69.801| <0.001
16 X | Growing fruit & veg at school 31.981| <0.001
17 X | Sustainable food ed. at school 27.715| 0.058*
# Cross tabulation . H @I Pvalue
12 X | Chopping fruit & veg at home 75.459| <0.001
13 X | Participation in farm activities 73.914| <0.001
14 X | Rating of school meals 51.034| 0.002
15 | Sustainable food attitudes | X | Growing fruit & veg at home 49.091| <0.001
16 X | Chopping fruit & veg at school 61.001| 0.001
17 X | Growing fruit & veg at school 36.361| <0.001
18 X | Sustainable food ed. at school 66.157| <0.001

11.4 Ordinal regression analysis

In order to test these associations further, we used the ordinal regression method to model the
relationship between the ordinal outcome variabl&uit and vegetable intakeand the explanatory
variables relating to FFLP activities. The method was therefore adopted in order to assess the

AYTFEdSy dAal ¢
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was measured on an ordered, categatjiand fivepoint Likert scale'lowest’, ‘low’,

StiAy3od ¢KS

'middle’,'higher’, and 'highest'. Explanatory variables included questionnaire items related to the
student behaviours, educational inputs and FFLP related activities in school. The major decisions
involved in the model building for ordinal regression were deciding which explanatory variables

should be included in the model and choosing the link function (e.g. logit link or complementary link)

that demonstrated the model appropriateness. In addition, thed®@lditting statistics, the accuracy
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of the classification results, and the validity of the model assumption were essentially assessed for
selecting the best model.-8guare gives the information about how much variance is explained by

the independent vaeble. However, in ordinal regression variance is split into categories. Hence Cox
FYR {yStfQasx bl 3St 1 SNR Sdistics wgfeRusea Me@lioRrKiBafede LJA S dzR 2
variance explained by the independent variable. In addition thesghare test sowed that the

model is a good fit.

The analysis findings suggest that explanatory variables such as enjoyment of growing and cooking
and participation in farm activities were significantly associated with the fruit and vegetable intake.
These associati@nare illustrated in Figure 12.2

Figure 11.2 Testing the FFLP model: linkages between programme inputs and student behaviours

Students who report

Students who participated in ) .
-eating more fruit and

class based education on

) . vegetables,
sustainable food, healthier foo( N _
. ) . -positive fruit and vegetables
preparation, cooking, growing
preferences

and farm visits in the last year - )
-positive attitudes to

sustainable food purchases

These variables
have strength of
association

Students who report growing &

Students who report growing & <:> cooking at school
cooking at home Students who tag part in farm

activities

11.5 Primary schools: matched awais of baseline and follow up findings

Having tested the theoriseihkages the analysis moves on to examine whether there are

observable changes in the responses of the two populations of students matched by age, gender and
schools at baseline and follow up.

Thirty three out of 35 primary schools completed both the baseand follow up surveys. Of the

two missing schools, one completed the follow up questionnaires too late to be included in the data
analysis presented here. The other school formally withdraw from the programme and did not
consent in completing the falv up part of the study.

The overall number of respondents was 2534 at baseline and 2826 at follow up. Whole classes were
asked to complete the questionnaires and any absences were recorded. This showed less than a 2%
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absenteeism rate. Chart 11.1[Appexidghows the breakdown of student respondents by school.
Relatively high respondent numbers for some schools reflect cases where schools requested for
additional classes to complete the questionnaire. Lower respondent numbers usually reflect the
small sizeof the pupil roll and thus the number of eligible respondents. Schools #61, #100, #101 had
missing classes at follow up due to school trip absences or other commitments.

Chart 11.1 shows a close similarity in the gender of respondents for the baselifiellandup

surveys. Table 11.2 shows that, at both baseline and follow up, the majority of respondents were in
Years 5 and 6. These respondents completed the questionnaire designed for the older primary
school age group. For the following analysis the Beand 6 age groups were found to have similar
characteristics in terms of school, gender and number of respondents. These groups form the focus
for the comparative analysis unless otherwise stated.

Chart 11.1 Percentages of respondents by Year group

a0

50

40

30
M Primary Base

W Primary Fallow-up
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10

Table 11.2 Primary school respondents by Year group at baseline and follomamissing data

Baseline Follow up
Frequency Percent [Frequency Percent
Year 1 201 7.9 154 54
Year 2 209 8.2 361 12.8
Year 3 258 10.2 414 14.6
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Year 4 364 14.4 414 14.6
Year 5 774 30.5 778 27.5
Year 6 728 28.7 698 24.7
Total 2534 100.0 2826 100.0

Chart 11.2 shows that a somewhat smaller percentage of respondents at follow up never had school
meals, although the percentage for those taking school meals on abdaily was the same for the

two data collection points.
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11.6 Student self reported fruit and vegetable consumption

Students self reported fruit and vegetable consumption showed a positive trend. Thibevease

for all primary school year groups, but is most clearly in evidence for the older children. At baseline,
the percentage of Year 5 and 6 respondents who reported eating 4 or more portions a day was

similar to the national picture (Health Survey femgland , 2008). Chart 11.3 shows that at follow up,
reported fruit and vegetable consumption had risen significantly: 30% more Year 5 and 6s reported
eating more than 4 a day in the FFLP follow up survey (baseline=37%, follow up=48.9% = a difference
of 11.9%). For Year 5s, 28% more children reported eating 5 or more a day in the follow up survey.

The analysis Yesb and 6in Table 11.4 shows that the follow up respondents repodadaverage

an increasef 0.31 more portions fruit and vegetablpsr daycompared to the baseline
responcents (3.11 to 3.42; SEMs: 0)03Vhilst the limitations of thestudy design need to be taken
into account, this compares favourably to other schbasedhealthy nutrition programmes that
have shown a positive interventiaffect ranging from +0.14 to +0.99 servings per (@iySa &

Lock, 2008 The self reported consumption bbth fruit and vegetables were higher in the follow up
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survey. Vegetable consumption increased slightly more than fruit consumptidrihe difference
was na statisticaly significar.

The validity of self report measures with this age group need to be taken into account when

interpreting these findings. Further details on the analysis of this data can be found in the appendix.

Chart 11.3~ruit and vegetable consumption: Year 5 and 6 FFLP respondents reporting eating 4 or

more portions a day at baseline and follow up, in the context of Health Survey for England data
(percentages). See table 12.2 for data sources.
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Table: 11.3vear 5 and 6 FFLEspondent self reported average daily fruit and vegetable

consumption, in the context of Health Survey for England data

Lessthan 2 | 2 portions or | 3 portions or | 4 portions or | 5 portions or | Total
portions more but less | more but less | more but less | more bases
than 3 than 4 than 5

FFLP Baseline 2008 Year 5 (ag¢ 8

Boys 10.1% 24.2% 24.5% 21.5% 15.7%

Girls 10.6% 24.1% 25.7% 17.5% 17.0%

All 10.3% 24.2% 25.1% 19.5% 16.3%

Base 80 187 194 151 126 738

FFLP Follow Up 2010 Year 5 (ag®® 8

Boys 8.3% 15.1% 25.7% 29.9% 21.0%

Girls 3.9% 16.6% 23.9% 34.8% 20.8%

All 6.2% 15.8% 24.8% 32.3% 20.9%

Base 48 122 191 249 161 731
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FFLP Baseline 2008 Year 6 (agd 1)

Boys 7.8% 24.0% 25.6% 22.6% 15.6%
Girls 6.8% 28.3% 25.3% 20.1% 15.8%
All 7.3% 26.1% 25.4% 21.3% 15.7%
Base 53 190 185 155 114 697

FFLP Follow Up 2010 Year 6 (agel1pd

Boys 7.4% 14.3% 28.6% 31.3% 18.5%
Girls 5.1% 17.7% 29.2% 32.9% 15.2%

All 6.2% 16.0% 28.9% 32.1% 16.8%

Base 43 111 200 222 116 692

Health Survey for Englan2l008 Age 9

Boys 28% 19% 19% 16% 18%
Girls 17% 24% 21% 12% 25%
All 24% 22% 19% 16% 22%
Base - - - - - 463

Health Survey for England 2008 Age 10

Boys 28% 19% 19 16 18
Girls 21% 22% 18 16 22
All 24% 22% 18 16 20
Base - - - - - 487

FFLP Batine missing data = 32. Follow up missing data=1

Tablell1.4 Self reported fruit and vegetable consumption. Comparison of Year 5 and 6
respordents at baseline and follow up

Mean Mean | Mean | Median | Median | SE SE Count | Count
Baseline| Follow | Change| Baseling| Follow | Mean Mean | Baselinel Follow
up up Baseling| Follow up
up

Year 5 3.1 3.46 +0.36 | 3.0 4.0 0.046 0.042 | 738 731
Year 6 3.13 3.37 +024 3.0 3.0 0.046 0.043 | 697 692
Year 3.1 3.42 +03L 3.0 4.0 0.032 0.030 | 1435 1423
5&6
combined

11.7Perceptions of shool meals and the dining hall

CKA& aSO0GA2y NBLRNIA 2y addzRSyidaQ LISNOSLIIAzya 27
11.5 show that, at follow up, a higher percentage of students rated the school meals and the dining

hall positivelyThis refects the trend for all Year groups, where 17.5% more students rate school
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meals positively (from 45.6% to 53.7%, a rise of 8.1%) and 24.4% more students rate their school
dining positively (from 40.5% to 50.4%, a rise of 9.9%).

Chart 11.4: Studentresppd S& (G 2Y da52 @& 2dz U Walidypdrecendivénié2@ef Y SI £ a |
Baseline n=1501. Follow up 1483. Missing data baseline =29 follow up=8

50 -
45 -
40 -
35 -
30 -
25 -
M Baseline
20 -
H Follow up
15 -
10 -

5_

0 -
Very poor Poor Neither good Good Excellent
nor poor

/| KI NI mmop {GdzRSyid NBaLkRyasSa G2Y &2 KalidiperBedt. @ 2 dz (i K
Years 5 & 6Baseline n=1501. Follow up 1488issing data baseline=7 follow up=25.

50 +
45 A
40 A
35 A
30 +
25
20 A
15 -
10 -

M Baseline

H Follow up

Hate it Don'tlikeit Neither like nor Quite like it Really like it
dislike it

Chart 11.6 shows that, at follow up, the majority of students felt that school meals had got better.
Almost half the respondents also felt that the dining room had improved in sieykzar.
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NR 2 Y KVakd gedshtRofiow up only n=1898. Missing data: school meals=6; dining room=7
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For the follow up questionnaire only, Yea64tudents were asked to write down any changes they
had noticed in the school meals or the diningmoover the last year. Table 11sGows that
students reported a wide range of positive changes: several of which are similar to food actions
advised by FFLP 8NAGs and to the Mark scheme criteria. Over a third (35.9%) wrote that they
thought school meals had become healthier. Small numbers of students reported negative changes

such as poorer or more expensive meals.

Table 11.55tudent responses totheopendgS & G A 2y Y da LYy

GKS ftrad

(a) in the school meals (b) in the school dining haiars 46 Follow up only n2998

Code for written comment Frequency
Healthier meals/ healthier options 713
Improved dining room facilitie®(g. room decor, tables, chairs, waste 605
disposal facilities)

Tastier/better prepared meals 325
More varied meals 235
New plates/cutlery/table clothes etc 296
Improved arrangements for choosing and serving meal options/faster 199
service

Improved béaviour/better table manners/more peaceful dining room 154
More displays about food & healthier eating 133
No changes in either school meals or dining room 128
More sustainable foods available (fair trade, higher animal welfare, 79
organic, sourced from kool garden)

e St
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Better information on menus 62
Less good school meals 61
Less good dining room environment/any other negative change 57
Other positive changenon specific or no code 54
Better value meals 23
Price increase/less good value 15
lllegble 7

Other change neither positive or negative 225
Nothing written 395

11.9 Cooking and food preparation at school and home

The following charts illustrate the differences between the baseline and follow up responses to
cooking and food preparatiorelated behaviours. At follow up, double the amount of Year 5 and 6
children reported practising food preparation skills in school in the last month (from 17.3% to 37.5%:
a rise of 20.2%). This trend is also reflected in practising these skills at howevdtono significant
changes were found for assisting to cook at home and cooking with basic ingredients at home.

/| KNI mmMeTY {GdRSyd NBalLRyasSa d2Y a2KSy 6Fa GKS

{ I I h hVali{ gercentYears 5 & 6. Baselineh501. Follow up 1483. Missing data Baseline =33; Follow up
n=36
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0 -
Never done this Morethan a Inthe last  Inthe last week
month ago month
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n=1501. Follow up 1483. Missing data Baseline =26; Follow up n=12
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1483. Missing data Baseline =22; Follow up n=14
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6. Baseline n=1501. Follow up 1483. Missing data Baseline =24; Follow up n=19
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11.9Growing fruit and vegetables at school and home
At follow up, over 50% more Year 5 and 6s reported helping to grow fruit and vegetables school

(from 54.4% to 82.5%, a rise of 28.1%) (Chart 11.12). Fewer respondents at follow up report having
never helped to grow fruit and vegetables at school.

This trend is reflected in behaviour at home. Chart 11.13 shows that a higher percentage of follow
up respandents report having helped grow fruit and vegetables at home compared to the baseline
group. There are also fewer respondents at follow up who report having never helped to grow fruit
and vegetables at home.

The pattern for Year 5 and 6 is reflected masieely. For all year groups, 35.3% more children
reported often helping to grow fruit and vegetables at home (from 26.0% to 35.2%: a rise of 9.2%).

Overall, respondents hold very positive attitudes towards growing fruit and vegetables. Chart 11.14
showsthat higher percentages of Year 5 and 6 students reported enjoying growing fruit and
vegetables at follow up compared to baseline students.
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percent.Years 5 and 6. Baseline n=1488; Follow up n=1483. Missing data Baseline n=14 Follow up n=4

M Baseline

]
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11.10Participation in farmbased activities

/| KAt RNBY 6SNB FalSR aLy GKS trad &8SHFNE KIFI @S @&2dz
examg S& LINPJPARSR adzOK |a wO2ftfSOG S33aQs WFSSR |y
introduced for later phases of the baseline study only. Therefore the baseline follow up comparison

is between matched 13 schools at baseline (n=1112) altalf up (n=971) with balanced Year

groups.

/| KE NI mmodmp {GdzRSYyd NBalLRyaSay all @S &2dz SOSNI KS
I 026> FSSR FTINXY | yAY!l {Basds: Bhsdli h=11FNStbwiuK icg71. Year SN S v
group compasons for baseline to follow up respectively: ¥2r1130v129; Yrd: 352v320; YHB: 627v521.

Missing data: baseline n=8; follow up n=3.

60 -
50
40
30

W Baseline

20 7 B Follow up
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Yes: more than Yes: one time No: never
onetime

Overall the responses show that the percentages of children reporting having ever taken part in a
farm based activitys somewhat less in the follow up (60.3%) compared to the baseline (62.8%)
samples for the 13 schools reported on here.

7

| KAt RNBY Ay _SINB p YR ¢ 6SNB FalSR da2KIO Aa (K
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only small differences between the two groups.
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Note: Although strawberries and blackcurrants can be ésted in spring, this was not categorised as the
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These findings were similar for the younger year groups (Yemrs 1 6 K2 ¢gSNB 2yt e Fal$s
2T GKS @SINJR2 FFINYSNAR LAO] | LILX SaKé T08%a2yRSYy (3
baseline and 68.7% at follow up (Bases: 675 & 828 respectively).

11.11FFLP educational activities and student attitudes towards sustainable foods

The original evaluation plan was to track student attitudes towards food sustainability issues the
context of focused FFLP activities in schools. However, the programme design meant that it was not
possible to identify which class groups would be participating in sustainable food education
activities. The following analysis therefore undertogiast toctest of the relationship between
educational inputs and student attitudes. Teachers were asked to report whether their class groups
had participated up to four sustainable food education activities (covering fair trade, organic food,
animal welfare andocal food) in the last year. Students were then asked to express their choices
0SG6SSy adzalGrAYyFofS 6FF AN 6N REHAZNB YWY HOS OF N2 2 RN
upon a price comparison. Full details on the measures used and thewttitat of scales are

reported in the Appendix.

CKSNBE gta | adNRy3a |aa20Al A2y 0S06SSy SRdzOI GA2Yy
p=0.003). Compared to students who had no educational exposure, the results show that children

who participatedn FFLRelated activities were over twice as likely to have strong preferences for
organic, local, free range and fair trade foods (21.8% compared to 10.7%).

The analysis therefore suggests that FFdl&ted educational inputs on sustainability are agated
with improved attitudes towards food sustainability issues amongst Year 4 to 6 primary school
children.
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