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Executive Summary

This is the final report of the phase two evaluation of Food for Life
undertaken by the University of the West of England, Bristol 20%3

The research encompassed fiverkstreams:

1.

Long term impacts and durability - understanding how and
why the Food for Life approach is embedded in schools fo
the medium to longterm.

. Review of local commissions - understanding strategic

support for Food for Life, and recommending mitoring and
evaluation systems.

. Cross sectional study of pupils’ diets in Food for Life local

commissions-eval uating Food for Li
eating behaviours in schools in local commission areas.

. New settings - exploring innovative approaas to extending

the Food for Life whole setting approach beyond schools.

. Social value of Food for Life in local authority commissions

—understanding the social, health, economic and
environmental value of Food for Life commissions.

The report presentsianmaries of thefindings of each workstream,
discusses themesneerging across the research, and sets out
recommendations foFood for Lifeand associated evaluation activity.

Further details of the research findings and methodologies are availal
in the full reports for each workstream (see Appendix 1).




Key Terminology:

Food for Life refers to the whole family of activity associated with this brand, including
programme and awards in all settings and aterirg Mark.

Food for Life principles refer to the overarching ethos and approach of work under the bann
‘“Food for Life’, c e nt reavifonmeants danth feod aultune intsettings
across the life course

Food for Life Partnership (FFLP) refers to the organisations and activity related to whole settir
approaches in schools and communitiEtween 2007 and early 2015. Since #@iL5 this
settings based work is referred to more simplyFaed for Life.

Food for Life Catering Mark (FFLCM) refers to the specific activity, associated infrastructure a
award focused on catering quality.

FFL (whole settings) frameworks refer to multicomponent visions for a whole setting approac

underpinned by Food for Life principles. Catering qualionesaspect of this.
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Evaluation Highlights

Food for Life Phase 2

1. Food for Life continues to have a positive impact on food cultures within and be
schools. It is becoming embedded in a range of sectors, gaining recognition avit
range oflocal and national policies and organisations.

2. Food for LifeRFI. has demonstrated that its whole setting approach can bring
healthy, sustainable food to varied communities, and is appreciated as a meche
facilitating change.

3. This evaluation provides ewdce thatFood for Lifehas made good progress in
ensuring ‘good food for all’ by ena
4. This has been achieved through:
i a continuing contribution to scho@indhospital food policy and practice
1 areputation br reliability, forward thinking and cutting edge practice in
relation to healthy, sustainable food cultures;
1 a nationally recognised standard for quality in catering;
i innovation which has tested approaches for working with institutions and
local commissiners; and
1 stimulating and informing higlevel debates about food sustainability and
health.

5. Activity during Phase 2 represents a considerable development in terms of scal
and out, taking Food for Life beyond its original niche of school foodk Wibin local
commissions and in new settings are complementary strategies which can be
effectively connected and combined, with potential for pogtsynergies and
further scaling.

6. The programme has succeeded in taking good food to more communitiesghra
combination of:
i greater geographic coverage of its core programme,
1 diversifying opportunities for participatioacross multiple settingand
1 influencing strategic drivers for standard practice around food.
Central to these are its ability to devambition, measure progress and evidence
impact.
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7. Within the cantext of schools there is evidenod continuing impacts and lorigrm
change beyond the phase of initial engagement. If this experience is replicated in
other contexts then there may be endaog outcomes for numerous beneficiaries.

8. ThroughFoodforLifée s advocacy and work to influenc
context for school foo@nd hospital foodAs a result it is arguable that the principles
of Food forLifée s whol e s c hedacdoming thepnorm orcah screols.

9. Food for Lifeworksthrough multiple routes to achievehange: local area strategies,
settings approaches, commissioning and targeting particular sedach. approach
brings dividends. What is not yet clear is whdtitional benefits are accrued
through combiningand connecting them to create strategic approach capable of
driving systemic chang@&his is the next challenge fBood for Lifé ambitionto
scale up and out, one it well placed tdackle

Long tem impacts and durabilitin schools

1. TheFood for Life programme remains relevant to schools and for some it has
become fully embedded in their life and ethos.

2. There is evidencéhait Food for Lifehas longterm impactsm schools, beyond an
initial period of intensive support and engagement or the enthusiassociated
with initiating a new project.

3. TheFood for Lifeframework is appropriate to facilitating sustained engagement i
school food activities.

-

4. Leadership commitment, a school food policyhale school discussions about food
partnership work and parental involvement all contribute to a sustained approach

5. Some schools struggle to retain momentum whidod for Liferelated activity and
would benefit from tailored support.

6. There are particlar challengesssociated witfengaging secondary schools and
maintaining their commitment to food related activity in schools.

7. AlthoughFood forLifec an i nfl uence a school’s | evel
demonstrating the most sustained impaad progress may be schools with apre
existing commitment to thisood-related priority.
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Review of local commissions

1. Commissioners express a high degree of satisfactionkeild for Lifeand its
achievements to date in commissioned areas. The progransmeen as having
unique benefits, is well regarded and trusted.

2. Food for Lifeoffersa flexible model with potential for commissioners to adapt it to
their objectives. In practice most commissions have been designed to suit the budget
available. Thiplaces pressure on the capacityfdod for Lifeo meet levels of
need. This is compounded by the challenge of securing commitment to commission
beyond an annual grant cycle.

3. Food f Imcal delivefy bas developed iteratively with each successive
commission. The characteristics of later commissions show innovations in terms of
scale, duration, structured delivery, collaborations and reporting practices.
Nevertheless both commissioners aRdod for Lifestaff emphasise the need to
further definethe programmeas a locally commissionable package of work.

4. A clear theme from discussion with commissioners is that it will become increasingly
important to be able to demonstrate the public value of programmesHéed for
Lifethrough effective communidan and a sound evidence base. This iselp
linked to the role okvidence of the impacts dfood for Lifen the short, medium
and long term.

5. Commissioners emphasised the importance of capturing multiple forms of value
including educational, healtreconomic and environmental value of tReod for Life
programme.

6. Within local authorities strategic approaches to health and wellbeing are not wel
established, and work on school food is not linked across portfolios. This means
opportunities for deliery are being missed, for example linking health and
environment, or connecting different aspe

v

7. The evaluation research has been used to inform work by UWE@od for Lifeo
develop good practice systems for monitoring and eatbn of local commissions.
The resulting Local Commissioning Toolkit provides a standardised framework for
monitoring and evaluation informed by good research practice.
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Cross sectional study of pupil diet$-mod for Liféocal @mmissions

1. Pupilsin Food for Life (FFkrhoolsreported consumingilmostone thirdmore fruit
and vegetables thathosein comparison schools

2. After adjusting foifree school meal eligibilittf SME)gender and local authority
variation,pupilsin schools engaged witlné FFL progname were twice as likely to
eat five or more portions of fruit and vegetables per d@tyey were about 6% more
likely to eat more than the nationalvarage of 2.55 portions per day.

3. For fruit and vegetable intake there was a significarfedénce between pupils in
bronze and silver schools (bronze, mean=1.97; silver, mean=2.18, p=0.028). Pupils in
silver FFL award schools were over twice as likely to eat 5 or more portions of fruit
and vegetables compared to pupils in schools witH-Rbaward.

4. Theproportion ofpupilswho reported eating no fruit and vegetablés the day prior
to the surveywas one third lowem FFLschools 23.4% ofpupilsin FFLschools,
33.9% ofpupilsin comparison schools.

5. School meal take up, based uppuapil reported meals in the wek prior to the
survey, was 56.1% FFLschools and 49.9% in comparison schools2g@ércentage
points difference that was sigintaint (p=0.045) In FFL schools, 6.0% more pupdsl
had at least one school meal in the week priothe survey (FFL: 70.0%,
Comparison: 64.0%, p=0.008).

6. School meal take up was associated with higher fruit and vegetable consumption for
pupilsin FFL schools. By contrast, fruit and vegetable consumption was not
associated with school meal take up iret@omparison schools. This could be a
reflection of greater provision of fresh fruit and vegetables in school meals in FFL
schools than Comparison schools.

7. After adjusting for gender, FSME and local authority differences, godsL
schools wereabot 0 % mor e | i kely to “I1i ke’ or
OR=1.43, p=0.00, CI (1.71, 1.75). Pupil~L schools were also significantly
more likely to give a positive rating of school lunchtime in their schpel (
0.005).

8. Supplementary dietary analygswas conducted for the local commission C survey
sample. The analysis found no difference in the consumption of sweet snacks and
savoury (salty) snacks in school or out of school. Pupils in comparison schools
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

consumed significantly more servings of hegtergy drinks out of school comparec
to pupils in FFL schools (p=0.002) while differences in consumption of high fat f
only just reached significance (p=0.04&) pupils in FFL schools

. Whilst it is important to recognise possible residual confangdy socieeconomic

and other factors, the studguggests that schools engaged in the FFL programm
provide an important opportunity for-80 year olds to consume fruit and
vegetables.

Fruit and vegetable consumption for pupils in FFL schools was hohigher within
school time; it was also higher at home. FFL and commissioners can draw upor
finding to examine the potenti al ‘s
home, and the extension of impact into the wider community.

The FFLchools award framework is an indicator of fruit and vegetable consump
progression to a bronze and silver award is linked with higher fruit and vegetabl
consumption.The Food for Life School Award framework could be used as an
indicator for key food eélated outcomes and can provide a proxy for positive diete
behaviour.

The findings indicate that achievement of the FFL Catering Mark is a driver for
improving fruit and vegetable consumption.

There are differences in specific outcomes at the levelaah local commission.
These provide a base for valuable learning across commission areas and add t
understanding of how external factors can limit the progress of local commissio

The Day in the Life Questionnaire (DILQ) is a practical toas$mssing fruit and
vegetable consumption and has the potential to be used in future evaluation of
commissions.

New Settings

1.

2.

The case studies demonstrate that there is clear potential for a Food for Life
approach to work with people across their Ifeurse. The new settings programm
has made good progress in establishing thisaapital, care homes, early years
nursery and university sectars

All of the organisations involved as pilots and case studies demonstrate that a
significant engagement i the Food for Life approach can be generated within t
new settings. With the move froschools into new setting$;0od for Life has
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worked to adapt their programme to suit. This has entailed flexibility to respond
the needs of each sector, whilstteéning commitment to core principles to retain
the programme’s integrity.

3. WhereFood for Lifehas worked to influence strategic drivers related to food in
particular sectors this has clearly facilitated the process of securing commitmen
whole setthg approach. In particular, recent changes in policy related to food in
hospitals has helped engage actors within the NHS with food issues, and
demonstrated the value of usirfgpod for Liff s whol e setting

4. Each of the case study organisatidek that they had made achievements througt
their involvement and see potential to make further positive changes ratbd for
L s support. Case study organiFeodton o
Lifewas helping to improve the quality of fo@@rved, with associated benefits for
recipients (patients, residents arathildren).

5. Through working as Bood for Lifecase studyrganisations became more ambitiou

about what they might achieve around food and took a more strategic approach.

sectorspecific frameworks contributed to these processes \aitlparticipants
finding them valuable for encouraging integration, coordination, and scoping
opportunities for action.

6. There is clear evidence that tf@od for Lifavhole settings frameworks, agéed for
each sector, facilitated a focus on healthy and sustainable food within the new
settings. The frameworks hel ped org
‘“push out with their | evel of ambi

SociaValue of Food for Life in ladAuthority Areas

1. The Social Return on Investment analggisvo Food for Life local commissions
found that £4.41 of social value was created for every £1 of investment.
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2. The analysis covered a two year period of investment between April 2013 andhMarc

2015 and involved interviews with 47 stakeholders and analysis of 78 written
statements. We identified a total investment of £395,697 which comprised of co

Sts

to local authorities (Public Health divisions) and local NHS (Clinical Commissioning

Groups), he Big Lottery and Department for Education. Small costs were identif

ed

ame

The

i sat
on.

for staff time linked to FFL award applications in schools, catering agencies and other

organisational settings.




10.

. The scale and reach of tipgogramme particularly in schoolsn thetwo local

authority areas were notable. @ of a total of 295 schoold.79had enrolled with
Food for Life. This represented 0\&3,000 children and young people, 2,500
teaching staff and almost 1000 catering stadfving potential exposure to the Food
for Life programme

The stakeholder consultation stage identified a wide range of outcomes dbtiae
commissiomprogramme. These included large scale &drterm impacts on
population health, the food procurement sysh and the natural environment.

. After accounting for the role of other factors and changes that might have occur

without the commissios, the analysis foundtotal combinedvalue of £1,743,046
over a three year period for the Food for Life programme in the two case study
areas.

This value fell to a range of stakeholdensd sectors of interesiConsistent with
previous research on the Food for Life catering model, a signifstere of the
value isexperienced by local suppliers (farmers, processors and wholesalers),
caterers andheir employees in the form of new or enhanced business
opportunities, business security and work creation.

Other stakeholders gained frommprovementsto the dietary health oprimary
schoolchildren the role of Food for Life in enhancingthequatity c hi | dr
educational experiences and readiness for learning and associated benefits to t
working practices of teaching and catering stafhe analysis also allocated value
the roleof Food for Life in stimulating parental, community and locdlimtary
sectorengagement in schools and other settings.

During the evaluation period Food for Life was in the developmental stages of w

with hospitals, care homes and early years settings in the two case study areas.

SROI analysis identified valto these agencies through staff training, expert supg.
and change management support.

Improvements in reduced food wastage and reduced transportation were the m
environmental benefits that we were able to quantify.

Using the standard approach 8ROI analysis, we tested the result by adjusting o
removing factors from the analysiBhis assessment produced a lowest value of
£2.21 and a highest value of £6.29 for every £1 of investméhe results suggest
that even when significant changes are aeao the analyss the results still show
evidence of social value being created
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11.Food for Life and Age UK’s pilot in
the SROI study, is likely to add further social value to locally commissions arrtine
of new partnerships and economies of effort between volunteers, agency staff,
caterers and members of the local community.

Ensuring Good Food For All

FoodforLife s recent experience demonstrates
make itdifficult to ensure good food for alkealthy, sustainable food is not the norm in
many contexts central to daily life in the UK. Several challenges have to be addressed in
order to achieve further progress with changes required to make it such:

1. How to ensure that those in most need of good food can access it. Healthy
sustainable food can help tackle health inequalities providing those with the gre
need, including nutritionally vulnerable groups, are able to secure it. But those v
the greatestneed are often the same people least able to access or afford good
food. A settings approactvorks to address these issues of accessibility.

2. Good food is not a leading priority for those who lead change. Too often the will to

drive change starts from psonal interest or passion around food. Even leaders k

to see a more positive food culture in their organisation can find it difficult to
maintain commitment irthe face of multiple, competing priorities. The potential fc
food to contribute to some ofttese is not always well understood, whilst food doe
not often feature as a strategic priority in its own right.

3. Partial delivery of a whole setting approach may prevent wholesale benefit. The
power of a whole setting approach is that it is a holistic elaghich drives
integrated change, and results in benefits beyond the sum of its parts. But it is
sometimes interpreted as a list of optional activities, of which only the most
desirable or achievable are delivered. There is a risk that the flexibilignmations
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welcome from programmes likeood for Lifse esul t s i n a *pick and

truly whole setting approach.

4. Choosing healthy, sustainable food is not always an option. Good food is not yet
the norm, or always the cheapest option. The icles on offer can be edited but
providers are reluctant to move to choice removal. In contexts including
commercially driven operations it is particularly difficult to challenge the prevale
of high fat, high sugar, high salt foods. A legacy of categatgms driven by low
cost provision leaves an infrastructureénibitinga switch to freshly cooked local
produce.
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5. Complex problems with complex solutions. Challenges like health and sustainabil
are a result of many complex processeakge pathwaysfo t ac k|l i ng t
problems’ are multifaceted and take

impact can be to the detriment of initiatives with a lotgrm perspective and/or of
complex nature.

In response to these challenges it is importamttFood for Lifareaffirms clear, achievable

outcomes to ensure that future activity is appropriately focused and founded on a sound

theory of change.

Food for Lifeshould work tocommunicate the value of a whole setting approach to

healthy, sustainabléood and the importance of a holistic programnf@od for Lifeshould
also work tocommunicate how good food contributes to goals which are priorities in targe
sectors.

There is a clear need foontinued advocacy for food to be a priority in organisaions and
sectors responsible for feedi ng Rooddarlafe
should seek to replicate their success in shaping strategic drivers for hospital food in o
sectors.

This should be supported legntinued monitoring and evaluating to increase
understanding of the benefits. There is a needrwestigate the health impacts of
providing good food in settings across the life course to address gaps in the evidence
and to understand potential for a focus on fooddontribute to priorities in various
settings.
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1. Introduction

1.1.Background

Since 200Food for Lifehas grown in scale, scope and influence to become a leading Engided
movement for promoting greater access to healthy
for all’ bheasupmragtbe Bghatterfood for Lifdaunched with a national

programme foimprovingfoodi n school s and to make food a centr
Subsequentlyrood for Lifedhas developed greater depth of collaboration with local auites and

branched into other settings, such as early yearseriesanad hi | dr e n This repod brings e s .
together an account of an evaluation led by the University of the West of England, Bristol (UWE) of

the latest phase of th&ood for Lifgprogramme between 2013 and 2015

Food for Lifés a collaboration between charities, led by the Soil Association together with Focus on
Food, Garden Organic, the Health Education Trust and the Royal Society for Public Health. Schools,
councils and other ageres are local partners in this greater partnersfiipe Food for Life Catering

Mark (FFLCM3 an award scheme for all caterersleveloped out of the Food for Life programme

and has becoméalong withthe Food for LiféSchools Programme leading deliveragency in the

School Food Plan and the Universal Infant Free School Meals Programme.

Food for Lifeuses an awards scheme as a cenfainework for changevhen working with partners.
First developed with schools it reflec@swhole sttingsapproach, that is in order to promotegood
foodfor all a school needs to make changes in many parts of the institution and to look for
opportunities to change people and the environmevithin andbeyond the school gates. Schools
work towardsBronze Silverand GoldFood for LifeAwards in a process that actively involves pupils,
staff, parents and the wider community in growing asabking 6od and linking with farms to learn
where their food comes fronito date 108 Food for Lifeawardshavebeenachievedoy shools

There are limits to the power of schools to change food cuftara this is wherg¢he Food for Life
Catering Mark can have particular value. LedheySoil Associatigriood procurement experts
work closely within-house and larger school cais toimprove the quality and provenance of
meals Caterers, in a similar manner $ohoolFFLAwards, use the FFLCl a framework for change
and progress$rom Bronze Silverto Goldawardlevels as they meatriteriathat cover both
ingredients and thevider catering workplace. Synergy betwdbe Catering Mark and thEFL
award has rapidt extended the provision of FEMaccreditedschool meals. Today over a million
FFLCMneals are servedazh weekday, totalling more th&alv8 million meals a year. Tee meals
are served in over 7,400 schools anbecause the Catering Mark is applicable for most catering
settings- in 290nurseries, over 30 universities, M@spitals and 75% of London boroughs.

In 2011 UWE and Cardiff University reported on the plmameevaluation ofFL_having been

commissioned by the Soil Association to evaluate the programme (@trae 2011). The evaluation
concluded by saying thatteFlSc hool s Awar d “can act as a proxy
take up, parental engagnent, sustainable food attitudes and healthier eating. These outcomes

relate to schools in diverse settings, including those with indicators of higher social deprivation or



lacking in infrastructure or staff skills at the outset. Achievement in thesersstances provides a
strongcaseformui evel and holistic food reforetmal,programm
2011:15).

In 2013Food for Lifesecured funding from the Big Lottery Fund to support two further years of

work, or phase 2 dfood forLife, with a focuson developing a whole settings approach into areas

beyond schools, andommissioningf schools programmeby local authoritesUWE ™ s Publ i ¢ He
and Wellbeing Research Group was appointed as independent evaluator for this phase.

Thissummaryreport presents findings from the fivworkstreams comprising the evaluation
researchbetween 2013 and 2015. Irgvides a synthesidiscussion thaanalyses issues across the
project. Full reports of each aspect of the evaluation are availatdeare signposted as appropriate
here (Appendix 1)

The phase tw evaluation is divided into fiveorkstreams:

1. Long term impacts and durability - understanding how and why thieood for Lifeapproach
is embedded in schools for the medium to letiegm.

2. Review of local commissions - understanding strategic support féiood for Lifeand
recommending monitoring and evaluation systems.

3. Pupil survey in local commissions- evaluatingFood for Lifé s i mpact on heal t hy
behaviours in schoois local commnssion areas

4. New settings - exploringinnovative approaches to extending tkeod for Lifesettings
approach beyond schools.

5. Social Return on Investment of local commissions — calculating the social, economic and
environmental value ofFood for Lifecommissions.

PHASE 1 EVALUATION 2007

Food for Life in schools

PHASE 2 EVALUATION 2043

Food for Life in other l[ Food for Life in local

Food for Life in schools l[

sectors commissions
Long Term Impacts and New Settings Review of chal
Durability Commissioning
Pupil Survey in Local Local Commission Social
Commissions Return on Investment

Figure 1 Evaluation of Food for Life



In addition to these worktreamns, we conducted evaluative research apilot intergenerational
Food for Life project and SROI analysis of hospital catering delivered undeothéoFhife Catering
Mark framework. Further details of this work are reported separately

2. Context

2.1.Food, health and sustainability

The challenges for the global food supply system are multiple and complex as it faces pressure to
feed a growinglobal ppulation without damaging natural resources and systems (Ambler Edwards
et al2009).Human health is writ large in this global food traiwitwith risingover

nutrition alongside persistent underutritionand micren ut r i ent def i ci €éncy, or
(FAO 2014)n the UK there is continued concern that too many people do not have a healthy diet,
with those from disadvantagecbommunities particularly vulnerable to the negative repercussions of
poor diets (Currieet al2008). Governments have resporttlby promoting healthy lifestyles and

wide ranging initiatives tackling the causes of dietary related poor health (Department of Health
2010). Health and sustainability are inextricably linked, with strong healthy communities being one
pillar of sustainald development. There are opportunities to combine promotion of public health
with sustainability, through taking an ecological approach (Rayner and Lang 2012). In many places
around the world action on human wellbeing and environmental sustainability ranegit together

in local food strategies (Marsden and Sonnino 2012).

In recent years various actors in the UK have responded to these big food challettgesontext

of food in schoolsDriven by the moral responsibility to provide good food to sgciets mo s t
vulnerable, and the potential to harness the purchasing power of public bodies there has been
something of a revolution in school foo@ihe introduction of a national School Food Plan suggests
that healthy sustainable food is on the cusp of moviegond the confines of isolated examples of
good practic§Morgan and Sonnino 201@.hi | dren’ s regul ar school atte
opportunity to address low levels of fruit and vegetable consumptiogh levels of salt, fat and
sugar consumptiorand high levels of childhood obesity, with the expectation thatablishing a
healthy dietat this stage will influence habits in later life (Oreteal 2011).Ensuring pupils have a
healthy lunch is also found to enhance their learning (Public Health Ehgd, Storewt al2011).
The significant benefits this has for young children led to the introduction of univefaat free
school meals in 2014. This formed pafta wholesale plan for better school food across England
which seeks to make food edaiion and healthy meals the nor(@epartment for Education 2013).
As such the muHiaceted success of thieood for LifdPartnership (Ormet al. 2011), can be seen to
have influenced the national landscape for food in schodis.iftroduction of a natinal School

Food Plar{DfE, 2013%uggestshat healthy sustainable food is on the cusp of moving beyond the
confines of isolateéxamples of good practice.

Despite this progress which wil/| benefithea key s
public plate remain driven by the imperative to provide at{owst rather than a duty to provide
healthy sustainable food (Morgan 201Publicy funded massatering in institutions such as



prisons and hospitals can lever change through the scats miiestment, and in doing so provide
good food to groups who are often nutritionally and socially vulneréblien and Guthma2006,
Morgan and Sonnino 2008This suggests a need and potential for changes like those achieved in
schools in other settirg with the aim oensuring good food foall.

2.2.Whole settings approach

A focus on settings has been a feature of health promotion for more than 30 years and has become
increasingly popular, representing a shift in attention from individuals to systerasyanisatios as
agents of behaviour chandB®ooris 2006, Whitelawt al 2001).Whilst there is considerable
diversity in what is taken to be a setting, and how a settirgg@ach is delivered there aemmon
characteristics:
1) Anecological model dfealth promotion whibt recognigs that health is determined by
environmental, organisational and personal factors which interact in complex ways.
2) Recognition that settings are dynamic as inputs, throughputs, outputs and impacts
interact in complex ways.
3) A focus on introducing change across a whole organisation or system by seeking
organisational change (Dooris &)O
Despite its popularity and perceived benefits, evidence for the effectiveness of settings based
approaches i s “r el duttoalack gf regearchiinio whedgstewn epprogelies ”
and the difficulty of measuring impacts within complex systems (Doori§: Z1). The evidence
regarding schools is better developed than that in contexts such as workplaces and hospitals (Dooris
2006 57).

In schools the whole setting approachrepresented by the model of a H#apromoting schoolas
championed in the UK as the Healthy Schools programme. A regstieimatiaeview ofthe
effectiveness of a whole school approach to health promofimund that it can have a positive
influence on certain pupil behaviours, including diet (Langérdl 2014).Food for Lifé s wh ol e
school approach applies the principles of a settings approach, achieving synergies which results in
i mpacts ‘gheasem o h aneha20ldaArkaey$attor ih &hiewiag this is
establishingnechanisms for all schosdtakeholders to be involved, including a strong pupil voice in
relation to food(Ormeet al2013).

Looking beyondchools, there is relataly little evidence of initiatives comparable t@od for Life

with its focus on whole systems and food cultuasresearchisdominated by interventionsriented

towards individuals with a focumn nutritionaland weight outcomedDooris (208) suggestshat the

weak evidence base is in part due to the complexity of evaluating whole settings approaches which
require assessment of how numerous interrelationships interact. To overcome this and in@rder t

fully capture the value of a systemic approach hggasts the needbr a theory of change approach.

This slould consider both processes and outconmesrder togain anunderstandng® not onl y [ of
whether something works, but also of why and how it works or does not work in particular

situati 02086'61)( Door i s



With a focus on achieving cultural change across an institéfood for Lifeis akin to what Whitelaw
etal(2001)c at egori se as the ‘organic model’ of delive
achieving an enhanced culture within the thegy is equally important as delivering tangible health

gains. In such models activity includes efforts to build capacity for participation from the bottom up
(ibid.).Food forLifée s evol ution into a programme delivering
opportunity to understand how this applies in a range of settings, and whether it is successful in

taking healthy, sustainable food inthore communities By targeting institutions which feed large

numbers of people each day there is potential to make a diffezdngeople at all stages of their

life course.

2.3.Scaling up and out

Programmes likedod for Lifewhich take a settings approach to healthy sustainable food have been
effective in the contextsvhere they have been delivereébod for Lifehas been descridd as one of
the most inspirational social experiments of our time and needs to be lauded as such because it
addresses pressing societal challenges through a sustainable food progthat integrates the
multiple goals of public health, ecological intégrind social justice (Morgan 201But like other
initiativesled by civil society actors such programnh@se been relatively niche, achieving change
only in select locations arganisations rather than at a systemic level (Marsden and M@Qaw;
Marsden and Sonnin2012). Sustainable healthy food is not available to all. It is suggested that to
reverse this requires pragmmes like~ood for Lifdo scale up and out, to extend their reach
beyond local niches to enable more widespread chakgiedmann2007; Marsden and Morley
2014; Mount, 2012

The recent growth oféod for Lifecan be seen as an attempt to scale up and out as it moves into

new sectors and locatianThe new settings programme can be interpreted as an attempt to scale

out from schods into other sectors. As such it involves replication of the programme in new

contexts, whilst adapting it to suit the conditions in each specific setting. In turn there will be

opportunities to scale upood forLifée s wor k i n e ac h gansatidn®af eachdypet hat m
engage with the programme. In combination these expansion and diversification strasegie$o

ensure good food for all.

2.4 Evaluation aims

Theoverarding aim of the evaluation t® present a robust and transpareaccount of theimpacts
of Food for Lifdor participants and wider stakeholders, to document how these impacts are
achieved and to assess the wider social return on investment created.

The evaluation is intended to@st the needs identified inded for Lifé s a o forifunding and

is informed by the Big Lottery’s aprawsupaench t o eva
learning from thephase one evaluation of theod for Lifeprogramme(Ormeet al2011),building

on andextendngthis successful approadh evaluating a complex interventiomhe evaluation

provides evidence of the programme’s i mpact, and
how Food for Lifecan monitor outputs and evaluate outcomes, and draws lessons to inform future



delivery.This phase dfood for Lifeactivity includes considerable developmental activity, so the
evaluation research has evolved to reflect emergent priorities.

2.5.Evaluation Design

The research team tooksiaged approach to developirtge evaluationdesign, builthg on dialogue
with Food for Lifeand responding to emerging developments noted previousl{Ormeet al. 2011:
35), initiatives likeFood for Lifepresent some widely reported challenges for evaluation including:
1 Multiple levels of changeat individwal, group, organisational and policy levels,
1 Longer term outcomes that may be achieved at a point beyond the lifetime of the
programme,
1 Emergent programmes of delivery and goals that develop in response to changing
circumstances,
1 Multiple and diverse goathat reflect the range of stakeholders involved in the programme,
T "Open systems’ that promote active partnershi
related fields of activity.

Inresponse to thisUWE adoptad ‘' t heory of cKubischgl@98) agpi@Gacm ne | | and
infformed by’ r eal i st i ¢ e v aTileyal997p The adyaftagevd this ap@aoach is the
potential to estimate a pr odernaomoomessandddpfoddet s on i

audiences with information on how and whypeogramme produces outcomes. This approach
provides for capturing interim measures of progress for aspedisad for Lifein a developmental
phase, or where impact may not be measurable in the timescale afforded to the evaluation.

The research sefod for Lifein context wittin the international arena of innovative food and
sustainability initiativesThe initial research questions for the whole evaluation programme are:

1. What are the impacts dfood for Lifeon healthy eating behaviours in a range of

settings?

2. How are these impacts achieved?

3. How is theFood for Lifeapproach sustained?

4. What isFood for Lifé wider social return on investment?

5. How canFood for Lifebecome embedded in a range of settings?
These are supplemented by specific researchstjoas for each of the four areas of work as outlined
in the subsequent research plans.
The theory of change is a methodologi cihée
research usedjualitative and quantitative researahethods as appropate to generatehe
necessary data, and includes case studies across the work streams.

appr oa

2.6.Report Content

The next sectios(3-4) provide contextual information on theood for Lifgorogramme and

achiexements from this phase of activity. This is followedskgtions (510) which summarise in turn

the findings of each evaluation workstream. The final section (11) looks across the project to discuss
crosscutting themes, highlight some challenges and potential actions for the future.



Detailed reports are aviaible for each evaluation workstream on request.

The findings of the phase one evaluation are publisheldoasl for Lifepartnership evaluation: full
reportavailable at http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/14456/

3. Food for Life

3.1.IntroducingFood for Life

Food for Lif§FFI.is a coalition of five national charities ledthg Soil Association, working with

Garden Organic, Focus on Food, the Health Education Trust and, since 2013, the Royal Society for
Public HealthFood for Lifeseeks to promote a good food culture through supporting practical

delivery and influencing puic decision makingzor od forLifea ‘ good f ood cul tur e’
re-engaging with where our food comes from, with how we farm, grow, cook and eat. Good food has
the power to build healthy, happy communities; it can connect us with family and friaritisthe

people and places that produce our food, and with the natural world on which we depend. for
Lifeworks to create meaningful partnerships between schools, nurseries, hospitals, care homes,
food providers and the wider community, using foodstonulate whole systems change. A good

food culture, which begins by nurturing a simple love for good food, can haveeafeiing impact,
supporting local enterprise and sustainability, draing impact®n education, inequalities, and

health. Simply pt, Food for Life s a mb i @nsure good feod foab.

Food for Lifdbegan as a school focusediait i ve, working to promote a w
healthy sustainable foothkinga settings approacto health promotion The primary focus dfFLis
school related work where there are the following four objectives:
i) To support and facilitate schools, the wider school community and caterers to have the
opportunity, confidence and ability to acge healthy and sustainable food
ii) To provide the sK# and knowledge for the school community to make informed food
choices leading to healthy and sustainable food behaviours;
iiiy To enable change in food culture within school settittgeugh a whole school approach
iv) To enable change in food culture acrossevilealth, education, and school meal systems
through influencing stakeholders and strategy at local and national levels to adopbtit
for Lifeframework and ethos.
These four objectivesorrespond withan action framework for schools relating to fotshdership
food quality,food educationfood cuture and community involvemenSchools can achieBronze
Silveror Goldawards within theFood for LifésSchoolsAward Scheme according to the degree of
progress made against these four areAparallelaward for early years settings was recently
introduced.

A distinct but related programme is theod for LifeCatering Mark (FFMJ, an independent audit
of caterers. This offers food providers accreditation for:
“taking steps to improve the food thegiwe, usindresh ingredientsvhich arefree from
trans fats harmful additives and GMandbetter for animal welfaré (FFL2015b).


http://uwe.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwY2AwNtIz0EUrE5KSE80sgVWLGbDDkWiRmgSs9VOSk5JM0oxM0swNUlIhF9H5eJg4R5l6MDHALnNLBQ1ulRTrlZbDtlYB2_-mZvrMDMzAhjcw9fqbhoErBWhFAS7r3AQZBCHHtibmKPgmloBjUoiBKTVPhMHeJsnOLT8_xUY_yU4B2CpUAPJzMtNSwfwCYGTlQVYPKyDO2rZSAA2EK0CG8EUZ9NxcQ5w9dIFWxkNdFw86oRnGBoknJseXZseDXWosxsCbCFqqnlcC3tKWIsGgAOyTGBmkmZqap1kAc0yaaZKpcVqSpUWKcVoiaE7RQpJBnUjTpYhWKc3ABRkMNdU1MJNhYCkpKk2VBQccAJqSgMQ
http://uwe.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwY2AwNtIz0EUrE5KSE80sgVWLGbDDkWiRmgSs9VOSk5JM0oxM0swNUlIhF9H5eJg4R5l6MDHALnNLBQ1ulRTrlZbDtlYB2_-mZvrMDMzAhjcw9fqbhoErBWhFAS7r3AQZBCHHtibmKPgmloBjUoiBKTVPhMHeJsnOLT8_xUY_yU4B2CpUAPJzMtNSwfwCYGTlQVYPKyDO2rZSAA2EK0CG8EUZ9NxcQ5w9dIFWxkNdFw86oRnGBoknJseXZseDXWosxsCbCFqqnlcC3tKWIsGgAOyTGBmkmZqap1kAc0yaaZKpcVqSpUWKcVoiaE7RQpJBnUjTpYhWKc3ABRkMNdU1MJNhYCkpKk2VBQccAJqSgMQ

The mark is recognised as a sign of food quality and sustainability (Morgan and Sonnino 2008,
Morgan 2010), with three awargvels- Bronze Silver Gold promoting continued improvement.
Caterers are required to meet the standards set out in the FFLCM criteria, and pay a fee for annual
inspection against the standards. FFLCM is operated by a dedicated team within the Guoétibss
which frequently interacts wittrood for Lifestaff. The catering mar&iso links td-ood for Life

awards as accreditation demonstrates that an org
requirements. The FFLCM is open to eatgrer;hence ithas worked with organisations in a wide
range of sectors. In 2014 FFLCM achieved the landmark of one million meals being served to its
standards each day.
Organisations engaged in this research are invoineatifferent ways with parts of the Food foffe.i
family, with many but not alivorking withboth with the Food for Life Catering Mark and the Food
for Lifesettings schemed his makes it difficult to distinguish impacts of each programme, or to
specify the source of suppor@n occasionstakeholdershavenot alwaysbeenclearin their own
minds as to the distinction between aspects of the Food for Life family and its various processes.
3.2.Results of the phase 1 evaluation
Thephase one evaluatiofocused orkey programme goals between 2007 and 2011
9 increasing school meal take
9 promoting healthier eating habits amongst pupils
1 improving school performance, pupil attainment and behaviour
9 improving pupil awareness of food sustainability issues
1 influencing food habits at home and parental engagemeiscimool life and
9 developing sustainable food sourcing and school meal provision
The research found that the programme was having positive impacts on pupils and schools with
regard to healthy, sustainable fodd’here was evidence that participation iretprogramme
resulted in:
9 increases in school meal take up above national trends for both paid and free schogl meals
1 extensive refom in experiential food education, awareness of food, sustainability, and
healthy eating
9 positive trends in school perforamce, pupil attainment and behavigur
1T perceived changes to children’'s food attitud:
1 commitment to provision of better quality school catering,
In addition, it was concluded th&od forLifé s wh ol e s c h o celberefiisghato ach pr od

would be less evident in a single component programme

See Appendix 2 for a summary of outputs from the Phase 1 evaluation.

! This research focused on 111 schools receiving a model of intensive support from FFL which is no longer
offered.



3.3.Developments since 201 Phase 2

Since 201ZFood for Lifehas been operating a commissioning model throudticl they can support
English local authorities to deliver their health and wellbeing priorities. To2lbéeeas have
commissioned the programme, largely through local authority public health funds, but with some
additional investment, for example, thrgh clirical commissioning groups (CCBach area

operates the commission differently adod for Lifeoffer flexible delivery. Although centred on
schools, some commissioners have requested engagement in other settings such as early years
provision and bspitals.

In 2013 the Big Lottey Fundmade an additional £40 million available to continue the activitieisof

wellbeing portfoliosTheiroverall aim igo continue to support communities in need in order to

create healthier festyles and improvehieir welbeing. The initiative is focused on three areas

mental health, physical activity and healthy eatiwith an increased emphasis on enabling access

to opportunities to increase and enhaneellbeing increased social contact, local food growamgl
children’s mental health and physical activity.
andincreasing need identified byellbeing portfolio holderaind also byational evaluatiorof this

portfolio.

Food for Lifesecuredfunding b ddiver a further phase of the programme. Alongside a continued
focus on transforming food culture in scheghis hassupporied Food for Lifdo extend its work

beyond schools, piloting a parallel whole setting approach with organisationew settingssuch

asearly yearshospitals, workplaces, care homes and universities. In the context of localised services
and programmes for public health and wellbeiiid)asalso enabld Food for Lifeto enhance its
engagement with local authority commissioninggpsand to advocate at national level with, for
example, Department for Education and Public Health England (Phig)nvolves close cooperation
with the FFLCM team, and in some areas, connects with commissioned programmes.

4. Food for Life Phase 2 achievements

4.1.0utputs
Over the course of the phase two Big Lottery funding Food for Life has delivered a hngadfa
activity across EnglarfdThe organisation now has 17 locally based staff (FTE 12.7) and a national

team of 30 (FTE 25.2). This team hgspsuted the following key activities and outputs:

I A total 0f5208 schools are enrolled witRood for Life

2 Al figures in this section based on totals at June 2015.
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1 Of these654 are schools newly enrolled during the funded period.

9 A total of1087 schoolsAwards have been achieveof which 863 ar&ronze 197Silverand
27 Gold

1 More than170 training events have been delivered to teachers, school cooks and other
staff.

9 A total of21 local authorities have commissioneda Food for Lifgorogramme, withi3
areas currently operating a commission (see Figure 2).

9 A total of8117 sites serve FFLCM accredited meals, of w86 are atBronze 2818 Silver

and1413 Gold

7437 schools are serving FFLCM accredited meals.

291 early years settings are serving FFLCM accredited meals.

126 food outlets withinuniversitiesare serving FFLCM accredited meals.

31 workplaces are serving FFLCM accredited meals.

20 hospitals are serving FFLCM accredited meals.

2 care home groups are serving FFLCM accredited meals.

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 A

4.2.Key strategic developments

In addition to delivering practicakdvity and support to orgasations Food for Lifehas worked to
influence strategic drivers which influence food in schools and other settings. During the funded
period this has resulted in the followirkgy achievements in whidkood for Lifehave playd a part:

1 School Food Plan published to crssty backing (July 2013)

1 Hospital food CQUIN citing tfod for Life Catering MarkFELCMintroduced by the
Department for Health (Dec 2013).

1 FFLCM cited in Patient Led Assessment of Care Environmeatardifor the NHS by
Department for Health (Dec 2013).

1 Food for Lifeand FFLCM commended at NHS Sustainability Day by Maya de Souza, Head of
Sustainable Procurement and Operati@iDefra (March 2014).

1 Food for Lifeand FFLCM cited by UN Special Rapporba the Right to Food, Olivier de
Schutter, asnexample of best practice procurement in the UK (May 2014).

1 Defra’s Plramc droeamerutbldict s FFLCM as framewor Kk
or ‘excellent’™ 20Wpinst the plan (June

1 Sc ot INatiordl Feod and Drink PoliBgcoming a Good Food Natioites the FFLCM as
“driving real change”™ (June 2014) .

1 Hospital Food Standards Paeéécitesthe FFLCM as rewarding excellence in hospital food
(August 2014).

1 Hospital Food Standards Panel ¢#ted for Lifepilot with South Warwickshire NHS Trust as
exemplar food and drink strategy (August 2014).

1 Schools Minister David Laws commends the FFLCM to all schools nationally (Nov 2014)

1 New School Food Standards dimd for Lifeand FFLCM as independentifieation
frameworkswith call for fresh, local, sustainable foathn 2015).

9 Additional hospital food CQUIN citing the FFLCM introduced (March.2015)

11



1 New hospital food standards and food and drink strategy mandated through the NHS
Standard Contract (Apr2015)

A key stream of activity has been involvement in delivery of the School Food Plan (Department for
Education 2013food forLifé¢ s i nvol vement in the steering grouf
contributed to the following changes:

1 HealthyEating incorporated into Ofsted Guidance (Sept 2013, revised June 2015)

1 Cooking introduced to the curriculum for Key Stag (Sept 2014)

9 Universal Infant Free School Meals introduced for Key Stage 1 (Sept 2014)

1 New School Food Standards Introduced JaIb).
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4.3.Future monitoring and evaluatn: Local Commissioning Toolkit

Food for Liferecognises the need for robust data on its impacts and outcomes, and is required to
provide thisto funders andpartners.Only by understanding the results of its iaity can the
partnership and its stakeholders ensure that they remain effective and effici@nbughout the
period of the phase two evaluation, the research team at UWE have been liaisingogithfor Life

to advise on monitoring and evaluation praetid his has culminated in the production of a
monitoring and evaluation toolkit fofood for Life s ¢ o r & schaols and early years sas,
with a focus on commissioned areas.

TheLocal Commissioningpolkitwill supportFood for Lifdoy provding a standardised framework
for their key operations antlaisonwi t h commi ssi oner s. I't brings tog
evidence base, monitoring and evaluation tools, and examples of recommended practice. It draws
on ongoing evaluation activity, and pgrience of operating commissions to date to set a framework
for monitoring and evaluation informed by good research pracfides will
I Standardise monitoring and evaluation processed-fuwd for Lifdocal commissions by
providing a recommended approh and minimum expectations.
1 Streamline monitoring and evaluation by bringing together existing tools and guidance.
1 GuideDevelopmentManagerdowardsgood practice and issues to consider when
establishing a commission.
1 Identify options for various levelof monitoring and evaluation activity according to
commission scale and duration.
1 Clarifywhat can be expected by way of evidencing change resulting from a local commission.
The Toolkit does so whilst allowing for the flexibility commissioners kaidthey appreciate from
Food for LifeAdhering to the good practice presentadthe Toolkitwill also helg=ood for Life
evolve its evidence base through robust, efficient monitoring and evaluation.
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5. Summary of evaluation findings
5.1.Long term impacts andudability

Context

The focus of this aspect of the evalfearelatedn i
activities changever time. It is a chance to see what has happened in schools which became active
in food related activities some timega, whether school food culture has remained important to

them, and whether engagement witood for Lifecontinues to influence their approach to school

food culture. FoFood for Lifeit provides a picture of how they can support schools to remain
engage in work to create a positive school food cultukéore broadly, itaddresses a lack of
researchinto the longterm effects ofschool food programmes

Theinterim report Food for Liféartnership Long term impacts on schools: Exploration of context
and ase study identificatiorRitt, Weitkamp et al. 201presented results of a survey of schools
engaged withFood for Lifefor at least 2.5 years. The second repeood for Liféartnershipg.ong

term impacts on schools: Case Study Repdeitkamp and PitR015presented the findings of case
study research in schools which have successfully sustained their activity around a whole school
approach to food.

Research aims and questions

This aspect of the evaluation has the following aims:
1 To analyse how andghy theFood for Lifeapproach is embedded and sustained.
1 To understand the processes and characteristics involved in sustedoedor Life
approaches.
1 To identify the wider benefits of thBood for Lifeapproach in schools.
These aims are met througlonsidering the following research questions:
Which aspects of food related activity in schools are likely to persist over time?
1 What enables schools to continue engaging in food related activity over time?
1 What prevents schools from continuing to emggain food related activity over time?
1 How does school engagement wihod for Lifechange over time?
1 Does the nature of engagement wibood for Lifeinfluence whether a school continues to
deliver food related activity over time?
1 Which benefits ofood for Lifeengagement persist over time?
Together these questions interrogate the resiliencéadd for Lifeand associated activities in
schools, and the factors which influence this.

=

Research methods

The first stage of the research waseviewof relevant literatureexploring what is known about the
long-term durability of programmesimilar toFood for Lifeand how this has been measurethis
was followed by aeview of policy changes with an impact on food in schools from 2007 Wah
for Lifeformedto the present.
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In order to understand how engagement in food related activities changes ovedtataeavailable

from Food for lifeon enrolled schools weranalysed. This was followed by a survey sent to all
schools whictihad enrolled withFood for Lifebefore2012; 210 responses were received. The survey
was designedor schools to report on their current food related activity, how this has changed over
time, reasons for any change, and how they engaged kaitid for Life It was written to allev
completion by schools whidiaveceased to engage witkood for Lifeand/or food education.
Complete survey responses were entered into the statistical software package SPSS for analysis.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyse data, with statisiéssb used to examine strength of
association between variables as appropriate. Text responses were antigsedltically.

Themes for case study research were identified through discussing the survey resufsatdittor

Life, with four priority themesselected. Schools representing these themes were identified from
survey responses, with additional candidates proposed by kaxald for Lifestaff. Of the 12 schools
invited to participate4 responded positively. Data wecellectedfrom thesebyin-depth interviews

with key staff(head teachersiood for Lifeleads,catering staff as appropriate to the school setting.

In addition, requests were made for documentary evidence, such as school action plans and meeting
minutes.

Summary of findings

Theliterature review identified a lack of research considering whether impacts of school food
programmes endure once an intervention ceases, or looking at trends in behaviour change over
time, particularlyconsideringmpacts as the time poshtervention increaes. The review identified
no studies looking at how interventions change over time and whether this has an effect on pupil
level impacts. The literature also suggests that a period of two or more years is appropreaie wh
guestioning the longeterm impaa of an intervention.

Thepolicy review identified key changes in education policy directed at primary and secondary
schools from 2007 to the present time in England that might affect the durability and delivery of
Food for Life Together changes made leeen 2007 and 2013 offer a mixture of incentives and
disincentives for taking a whole school approach to food.

Thesurvey of schools provided information tabeginto characterise the kinds of schools in which
commitment toFood for Lifeand its ethos idikely to persist over time. Analysis focused primarily on
the effects of different levels of engagement wkbod for Lifeon delivery of aspects of food
education relevant tdood for Life The analysis provideal good basis on which to identify case
studies to pursue certain issues in greater degthd highlighted several issues warrantingher
investigation

Key findings from the school survey:
91 Broadly speaking the survey suggests that schools which engagBoaitor Lifeshow on
going commiment to working to improve school food culture. Many activities promoted by
Food for Lifepersist as part of school life over time, although some are more likely to be
sustained than others.
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9 Differences emerge in the pattern of delivery of food educabtetween primary and
semndary schools, with secondary scholelss likely to provide exdr curricular cooking
activities Secondary schools are also less likely to offer opportunities for pupils to engage
with growing activities. Farm visits are an aspafahe programme which both primary and
secondary schools find challenging to deliver.

1 Food for LifeFlagship schools continue to be distinct from those which have not had such
intensive support from the partnership. This reflects the broader patterm sishools which
have engaged more with the programme have higher levels of food education delivery. Not
surprisingly, more recent contact wikood for Lifeis linked to the perception that the
programme is influencing a school.

1 There are some signs ofr&mls becoming disengaged frdrod for Lifeand reducing the
intensity of their food related activities. However, in most cases some degree of food
education is continuing, and there are signs that once a school has emifaaador Lifé s
ethos it retans an influence.

Thecase study researdound that:

I FoodforLife s progr amme r e ma iamdfor someitbas beaomdutyo s c ho ol
embedded in their life and ethos

1 There is evidence thabod for Lifehas longterm impacts on schools, beyora initial
period of intensive support and engagemeandthe enthusiasm that comes from initiating
a new project

1 TheFood for Lifeframework is appropriate to facilitating sustained engagement in school
food activities.

1 Leadership commitment, a schidmod policy, whole school discussions about food,
partnership work and parental involvement all contribute to a sustained approach.

1 Some schools struggle to retain momentum whidod for Liferelated activity and would
benefit from tailored support.

1 There are particular challengds engaging secondary schools and maintaining their
commitment to good food in schools.

1 AlthoughFood for Lifecaninfluencea s c tewvebof food related activitythose
demonstrating the most sustained impact and progresay be schools with a pexisting
commitment to this priority.

Evidence from the case studies and the survey suggest th&bibkfor Life programme remains
relevant to schools, despite changes in the education landscafiee case studies highlightatfor
some schools Food for Life becomes fully embedded and part of their school ethos. This doesot
mean that schools doot face continued challenges in relation to school food provision, but it does
mean that some schools have so embedded the progrartimt they no longer feel the need for
significant support fronfood for Life

Hements that facilitate orgoing involvement withFLrelated activityincludestaff commitment,
idealy throughout the schoolThis is best facilitated hyommitment from school leaders as this
enables staff to dedicate time to food activiti€¥chools that havembedded the Food for Life
ethos felt that this adadto their resilience in the face of staff chand@aintaining a forum for
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discussing food — such as &chool Nutition Action Group$NAG—and engaging people from across
the school helps maintain a whole school approach and ensures a team approach to delivery.
Partnerships between the school and its wider community, were an important aspect of programme
durability. It seems more difficult fosecondary schools to maintainFood for Liferelated activity

and they may require distinct modes of support

From the data available for aflood for Lifeenrolled schools it is difficult to identify broader trends
in longterm engagement withthe programmeand how contact with training or staff support affects
progression through award levels. In order to monitor thigod for Lifemight consider whetheit
cancapture data that better tracks individual school’s involvement with the programme.

Where theFood for Lifeapproach is fully implemented, and where schools commit to the whole
school approach it stands a good chance of enduring over time and becomingtaronigature of
a school. This suggests ththe Food for Life framework is appropriate to facilitating a sustained
engagement in school food activities.

Recommendations & looking ahead

ForFood for Liféo enable schools to retain a losigrm commitment to school food activity there
are ways it cow tailor thesupport it offers;some specific forms of engagement might be beneficial:

1 Supporting a network acdmbassador schools willing and able to showcase a whole school
approach to food, and facilitating exchange of learning between these schools.

9 Providngadvice tailored to schools 2-3 years into their engagement with Food for Life
highlighting challenges which are common at this point (e.g. staff change, loss of initial
enthusiasm) and how to respond (e.g. succession planning).

9 Targeting secondary schools whose feeder primaries have a strohgod for Lifeethos to
seek engagement or develop follean activities for pupils as they transfer between schoaols.

1 Revisiting schools which have been active but where progress seems to have stalled (e.qg.
lapsed awardghose not progressing fror8ilverto Gold to maintain a relationship with
them and offer targeted support.

1 Highlight the benefits to schools of a whole school approach to food. All the schools
explored as case studies had recognised thatfbed for Lfe approach provided them with
unique benefits and helped make them distinctive (and so appealing to some parents).

These recommendations are based on the findings from the case studies research in schools which
have been abléo maintain a longerm commtment to Food for Life The experience of schools
whichhave struggled to deso may also be enlightening, but was not a focus of this research. We
thereforerecommend that Food for Life consider additional case study research with schools

whose engagement with Food for Life has declined over time to understand if there are ways they
could have been supported to avoid this.

This research and that reported in the interim evaluation report proexidence of Food for Life’s
long-term impacts on schools. If Food for Lifecontinues to offer the framework and support
available at present there is every likelihood that this will be the case for other schools in future.
Responding to the lessons highlighted here might lkelpd for Lifesupport even more schoote
achieve an enduring commitment to a whole school approach to good food.
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5.2.Review of Local Commissions
Context

Since 201Food for Lifehas been operating a commissioning model through which they can support
English local authorities to deliver theiedth and wellbeing prioritiesAt the time of review
fieldwork (early2014) 11 areas hadommissioned the programmeand 10 were active.The core
elements of arFFLcommission are:
1 A dedicated programme manager to liaise with and support school staff,gtraining
programme and facilitate a local network of engaged schools.
1 A programme of training workshops available to school staff to enable them to lead practical
food education and engage the wider community.
1 A contribution to national coordinatioaf the Food for LifeAward and associated
operations.
Although centred on schools, it is also possible for commissioners to request engagement in other
settings such as early years provision and hospitathe commissionat least half have done so,
with most expressing interest in this area of work for the future.

The full review is presented in the repardcal Commissioning of th@od for Lifé>artnership
Programme Review of Current Practice, Pitt and Jones et al. 2014.

Research aim/questions

The aim of this research was:
1 To review current practice iFood for Lifecommissioning and to draw implications for the
development of the programme and its associated evaluation.
The research aim iset through the following objectives:
1 To review current mactice inFood for Lifecommissioning to determine what works and
why.
i To characterise a successful and sustainabtel for Lifecommission.
i To assess the strengths and weaknesses of current commissioning practices.
1 To identify issues and cases forther research.

Research methods

This review focused on current commissioning practices and the processes involved. It provided an
opportunity for key stakeholders to reflect dood for Lifecommissioning and its achievements. The
review comprised thedllowing activities:

1 A reviewof commission documentation (e.g. annual reports, specifications, monitoring and
evaluation tools) to understand the context and background to commissions and how they
operate.

1 Scoping discussions wibood for Lifeleads toprovide further contextual information and
help identify interview topics.
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1 Semistructured intervieve with key stakeholderd calProgrammeManagers,
representatives of commissioning bodies) from each commissioned area to explore in detalil
the nature ofthe commission, its impacts and aion.

1 Ananalysis ofnterviews and project documentation to identify key themes, patterns,
anomalies, good practice and issues for further research.

91 Discus®n offindings withFood for Lifeleads.

Summary of findings

1 Commissioners expressigh degree of satisfaction with Food for Life and its
achievements to date in commissioned areas. The programme is seen as having unique
benefits, is well regarded and trusted.

1 Food for Lifeoffer a flexible model with potential for commissioners to adapt it to their
objectives. In practice most commissions have been designed to suit the budget available.
This places pressure on the capacityrobd for Lifeo meet levels of need. This is
compounded by the challenge of seciicommitment to commission beyond an annual
grant cycle.

1 Food for Lifelocal delivery has developed iteratively with each successive commission. The
characteristics ofater commissions show innovations in terms of scale, duration,
structured delivery, citaborations and reporting practices.

1 Nevertheless both commissioners akRabd for Lifestaff emphasise thaeed to further
define Food for Life as a locally commissionable package of work.

1 A clear theme from discussion with commissioners is that ito@dbme increasingly
important to be able talemonstrate the public value of programmes like Food for Life
through effective communication and a sound evidence base. This is closely linked to the
need for moreevidence of the impacts of Food for Life in the short, medium and long term
through the development of Bood for Life local commission evaluation toolkit.

9 Within local authoritiestrategic approaches to health and wellbeing are not well
established, and work on school food is not linked across maitfs. This means
opportunities for delivery are being missed, for example linking health and environment, or
connecting different aspects of children’s |

1 Commissioners emphasised timportance of capturing multiple forms of value, including
educatobnal, health, economic and environmental value of Hoed for Lifeprogramme
through the use of methods such as Social Return on Investment

Recommendations and looking ahead

As the programme diversifies it will be important to retalarity of purpose and an agreed theory

of change for the programme. Clearly communicating the programme's aims and how they are
achieved would help to promote its benefits whilst ensuring aamgd focus on core prioritiesnd
realistic expectations of their impacts. Thisould include what outcomes can be expected in the
short, medium and long term, as a basis for indicators to monitor progress. Alternative delivery
models can then be developed and selected according to their potential to meet the core priorities.
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Food for Lifeshouldconsider alternative and complementary funding routes and commissioning
models to support local programmes. This will require greater emphasis on the wider benefits of
Food for Lifesuch aghe role of the programme in promoting a positikearning environment in
schoolsor local development of the food economly will also require new relationships with
potential fundes beyond the current focus guublic health commissioners.

A priority for immediate action is tgenerate further evidence of the public benefits of Food for
Lifelocal commissions through the use of Social Return on Investment andlysisnformation is
sought by commissioners and will héipod for Lifeto secure support from new funding sources by
demonstrating the &lue of investing in the programme.

Food for Lifeshould consider whether thayeed to better understand potential commissioners
who have not engaged witfbod for Lifeand the reasons for this. This could be an area for further
research in order to iddify how the partnership can secure further commissions.

5.3 Cross sectional study of pupil fruit and vegetable consumptiaodahfbr Life
local commissions

Context

This research examined the impactrobd for Lifelocal commissions otie diets ofprimary school

pupils. It focused on fruit and vegetables as national surveys show that children in the UK do not
consume the recommended number of portions (Health Survey for Englatd, and daily intake is

a wellrecognised indicator of healthy dietén the evaluation of phase 1 &bod for Life the
research found an increase i n chHhoodifodlifeflagship f r ui t
schools (Jonest al2012). An important question is whether there is similar evidence of impact with

the Food for Lifeprogramme as it scales up and further integrates with local strategic work.

The full detail®f the study are reported iRupilSuvey inFood for LifecCommissioned Areas: Food
F2NI [ AFSQa AYLI OG0 27F LINR YiuitaRd vagersbrDdnes StKIA2DIBNBE y Q &

Research aim/questions

Thisresearchwasdesigned to answer the following research question:
Do students eat more fruit and vegetables in schools engaged-waith for Lifehan
students in schools not activelygaged withFood for Lif@
Supplementary analysi®gght(a) to determine whether th&ood for Lifeprogramme is associated
with other outcomes, including perceptions of food in school expleriences ofood preparation
(b) to test whether specific eleménof theFood for Lifeprogramme such as progressing from the
Bronzeto SilverFood for LifeAward,are predictive of outcomes and (c) to identify outcomes for
each locally commissioned area.
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Research methods

The research design was a cross sectishaly in which schools engaged witol for Lifewere

compared with schools not engaged in the programmeod=or Lifeschools and Comparison

schools were matched in the same local authority area by Free SchooHigdaility quintile and

size. Thesurvey covered pupils in Years 4 and 5. Pupil diets were measured using the Day in the Life
Questionnaire (DILQ), a validated questionnaire specifically designed to measure fruit and vegetable
consumption in children in a school setting. DILQ is identifged suitable tool in Public Health
England’s Standard Evaluation Framework for Diet
measures in the questionnaire asked pupils about their perceptions of food in school and related

food activities.

The survey tok place irfive Food for LifeLocal Commission areakhe survey had a total of 47
schools (FFL schools=24; Comparison schools =23) and 241 1tptgdilsFL pupils =1265; total
Comparison pupils=1146). Pupiighe Food for Lifeand Comparison schootaups, showed similar
characteristics in terms of age, gender, the total number of children on roll and Free School Meal
Eligibility (FSME) at school level.

Summary of findings

91 Pupilsin Food for Lifeschools consumed more portions of fruit and vegetables than
pupilsin comparison schools (FFL mea®32comparison mean=145 p=0.000).
Pupilsin Food for Lifeschools therefore reportedonsuming almost one third more
(2.03/1.54) thanpupilsin Comparison schools.

1 Pupilsin Food for Lifeschools ate sigjficantly more fruit and vegetables in school
(FFL meart24 comparison mear3:89 p=0.000).They also ate significantly more
fruit and vegetableat home (FFL mear:79 comparison mear:65 p=0.000).

9 After adjusting for FSME, gender and local autly variation,pupilsin schools
engaged with the Food for Lifgorogramme were twice as likely to eat five or more
portions of fruit and vegetables per day OR=2.07, p=0.000, CI (1.2477), they
were also abou60% more likely to eat more than the natial average of 2.55
portions per day; OR=1.66, p=0.000, CI (1.37,)2.00

9 Across the whole surveg,large proportion of pupils reported eating no fruit and
vegetables in the day prior to the survey. However the groups were differe8t4%
of pupils inFood for Lifeschools an®3.9% ofpupilsin comparison schools were
recorded as eating no fruit and vegetables.

9 For fruit and vegetablintake there was a significant difference between pupils in
bronze and silver schools (bronze, mean=1.9%&llver, mearr2.18, p=0.028Pupilsin
silver Food for Lifeaward schools were over twice as likely to eat 5 or more portions
of fruit and vegetables compared tupilsin schools with nd-ood for Lifeaward,

i.e. both Engaged schools with no award and Comparisorotfi®.6% compared
to 6.7%).
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School meal take up, based uppuapil reported meals in the week prior to the
survey, wa$6.1% in FFL schools and 9%.in comparison schools6& percentage
points difference that was significant, p=0.04%Food for Lfe schools, 6.0% more
pupilshad had at least one school meal in the week prior to the survey (FHQ.0%,
Comparison: 640%, p=0.008).

School meal take up was associated with higher fruit and vegetable consumption

for pupilsin Food for Lifeschools. Bycontrast, fruit and vegetable consumption was
not associated with school meal take up in the Comparison schuks could be a
reflection of greater provision of fresh fruit and vegetables in school me&lsad

for Lifeschools than Comparison schaols

After adjusting for gender, FSME and local authority differenuesilsin Food for
Lifeschools were about 40% more likely to ‘like’ or ‘really like’ school meals:
OR=1.43, p=0.00, CI (1.71175).Pupilsin FFL schools were also significantly more
likely to give a positive rating of school lunchtime in their schpel @.005).

Analysis at the level dbcalcommissions showed positive impact on the primary
study outcome measuree. lf-reported portions of fruit and vegetablgsV)
consumed ad related submeasuredn local commissions C and E. This impact was
evident for most of the same measures in local commission B. Positive outcomes

for local commission D were found when the analysis focused on the differences
between schools that had &@food for Lifeawardand schools with no awardn local
commission A analysis produced mixed findings with respect to associations of the
Food for Lifgorogramme withpupil reportedschool meal take ugerceptions of

food in school and experiencesadoking.

Various factors may explain the inconsistent evidence of positive outcomes at local
commission level. While it was not possible to evaluate these three factors appear
important; infrastructure based factors; social factors and; resources avaitable
each commission.

While the DILQ was used in accordance
recognised fruit and vegetable consumption could be under recorded since
composite foodsare not included. This could be relevantRood for Lifegiven the

focus on including fruit and vegetables as part of composite dishes in school meals.

Further research is needed to investigate if an adapted DILQ tool can assess
composite dishes and/or have access to recipes used in school meals.

Supplementary dietargnalysis was conducted for the local commission C survey
sample. The analysis found no difference in the consumption of sweet snacks and
savoury (salty) snacks in school or out of school. Pupils in comparison schools
consumed significantly more servingfshigh energy drinks out of school compared

to pupils in FFL schools (p=0.002) while differences in consumption of high fat food
only just reached significance (p=0.04&) pupils in FFL schools
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Conclusions and recommendations

Whilst it is importat to recognise possible residual confounding by seconomic factors,
this study found that the mean for daily fruit and vegetable consumption was significantly
higher for Year 4 and 5 pup{aged 810) inFood for Lifeschools compared to pupils in
schools not engaged with the programme.

This study suggests thsdhools engaged in the Food for Lifgerogramme provide an
important opportunity for 8-10 year olds to consume fruit and vegetables.

Fruit and vegetable consumption for pupils in Food for Lfe schools was not only higher

within school time; it was also higher at home. Food for Lifeand commissioners can draw

upon this finding to examine the potenti al “spil
the home, and the extension of impact intoet wider community.

Progression to a bronze and silver award is linked with higher fruit and vegetable
consumption. The Food for Life School Award framework could be used as an indicator for
key food related outcomes and can provide a proxy for postigtary behaviour.

The findings indicate thatchievement of the FFL Catering Mark is a driver for improving
fruit and vegetable consumption.

There are differences in specific outcomes at the level of each local commission. These
provide a base for vallde learning across commission areas and add to our understanding
of how external factors can limit the progress of local commissions.

The Day in the Life Questionnaire (DILQ@)d&actical tool for assessing fruit and vegetable
consumption and has the potential to be used in future evaluation of Food for Life
commissions.

5.4New Settings
Context

The new settings workstream focused on innovative approaches to extendirgpttefor Life
portfolio, and the progr ammehesseabesThs ivarkstreamnt bey on
considerg-ood for Life s  tognorkote a whole setting approach to good food in sectors in which
organisations engage with people across the life courbe.research focused on case studies in four
sectors:

1 early years

i care homes for older people

1 hospitals

I universities.
In addition organisations in each of these sectors were considered as workplaces with potential to
promote a good food culture to their stafhome of the case study reseamehs based upon
pathfinder pilots —agencies that had agreed to-cievelop and test out models for Food for Life
practice in these settings.
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Aninterim reportpresented findings of reviews of relevant literature and policy, together with an
outline of the proposed approach for primaresearctevaluating=ood for Lifén New SettingsFirst
Interim ReportPitt, Orme etal. 2014 The Final Report presentse findings of the primary research,
including detailed case studies from four sectors wifiEthhave targeted for development
Evduating Food for Lifén New Settings: Final Repo@ray Means et al. 2015.

Research aim/questions

The overarching aim of thissearch wa to understand:
How can &ood for Lifeapproach work with people across their life course?

This aim wa addresed through considering the following research questions:

1. What is the process for establishing Bood for Lifeapproach in a new setting?

2. What barriers are encountered in establishing@od for Lifeapproach in a new setting?

3. What facilitates establishent of aFood for Lifeapproach in a new setting?

4. What is the role of the FFLCM in achieving change in new settings?
These questions are considered within the contextodd for Lifeas an example of a whole setting
approachFood for Lifavere also inteested in understanding how they might facilitate activity in
relation to workplaces.

Research methods

The first stage was a literatureviewfocused orfood provision in each of the sectors considered as

new settings This informed the design of the s stage of empirical research which was

informed by a theory of change approad®onnell and Kubisch, 1998 his took a case study

approach focused on organisations pilotifgpd for Lifé¢ s appr oach in the four
Data werecollectedfrom each case study using qualitative methods. The primary method used was
semistructured interviews with key stakeholdetsterview schedules were prepared to elicit

information regarding the process of working wkbod for Life and reflections on peeived

outcomes.

Interviews were audio recorded and either transcribed in full, or analysed from the audio recording.
Additional data collection was through analysis of relevant documents such as meeting notes,
reports and action plan®ata wereanalysed thematically by members of the research team.

Regular discussion between the research team ensured a consistent approach was being applied,
and that aralysis considered the researaims and theory of change approach.

Summary of findings

The case studs demonstrate that there idear potential for the Food for Life approach to work

with people across their life cours&he new settings programni&s made good progress in
establishing thign the sectors prioritised to date, and learning how best ¢hiave this. There are,
however, barriers to encouraging organisations in these sectors to commit to a whole setting
approach to healthy, sustainable food. These barriers often reflect the complexity of contemporary
food systems and the wer societal cotext. TheFood for Lifeapproach tochange irsettings across

the life course therefore needs to be recognised &sigely ambitious undertakingparticularly
within the context of the programme’
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9 All of the organisatios involved as pilots and case studies demonstrate dlsignificant
engagement with the Food for Life approach can be generated within the new settings.
With the move from schools into new settindg®od for Lifehas worked to adapt their
programme to sui This has entailed flexibility to respond to the needs of each sector, whilst
retaining commitment to core principles to r

1 WhereFood for Lifehas worked tdnfluence strategic drivers related to food in particular
sectors this has clearly facilitated the process of securing commitment to a whole setting
approach. In particular, recent changes in policy related to food in hospitals has helped
engage actors within the NHS with food issues, and demonstrated the value gfoasih
forLife s whole setting frameworKk.

1 Each of thePathfinder Pilots felt that they had made achievements through their
involvement and see potential to make further positive changes totid for Life s suppor t .
Case study organisations suggestedtthngagement witlFood for Lifevas helping to
improve the quality of food served, with associated benefits for recipients (patients,
residents, children).

1 Through working as Eood for LifePathfinder Hot organisations became more ambitious
about whatthey might achieve around food and tooloeore strategic approach. The sector
specific frameworks contributed to these processes with a majority of participants finding
them valuable for encouraging integration, coordination, and scoping opportunities for
action.

1 There is clear evidence that ttkeod for Lifewhole settings frameworks, adapted for each
sector, facilitated a focus on healthy and sustainable food within the new settings. The
frameworkshelped organisations to ‘pull together’ existing activity, and ‘push out’ with
their level of ambition.

Early Years

1. Working with Food for Life has undoubtedly enhanced the food cultures of organisations
involved in the development project. The case study sites are supportive of the final FFL
Early YeardHFLEY) award framework. Managers of the case study sites were positive about
Food for Life and its aims, and felt that staff listened to their recommendations about the
scheme’s devel opment.

2. At organisations involved in developing the FFLEY award stadfciaeas about how to
involve children in food related activities such as cooking and growing.

3. One nursery was able to introduce hot meals through facilitation by Food for Life. Two

others made changes to their catering to meet standards for ingrediant suppliers. This
resulted in staff and parents being confident that children received quality, healthy meals.
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4. Attwo sites kitchen staff began engaging more with children during meal times, and in
cooking sessions. Staff appreciated achieving aBYB&lvard, and believed it would be
beneficial to promote this to parents and organisations such as Ofsted.

5. For the large private provider the focus of being involved with Food for Life was achieving
recognition of its high quality catering through FFLQgteditation.

Care Homes

1. Both organisational case studies, Milestones Trust an®HE; underlined that a Food for
Life approach can be translated into the ‘ne\
involved. Achieving a FFLCM is a realisticaspn for many care homes.

2. The case study organisations have shown that there is potential to embed activity around
catering quality into a broad ‘whole care hoi
setting framework. Milestones Trust found thamework especially useful as a conceptual
model for drawing together different strands and then attempting to enhance their food and
food related offer.

3. Both case studies have developed action plans that draw heavily upon the Food for Life
whole settirgs framework in their organisations. Some progress has been made with activity
such as involving residents in food growing.

4. Support from Food for Life has provided additional impetus for work on food which has
helped drive progress. In particular the ERMLstandards provide a benchmark and common
understanding of what quality is, and what standards to aim for. This allows care homes to
understand their baseline and how to progress, and provides an objective mechanism for
evaluating success. This was felbe particularly important due to the lack of specific
standards and guidance for the care sector.

5. As a result of working with Food for Life and FFLCM, care home staff identified important
changes that have been facilitated. These included better wtdading of purchasing
processes, more efficient procurement, greater control over standardised costs, being able
to measure impact across different homes, reducing complaints and knowing what is in the
food served.

6. Food now receives extensive attentioni t hi n t he case study organi ¢
nutritional wellbeing is a clear priority. Care home managers and staff are more committed
to Food for Life’'s principles for good food.

7. Staff felt that changes made to resident meals are making a differentheir satisfaction,
with signs that they are also eating more and enjoying meals. At one site staff suggested this
had resulted in them no longer needing to provide supplements to treat constipation. Staff
also suggested that less food is being wasisdesidents find it more appealing.
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8. There have also been positive impacts for staff as they have enjoyed learning about food,
nutrition and health. Some of this learning has transferred to habits at home. Staff enjoy the
process of cooking from scratelmd gain satisfaction from the results, and the recognition
represented by achieving FFLCM awards.

9. Another outcome has been to demonstrate that the demands of the FFLCM can be met
within the care home sector aneasilyanidbeddedgoi ng |
within a broader approach to improved dining along the inesofHCe " s Di gni ty i n
These achievements have included showing that a national care chain can source key foods.

It has also shown that a move to fresh sustainable foed from additives does not have to
be prohibitively expensive.

10. As a result of achieving the Bronze FFLCM, over 18Dridomes were already able to
objectively make a series of impressive claims regarding the quality, nutritional standards,
freshness ad sustainability of the meals they serve at the time of this researchHORKis
confident that the result of this will be improved health and wellbeing for residents. They
are already able to point to reduced costs and variability and reduced food consplieom
residents and relatives. The process has also resulted in development of a sausage meeting
FFLCM standards, available on the Approved Buying List foned®@omes.

Hospitals

1. Ongoing work by the Soil Association had helped put hospital fodti®@agenda, and
informed key national drivers such as the establishment of a CQUIN for patient food-A high
profile event at Clarence House inspired key figures to support Food for Life. Through their
membership of the Hospital Food Standards Panel, Foodife were also influential in the
introduction of a national requirement for hospital food and drink strategies.

2. Food for Life has provided a useful framework for working on food in hospitals which helped
structure activity, identify gaps and providadmodel for an integrated approach. It
stimulated the establishment of higlevel multidisciplinary steering groups, and sigysted
aspects of food in hospitals that might not have been considered otherwise, e.g. growing
food on site, finger foods for piants with dementia, healthier vending, and communal ward
dining.

3. Food for Life brought experience and knowledge to which NHS Trusts could turn for advice
and assistance. Food for Life facilitated contact and exchange with other organisations which
allowed them to learn from experience elsewhere and adopt good practice. Being a pilot
working with Food for Life led to a wider perspective and opportunities to think differently.

4. Engagement with Food for Life stimulated a review of contracts coveringnpadtaff and

visitor food and has significantly influenced the specifications for future contracts. It has
helped to move contract discussions beyond whether the service is being delivered to a more
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sophisticated approach to contract monitoring. It hag térectly to the specification of

Bronze and Silver FFLCM food for staff and visitors in contracts. It has led to the identification
of the quality of the vending offer as a key issue for staff food. External expert input into the
contract and procuremendiscussions has been very helpful.

5. Work with catering companies to introduce FFLCM for staff and visitor food has had effects
beyond individual Trusts. For example, one catering contractor has committed to all their
retail outlets achieving FFLCM Broistatus by the end of 2015 as a result of working with a
Food for Life Pathfinder Pilot.

6. A key aim emerging from the hospitals’ Food f
dining areas which had completely disappeared from wards. This has beeduicgior is
being developed at all three pilot sites.

7. The energy and enthusiasm of Food for Life staff and the introduction of a perspective from
outside their own organisation and the NHS was valued. The accessibility, knowledge, polite
constructive inptiand challenge from the Food for Life team were seen as very valuable. On
going support from Food for Life provides useful momentum, drive and challenge, and
external scrutiny.

Universities

1. Collaboration with Food for Life has helped Lancaster Wsityeprogress its whole
university approach to healthy and sustainable food. Engagement with Food for Life has
ensured that the university’s food and drink
continue to drive their commitment to food, healtmd wellbeing.

2. Food for Life has provided a useful framework for working on food in universities which
helped structure activity, identify gaps and provided a model for an integrated approach to
healthy and sustainable food. Additional sections have betygrated into the model as a
result of the Pathfinder Pilot such as the university as a home.

3. The University established a crasstitution Food for Life steering group which embraced
the FFL university framework and has driven forward key initiadvesnd cooking, growing
and sustainability education.

4. The Universityhas developed a detailed action plan drawing heavily upon the Food for Life
whole settings framework in the organisation. Some progress has been madesaer
staff health and wellbmg as part of the framework.

5. Food for Life brought experience and knowledge to the university and supported its link with
the Sustainable Food Cities Network. Consistent support from Food for Life over the period
of the Pathfinder Pilot provided usefulamentum, drive and challenge. This external
scrutiny helped the university to embed their current sustainable food innovations within a

29



whole university framework and supported the link to health and wellbeing. An excellent
relationship was established bgeen the Executive Chef and the FFLCM team which has
helped to support further Catering Mark activity, goals and achievements.

6. Lancaster University became part of the UK Healthy Universities Network during the pilot
initiative which will facilitate effetive dissemination of their experiences and findings to
other universities.

7. Food can be a strong part of a sustainability agenda within the university environment but is
not often recognised as such. The potengdtitional health, economic, educatiorehd
social benefitsnclude increased onsite meal uptake, increased staff and student
engagement andvellbeing, increased knowledge and awareness of food
provenanceThesecan all contribute to a healthier and more sustainable university setting
in the longer term.

Recommendations & looking ahead

Food for Lifeare promoting a whole setting approach to good food, and have developed frameworks
to help establish this in new settings. The case studies and findings across the settings suggest
several issues fdood for Lifeto consider if they are to deliver successful prograrsinghese

sectors, and encourage a truly whole setting approach to healthy, sustainable food. Moving from a
programme of pilots to longerm delivery, and a financially settifficientmodel requiredood for

Lifeto consider various questions arising from this evaluation.

In each of the sectors organisations have embraesmt for Lifein different ways and to different
degrees. The learning across the settings is still in developmatit is anticipated that the

evaluation case study reports will facilitate sharing and transfer of ideas and experience between the
settings.

The contemporaryood system and societal context presertiugely challenging context for Food
for Lifé sforts fo achieve change in settings across the life course. This is an ambitious
undertaking, particularly within the resources available for the work to date.

Working with communities

Ensuring access to healthy and sustainable food can be a route tawyavith the wider

community in terms of support for growing, cookiwghin families, procurement, changing needs
through the life course, social and economic benefits. The conce@aafd Food for Alls
underpinned by accessibility to affordable, hégliand sustainable food for whole communities. An
explicit acknowledgement of how Food for Lifeaddresses inequalities and examples of how this is
being achieved neexto be more clearly visible in each of the new settings.

Food for Lifeand related progammes currently work with communities in their various forms:

geographic, of interest, within institutions and professions. Further thought might be devoted to
how work in specific sectors connects with other levels of activity which engage communities with
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food such as Sustainable Food Cities, and local area food strategies. In theogdgr Lifemight
look beyond a whole setting approachwhole food systems.

Whole settings, systems and theod for LifeFramework

Food for Lifehas introduced a whelsetting approach to new settings througbmprehensive,

sector specific frameworks. The future role of these frameworks is important to consider. It is

suggested that each is+#gorked as a result of the evaluation findings anepreserted to key

stakelolders.l t i s al so i mportant to enisaccessibleforat t he fr
everyone within a complex organisation.

To ensure that théood for Lifeframeworks are utilised and progressed in each setting requires
clear, accessible guidance and support for each group of stakeholders. This will help them to
understand thevaluable contribution that a whole setting approach can make to big challenges
around healthy, sustainable food, and the benefits of working in this Waproaden the appdaf
the Food for Lifevhole settingapproach across the wider sectocetear links need to be made to
existing corporate priorities and drivers. This should acknowledge thech setting is unique,
whilst keeping &entral vision of a settings approach.

The feasibility of havingwhole system approach by starting from individual organisations is

difficult to judge over the limited timescale of the evaluation but there are indications that a-multi
directional approach is needed@here has not yet beerufl consideration ohow to link between
action in different settings to develop &ull systems approachcross an are@ilot work in this
respect has been moving forward with intergenerational projects in twosireeollaboration with
Age UKFood forLifecould take the next step in scaling up and out to bring good food to whole
communities by moving frorimtra-setting learning to intesetting learning, placing greater
emphasis ortonnections between settings, and facilitating a good food culturesscadocal area.

Engaging more organisations

There is a need fdfood for Lifeto continue working tgeromote the significance of better food in

the sectors where it is not currently a priority. They have helped put hospital food on the national
and polcy agendaother sectors would benefit from similactivity as theycurrentlylack

comparable drivers.

Where food is not a priority within an organisation or sector, there is a need to demonstrate how
healthy, sustainabléood contributes to core outcomes such as patient care or student experience
and to provide evidence of hotwod for Lifecan help deliver these goals.

To establisi-FLin new sectors it needs a more visible presence witlear offer aligned closely to

public understanding of its relationship with the Soil Association. Communication of the principle

‘“fresh, local, seasonal and where possible organ
these sectors.

A selfsustaining programme

Food for Lifé s d etacklerhealthtinequality has to become compatible with the need to operate

a financially sustainable model. A *“scaling up @
sustainable food is accessible and affordable by increasingujaleand engagement to a level which
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represents a financially viable mod8enefits to the most nutritionally vulnerable need to be
factored into costbenefit modelling to demonstratenedium and longeterm gain for health service
costs.

The cost for some organisations to embark on FFLCM aitatied is prohibitive or perceived to be
Alternative payment systems may be consideredhich make the scheme affordable, particularly
for third sector organisations, and cesbnstrained sectors.

For organisations to maintain their engagement andtieteships withFood for Lifea range of

accessible expertise, bespoke support, communications and networking opportunities could be

offered. This should be mindful of ways of working in each sector, including working cultures which
do not easily accommodattime for learning and development.

Theevidence base for interventions in all thessettingsshould be translated and promoted to
engage organisationd his sbuld communicate thahort, medium and long-term gains in terms of
health, wellbeing, sustaability, organisatiaal reputation, responding tpublic health, economic,
social and environmental drivers within organisations.

Issues for the future d¢food for Lifdn new settings
1 TheFood for Lifesettings framework would benefit from further dev@ment focused on
the interrelationships between its constituent parts and their relationships to a whole
setting. It is this integrated whole setting approach which is challenging in large and complex
organisations.

1 Food for Lifewill need to consider howo operate alongside guidance, drivers and
programmes established in each of the settings. dieshould be synergy rather than
duplication, to avoid confusion and frustration within the sectors. It is also important that
stakeholders are informed abothese synergies and see the benefit of them.

1  When working across varied settings it is important thabd for Lifeand FFLCM continue to
take account of their specific characteristics. The levdiwdrsity and complexity within
and between settings maimit the potential for a consistent and credible offer.
Organisations in each setting need to feel that Food for Life is receptive to their needs, and
understands their sector.

I There is dack of understandingo f t he di sti ncti o6@ateingMavke en Food
and its other aspects. For the Pathfinder Pilots catering quality has been the focus of activity
and aclear priority, but this is only one aspectfafod forLifée s whol e setting fr
To gain broader commitment to a whole setting apgch to food it will be important to
articulate what this means and how it can benefit an organisation.

1 The appeal of the Food for Life Catering Mark (FFLCM) is evident in many of the new

settings, but it is possibly more appealing for providers whoesfheancial advantage in
being able to demonstrate the quality of the food offered. Such motivation may not operate
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in the same way in the neprofit sector, or for organisations which are less able to make
short-term investments in order to secure dividésin the longeterm.

The case studies and Food for Life’s wider e:
for healthy, sustainable food need not cost an organisation more. However, some perceive

that this is the case hence a need for targetesnmunication addressing this issue. This

should acknowledge that thehallenge is one of affordability in its broadest sense: not just

the costs of fees and purchases, but the investment an organisation makes in time and

effort.

Fo od f oworkinschoels issfocussed on supporting them to gain an award as an

objective marker of what has been achieved which can be promoted externally. A similar
awardisavail abl e specifically for early years pr
whole setthg framework rather than a more narrow focus on catering quality unless some
equivalentsystem of recognition can be developed and is affordable for other sectors.

The FFLCM is a developmental model in which one progresses througlBereisto Gold

This is fully understood in the school sector and by some hospitality and catering functions in

other sectors. However, it is almost certainly relatively unfamiliar to senior managers in

some new settings (e.g. the care and higher education sectors). There a d Brongeer of °
being seen as little more than a food hygiene rating of three. Targeted publicity might be

needed for each sectoexplaining why a Bronze FFLCM award should be a great source of

pride.

Those involved in the case studies may In@tepresentative of their sectors as a whdi&L
should consider whaddditional support they may need to offer organisations less able to
engage with a healthy, sustainable food culture.

The case study organisations generally haigh-level champion with a personal

commitment to food. These individuals have to some extent mobilised isitiplinary

groups to systematically consider food issues across their organisation. In some cases key
individuals had to drive change in the absence of a stra@giumitment to food within the
wider organisation. This raises questions about the extent to which change reliant on
individuals can be sustained, or imitated elsewhere.

Food leadership within some settings (e.g. hospitals, universities) can be stemred f
different sections (e.qg. facilities, HR, Academic)sentor management buy-in and drive is
essential to achieve a sustainable whole setting approach which engages all parts of the
organisation. Governance and management of this endeavour needsdiedre

Not all of these sectors are usedsivaring development and learning between

organigitions.Food for Lifeneeds to consider how best to develop communication and
support systems to spread practice across complex and sometimes fragmented sectors.
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9 Strategic work tdnfluence the policy context has made a significant impact in relation to
food in hospitals and schools. Similar highel attention to food quality and food education
in other sectors is currently lacking. Addressing this would teetprive progress and embed
good food as a priority.

1 Where good food is seen to directly contribute to core functions and corporate priorities,
and to meet the needs of priority groups (e.g. patient care and recovery, student wellbeing,
c hi | dr ean)ths isma sttong idrivéT.o capitalise on thigood for Lifeshouldalign
closely with health, wellbeing and sustainability priorities in strategies for eacbf the
settings. Examples include the sustainability strategy for the NHS, social careldicd p
health sector’ the Early Years Foundation Framewb8agcial Care Institute for Excellence
work on embedding sustainability in this sect@md the HEFCE report on Sustainable
Development in Higher Educatibn

1 Widespread use of local and organioguce and meals cooked on sitepisrceived to be
difficult, or even unattainable in hospital catering for patients. The nature of hospital
infrastructure, particularly the lack of esite kitchens, is seen by stakeholders to be a real
barrier to progresig initiatives such as the FFL(dod for Lifemight address this by
sharing examples of patient food delivered to FFLCM standards. The model of provision by a
large external catering organisation presents a significant challengé-loo consider.

1 Itis likely that organisations in some of the sectors wausédcome continued support from
FFlLand FFLCM to enable them to secure contracting arrangements which deliver healthy,
sustainable food that is part of an agreed economic mo8tlff do not alwayhave the
skills to achieve this, particularly given the scale and complexity of the catering systems in
hospitals and universities.

I Communication about food can be overlooked within an organisation. Innovative
promotion of healthier food, food provenan@nd the variety and accessibility of food is an
important part of engagement. Consideration needs to be given to how to promote healthy
sustainable food offers to all target audiences within an organisation to ensure provision of
an informed choice and timcrease uptake of healthy food.

1 Further research is needed to establish the impact of food related activity in the different
sectors. Evaluation is needed to assess what impact different aspects of this work have on
the wide range of groups and communai involved in new settings.

3http://www.sduhealth.org.uk/documents/publications/2014%20strateqy%20and%20modulesNewFolder/Stra
tegqy FINAL Jan2014.pdf

* https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/earhyearsfoundation-stageframework-2

® http://www.scie.org.uk/publications/reports/report35.pdf

® http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2014/201430/
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5.5 Social RBturn onlnvestmentof Food for LifdLocal Commissions
Context

Food for Lifeoffers to deliver a wide range of activities that have a positive and lasting influence on
people’s | ives, 0 u matusabeoviranmenti ihdst thetintegrity and principlesd t h e
underpinningrood forLifée s whol e system approach are well rec
together and summarise the total impact thfe programme. Social Returm étnvestment(SROIljsa

method for systematically creating an account of the resources (or investments) that go into a

programme and the outcomes (or social returns) that are plausibly created. SROI is therefore well

suited to develop an understanding of the valugobd forlife’ s | ocal |l y commi ssi one
—and to communicate this learning to a variety of stakeholders.

SROI, both in terms of its application and methods, has been gathering pace in recent years. Much of

this development has enhanced the rigour of the aggzrh and established precedents for good

practice. In the context of thBood for Lifeevaluation this workstream builds upon this work and

the wider evidence bas@revious SROI research focusedood for Lifeprocurement practices and

similar schemeternationally has identified substantial value to the local economy and the natural
environment. Less is documented about the health, wellbeing, educational and wider social

“r et uRooddot Lifearfd related programmes. Our Reviewrobd for LifeLocal Commissions
(seesection5.X) ound t hat commi ssioners needed this type
degree’ assessment and to have better dialogue v
development.

Full details of the study arreported inThe Social Value of Food for Life: an SROI analysis of Food for
Life programmes in local authority areas Jones et al6201

Research aims and questions

The central aim of the research was taaxne the social value of tHeood for Lifdocdly
commissioned programme. This involves addressing a number of key questions:
1 What are the multiple forms of investment that stakeholders make in order to deliver the
Food for Lifeprogramme in local commission areas?
1 What do stakeholders perceive be the outcomes, both positive and negative,Fuiod for
Lifelocal commissions?
1 What evidence and financial proxies can be drawn upon to quantify the programme
outcomes?
1 Whatis the social value expressed in the form of an SROI ratio?

Research methods

Thisstudy followed the SROI methodology as set out by Social Value International. The scope of the
work covered twdrood for Lifelocal commissions: Kirklees and Calderdale for the financial years of
2013/14 and 2014/1%&nd thelogic model for the local comission programme was developed with

Food for Lifestaff. We interviewed 4&takeholders to provide perspectives on the outcomes of the
programme. These individuals included school teaching staff, school cooks, catering managers,
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catering suppliers, staffom local food business and producers, hospital staff, programme delivery

staff, commissioners and advisors to the programme. Additional sources of information about
stakehol der s’ perceptions of outcomes f@#ere avail
written statements were analysed from training feedback forms, FFL and FFLCM award application

forms, pupil survey teacher questionnaires, case study reports and press releases.

Summary of findings

Outputs and evidencing outcomes

Although SROI is noentrally focused on outputs, a notable feature of the programme was the scale
and reach of the initiative, particularly in primary and special schools in the two areas. For example,
over the 24 month period of the commission:

1 in Kirklees 56 schools oof a total of 182 had enrolled witRood for Lifeor achieved ar-ood
for Lifeaward.

9 in Calderdale 27 schools out of a total of 113 had enrolled Raihd for Lifeor achieved ar-ood
for Lifeaward.

1 in both areasFood for Lifecontinued to support sabols (40 in Kirklees and 43 in Calderdale)
that had already enrolled with the programme prior to theriod of this research

These data indicate thaiver 60,000 children and young people, 2,500 teaching staff and almost
1000 catering staff were exposed to the FFL programme for the two areas combined.

Stakeholders reported a wide range of outcomes that we grouped thematically, assessed infterms
supportingevidenceand availability of financial proxiés estimate the impact of these perceived
outcomes. We used data from a cressctional evaluation survey of Key Stage 2 pupils; staff training
feedback evaluationgtood for Lifgorogramme moitoring and evaluation records; and stakeholder
guestionnaire responses.

Overall SROI results

The social retur is expressed as a ratio of present value divided by value of inputs. Although there
are likely to be impacts of the programme over many years, we calculated the value of the impacts
only up to three years. This was intended to provide funders with aerat@nding of the social

value of the programme over the shorter term of a local planning cycle.

Stakeholders in the two case study areas identified a similar range of outcomes and data sources.
This was not surprising given that the commissions hadasitiés in programme design and

delivery. Stakeholders also reported synergy and collaboration between the two local commissions
with regard to staff training, food procurement and hospital settings work. We therefore produced
a SROI ratio based upon thembined findings of the two case studies.

The total financial value of the inputs for the two case studies was £395,697 and the total present
value was £1,743,048his provided a SROI ratio of £4.41 of social value created for every £1 of
investment.

Share of value by stakeholders and interest sectors

The value of the programme can be expressed with regard to different stakeholders or sectors of
interest. A breakdown is provided ihe chart below.
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Chart 1: Share of Value by Stakeholders and Interest Sectors

Employees - new &
current - of food
businesses, £223,526_‘____‘__

Schools & staff, £230,010
,,-"'-.'—

- Parents & carers, £90,001

Local community, charity

- & volunt
Ve voluntary groups ,

£60,402
Local authority (public
health) & NHS, £224,364

Local food businesses
(farmers, processors, __
wholesalers), £539,462

Central government

(DWP), £76,640
\_Natural environment,
Hospitals, care homes & | £65,507
children's centres, £94,711 School catering services &
staff, £142,551

Local suppliers (farmers, processors and wholesalers) retained or gained new sales through
contracts with caterers. The stability of large ongoing contracts lent greater business security,
contributed towards new local jobpportunities, job security and increased sales of goods direct to
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the public through farm shops, market events and other outlets. These changes are also beneficial to
central government in the form of local employment creation, tax revenues and reducediane|
spending.

School catering services benefited from the FFL Catering Mark in terms of business security,
retention of contracts, improved staff performance and increased capacity to develop and
implement procurement of sustainable foods. Small incesdaa school meal sales over the 24
month period could be attributed to Food for Lifie some schools, although the evidence was mixed
in this respect. Cooks and other catering staff benefited from training opportunities, peer
networking and improved jobagisfaction.

Perhaps one surprising finding was the role of Food for Life in supportingatkdng practices of
teaching and catering staff. Some of this took the form of curriculum support, skills development,
expert support and networking opportunitse Other outcomesalbeit less tangiblewere reported

to carry equal wight, including the role of Food for Lifepromoting enjoyment and a sense of
accomplishment at work. Some senior leaders in schools, catering agencies and other settings felt
that the link between positive food culture and staff wellbeing was not a peripheral benefit, rather it
underpinned a productive and high performing education workplace.

Local Authority Public Health and the local NHS are likely to have benefited from improxeents to
the dietary health of children. Research in Kirklees and Caldéadatg with three further local
authorities)found that Year 4 pupilsin schools engaged with Food for Lufere twice as likely to
eat five or more portions of fruit and vegetigls compared to pupils in schools not involved in the
programme. We used this data to estimate the short term and longer term impact on reduced
healthcare use.

Food for Life is a popular programme in schools and other settings and acts as a bridgeadith

communities Parents and carers benefited through improved relationships with schoahd
volunteered at FFL school event s, which in turn
wellbeing. Rather than duplicating the work of otltemmunity and charitable agencies, Food for

Lifelargely helped stimulate local voluntary activities through, for example, market events and

community visits. The proactive approach of #feod for Lifgorogramme teams in partnership work

with other agencies wastheme running through the stakeholder interviews.

New settings work witthospitals, care homes and children’s centres were in the early stages during
the 24 monthresearchperiod. The main benefits took the form of staff training and expert support
to caterers and senior management in changing organisational practices. Work in hospital settings
had advanced quickly, despite major challenges in terms of the organisation scale, and there was
some evidence of a positive impact on food waste and patient aatish with hospital food.

Improvements in reduced food wastage and reduced transportation were the main environmental
benefits that we were able to quantify. As has been reported in other research, other outcomes for
the natural environment and sustainhility were more difficult to evidence at level of a local

authority study. A scaled UBROI analysis of the national Food for inifigative, and particularly the
FFLCM, would provide an evidence platform to examine more clearly the impacts of, forlexamp
improved biodiversity from organic food production methods, reduced consumption of meat and
dairy productsand higher animal welfare standards.

Towards the end of the SROI study Food for Life and Age UK started a pilot intergenerational project
in the case study areas. This was directed at supporting socially isolated older people to help with
growing and cooking activity in FFL schools. Although it was too early for us to collect evidence of
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impact for this study, it is plausible that the pilot uld add further social value to schools and
volunteersFood for Life locally commissioned work, arising from new partnerships and economies of
effort between volunteers, agency staff, caterers and members of the local community.

The case stly areas: similarities and differences

Kirklees and Calderdale case study areastilite important features of Food for Lifecal
commissions including the role of grass roots networks, coordinated local food strategies and
different catering models. By show how benefits can be created through extending work from
schools into other settings such as hospitals, early years and care homes. As adjacent local
authorities the two areas also acted as a basis for understanding the socialofdrood for Lifat a
subregional level.

The SROI ratio for Calderdale (£1:3.70) was lower than that for Kirklees (£1:5.12). A number of
reasons could account for these differences:
1. The pupil and other populations of Kirklees are about twice those of Calderdale. @i m
that potential reach and scale of the programme in Kirklees was significantly greater than
that of Calderdale.

2. The catering systems are very different. The local authority caterer in Kirklees has contracts
with nearly all schools in the authority artblds the Silver Food for Life Catering Mark.
Large numbers of stakeholders are therefore affected by changes in HiElaZdd
practices. By contrast reforms to school catering in Calderdale are more heterogeneous and
less systemic across all schools.

3. It is possible that the Calderdale programme creates similar value to the Kirklees
programme. However the availability of evidence, suitable indicators and appropriate
financial proxies was more difficult to locate in the case of Calderdale than in Kirklees.

These factors show that it is not advisable to make crude comparisons between the two areas,
without first taking into account the different local contexts.

Sensitivity analysis: testing the results

Sensitivity analysis is a method for testing the extenivhich the SROI results would change if we
adjust estimates or removed factors from the analysis. The lowest estimate, based on halving the
value of all outcomes, produced a ratio of £1:2.21. The highest estimate, based on reduchaffdrop
for all outcanes, produced a ratio of £1:6.2Bhe majority of sensitivity analyses found SROI ratios
between £1:3.06 and £1:4.46.

Table 1: Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity Analysis Calderdale Kirklees Two case
studies
combined

Findings from analysis £3.70 £5.12 £441

Increasing deadweight to 50% £2.33 £3.16 £2.75

Increasing displacement to 50% £2.89 £3.18 £3.04

Increasing attribution to 50% £3.06 £3.60 £3.33

Changing droff to 10% for all outcomes £6.91 £7.51 £6.29

As above, droff 75% £3.48 £4.03 £3.75

Having all values of outcomes/ beneficiary numbe £1.85 £2.56 £2.21

Removing all dietary healitelated outcomes £3.18 £4.56 £3.87
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Overall, multiple changes to the estimates of deadweight, attribution and-dfbmdicates that
substantial changes wadihave to be made to the assumptions in order for the ratichange from
positive to negative. These calculations show that even when significant changes are made to the
analysis the results still show clear evidence of social value being created ypados3after the

Food for Lifentervention.

Subsequent consultation on the SROI results with key stakeholders in the case study areas provided
further validation of theresults. Notably some stakeholders emphasised that it was important to

place value oithe wellbeing aspects of the programme for children, young people, families and staff
in organisational settings.

Conclusions & looking ahead

This study found that FFL is valued by schools, civil society, local business and wider stakeholders as
a locdly commissiond programme in local authority areas. The SROI provides a financial measure of
this value: that for every £1 spent ¢iood for Lifehere is social value of £4.41 created over a three

year period.In the analysis, multiple adjustments toethole of different outcomes and other

factors shows that the social value is likely to fall between a lowest estimate of £2.21 and a highest
estimate of £6.29. The clustering of values around a narrow ran§8 tf £4 lends confidence to

the validity ofthe results.

The methods and findings from this research are significant for other Food for Life local

commissions, the Food for Lifgatering Mark and other ardaased food programnss such as the

Sustainable Food Cities initiative, both in the UK iaternationally. In many instances, the bottem

up research method places limits on the generalisability of SROI results. Howevestadkgithe

close correspondence with other SROI studies in terms of methodology and findings suggests that a
similar rame of outcomes can be anti@fed in other areas where a Food for Lpf@gramme model

is implemented, especially where the programme is directed at schools and public service catering

and engages withotherset i ngs such as chiasdren’s centres and

6. Discussion

6.1.Food for Lifeggood foodfor all

It is clear thatFood for Lifecontinues to have a positive impact on food cultures within and beyond

schoolsFood for Lifeis becoming embedded in a range of sectors, and gaining recognition within

various local and national policieSood for Lifdhas demonstrated that its setting approach can bring
healthy, sustainable food teariedcommunities, and is appreciated by institutions as a mechanism
facilitating change.

This evaluation provides evidentieat Food for Lifehasmade good progressmns ur i ng ‘good
fora | ¥ énabling change in more placasd organisations. This has been achieved through:
9 acontinuingcontribution to school food plicy and practice;
1 areputation for reliability, forvard thinking and cutting edge practigerelation to healthy,
sustainable food cultures
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1 anationally recognisedtandard for quality in catering;
9 innovation which has tested approaches for workivith institutionsand local
commissioners; and

1 stimulatingand informinghigh-level debates about food sustainabiléyd health
During phase twok-ood for Lifdhasdevised frameworks to promotawhole setting approach to
healthy, sustainable fooih contexts where this had not been a foc&sod for Liféhas also learned
how to meet commi ssi oner s’ Togetherdhese Warkstredms presént y
aconsiderable development in terms of scaling up and out, taking Food for Life beyond its original
focus on school communitie$here arandicationsthat these tworepresentcomplementary
strategieswhichcan be effectively connected and combined, with potential for positive synergies

The phase two evaluation provided an opportunity to as$esgbenefits secured through
engagement withFood for Lifeextend beyond immediate, sheterm effects. Within the context of
schools there arsigns of continuing impacts and long-term change beyond the phase ohitial
engagementlf this experiencds replicated in other contextiien there may besnduringoutcomes
for numerous beneficiaries

However experience within schools suggests that endugngimitmentto the principles of a good
food cultureis notaninevitableresult of engagemerwith Food for Life It seems that the degree of
longterm change depends on theriginal motivation forengaging with the programm/iotives

such as the will to gain aawardmay be weaker drivers for a commitment to continued delivery of a
whole setting approachompared to the role of leadership commitment aml embedded school

food policy

Through its activitiefood for Lifefulfils various roles with regards to supporting communities to
achieve a good food culture. Central to these araliiitity to drive ambition, measure progress and
evidence impact. Asa result the programme has succeededdaling up and out, taking good food
to more communities through a combination of

1 greater geographic coverage of its core programme,

{1 diversifying opportunities for participation, and

1 influencing strategic driver®r standard practice around food
This is supported blood for Life’s reputation as a valuegbartner with a track record for delivierg
and evidencinguccessT hr ough t he partnership’ s advocacy
shaped the context foschool food in particular, as a result it is arguable thatgdtiaciples of Food
for Life’s whole school approach are becoming the norm for all schools.

Through its recent activitifood for Lifehas identified other potential activities and ways of &iog
which it could pursue. Whilst these could present opportunities to further scale up and out, there is
arisk that ambition exceeds capacity to deliver, particularly given the challenging context

presented by the current agri-food system. Further growth and diversification could ledébod for

Lifeto losesight of its core goalsnd how they are best achieved, or confuse stakeholders as to the
purpose and value of Food for Life.

Food for Lifehas identified and is working with multiple routes fachieving change: local area food
strategies, settings approaches, commissioning moaedstargeting particular sectoesg. The
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National Pathfinder&roup.This evaluation shows that each approdcingsdividends. Whats not
yet clear isvhat additional benefits are accrued through combining these forms of engagement, or
whether connecting them creates a strategic approach capable of driving systemic chaRgedAs
for Lifecontinues to scale up and out the partnership mighizeopportunities to exchange learning
between the communitiesvith which it works seeking further synergies between its different
modes d engagementtonnecting area to area, area to setting, setting to setting. An organisation
like Food for Lifevhich has developed nohanisms for scaling up and out is well placethtlitate
theseconnections

6.2.Challengeg why good food is not reaching all

As revealed by this evaluatiompod forLifée s r ecent experience demonstr a
numerous barriers which ake itdifficult to ensure good food for all: healthy, sustainable food is

not the norm in many contexts central to daily lifeEnglandSeveral challenges have to be

addressed in order tachievefurther progress with changerequired to make jsuchas

i) How to ensure that those in most need of good food can access it. Healthy sustainable food
can help tackldealth inequalitiegroviding those with the greatest need, including
nutritionally vulnerable groups, are able to securdiit those wih the greatest need are
often the same people leastbleto access or afford good foodihis includes organisations
in the public and voluntary sectewhich support peoplén most need of social support and
health promotion. These bodies are under consad#e financial pressure which limits their
ability to invest in programmes likéood for Lifeor to incur any costs associated with
providing better food.

ii) Good food is not a leading priority for those who lead change. Too often the will to drive
changestarts from personal interest or passianound food As a result progress is tied to
individualsmakingit vulnerable to changes in personnelhilst resulting ininertia within
institutions which lack such a key figuréven leaders keen to see a mauasitive food
culture in their organisation can find it difficult to maintain commitment in faceattiple,
competing priorities. The potential for food to contribute to some of these is not always well
understood, whilst food does not often feature astrategic priority in its own right.

iii) Partial delivery of a whole setting approach prevents wholesale benefit. The power of a
whole setting approach is that it is a holistic model which drineegratedchange, and
results in benefits beyond the sumit$ parts. But it is sometimes interpreted as a list of
optional activities, of which only the most desirable or achievable are delivered. Yet those
aspects which can be more difficult to implemersuch as a crogsstitution steering group
with senior ranagement endorsementare also those which help to ensure deep seated,
long-term change. There is a risk that the flexibility organisations welcome from
programmes likd-ood for Lifeesultsina* pi ck and mi x’ rat her than ¢
approach.
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iv) Choosing healthy, sustainable food is not always an option. In many contexts where people
in the UK consume foodghlthy sustainableptions are nothe easiesbr mostappealing
ones. Good food is not y#te norm, or alwayshe cheapesbption. The cloices on offer
can be edited but providers are reluctanttmove tochoice removalln contexts including
commercially driven operations it is particularly difficult to challenge the prevalence of high
fat, high sugar, high salt food# legacy of caterimsystems driven by low cost provision
leaves an infrastructure most notablyin hogitals—which similarly inhibits a switch to
models centred on freshly cooked local produce.

V) Complex problems with complex solutions. What a child eats at school is grdne of many
factors influencing whether their weight is healthwhere a hospital sourcesilk is onlyone
of many contibutors to its environmentafootprint. Challenges like health and sustainability
are a result of many complex processes, andthewathy s f or tackl ing these
are by necessity multifacetemhd take time to achieve visible resultsis difficult therefore,
to demonstrate that actios- such as implementingood for Lifén a schoot result in
positive oucomes which contbute towards the desired chang&n expectation of
immediate, measurable impact can be to the detriment ofifives with a longerm
perspective and/or of complex nature.

6.3.Looking ahead Future actions

In light of this evaluation and the challengdentified above there are actions f&ood for Lifeits
partners and wider stakeholders could take to make further progresasaring good food foall.

Food for Life

1 Reaffirmclear, achievable outcomes to ensure thatfuture activity is appropriateljocused
and founded ora sound theory of change.

 Communicate the value of a whole setting approach, the benefit ofharnessingonnections
between differentfood related activity and the importance of a holistic programme

91 Explore potential synergies and differences of connecting activity in different settings, and
between settings and local areas.

9 Continue monitoring and evaluating outcomes to increase understanding of the benefits of
its whole settings approach.

9 Continue to refine the Food for Lifgorogramme delivery and framework based upon
understandingvhich mechanisms and processes are most clearly linked to outcomes.

1 Communicate how good food contributes to goals which are priorities in target sectors.

9 A focus on ‘healthy care’ is timely and much needed. Food for Life ign a pivotal position
from which to engage withnd influence key stakeholdeasound healthy and sustainable
food, in particular the Care Quality Commission (CQC) and the Social Care Institute of
Excellence (SCIHjood for Lifenput could influence the sector tsee food in its wider
holistic context and not just in terms of (mal)nutrition, hydration and avoiding constipation.

Practitionersand decision makers
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1 Programmesand actorghat promote good food should considabw they can address
social inequalities, and seek financial models which ensure that benefits are not restricted
to peopleor organisations able to invest

9 There is a need for continuexdivocacy for food to be a priority in organisations who feed
the most nutrtionally vulnerable or which act as role models for healthy sustainable food
culures.

1 Food can become a higher organisational priorite#ithy sustainable food is embedded
in quality indicators which drivecoreactivity in public bodies including hoggls.

1 A completeupdate on nutritional and food guidance for older people in care homes and in
receipt of community meals is now needéthe second edition of the Caroline Walker Trust
guidelines came out in 2004 as update on work initially completd®@5. It is now time to
help establish a new expert committee.

Furtherresearch:

9 There is a need tinvestigate the health impacts of providing good food in settings across
the life course to address gaps in the evidence baaadto understand potentialdr a focus
on food to contribute to priorities such as reducing constipation for older people in hospitals
and care homes

1 There is an opportunity too-develop research on the social value of Food for Life’s area-
based activity at the city and cityregional levelsand large-scale catering initiatives with
leading national providersThiswill need to take place in dialogue with key stakeholders in
order to validate methods antb facilitatetranslation of findings into practice.

1 Expawlingactivity in early years settings enables new opportunities for research on the
educational benefits of Food for Life. The emphasis on holistic and experiential learning in
these environments also applies in school settings and promotes an educational research
agenda thais not limited todebate around the links betweemnutrition and attainment

1 Following pilot work that has shown hdwod for Lifecan link with programmes promoting
physical activity and mental wellbeing, the next stage wdndtb develop research to run
alongside integrated projects, particularly those that fit wellwith@ 9 i nt egr at ed chi
service strategies in local authority areas.
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2015
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New settings
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Social Return on Investment of local commissions
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