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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1. The scope and key findings of the research

1. A time limited research project, between February and November 2003, was
implemented in the West Midlands region under the guidance of the Health &
Nutrition and Local Food Strategy Sub-Group of the West Midlands Rural
Affairs Forum, to investigate numbers, objectives and practices of local food
initiatives (LFIs) within the region, and their value in terms of health,
economic, social and environmental gains, situating the work in a national
context.  The work was carried out by a team from f3 - the local food
consultants, the University of Warwick and City University.

2. The research involved extensive consultation and participation by
stakeholders in the region. This included over 40 participants in workshops, 29
detailed questionnaires returned by LFI project managers representing 70 LFI
projects, 20+ interviews with policy or funding bodies, and12 in-depth case
studies.

3. Evaluation of LFIs was informed by the ‘input, output, impact, result’
framework for assessing interventions, which was used particularly for the in-
depth case studies.  The methodological approach used to evaluate the
impact of LFIs through the questionnaire was the ‘Five Capital Assets’
framework, which measures:

• financial capital: the amount of money circulating in a local economy
• social capital: human interaction around local food, links, networks, and other

forms of communication
• human capital: skills, training, learning, personal development, and improved

personal health as a result of local food initiatives
• natural capital:  the natural environment, biodiversity, and landscape features

supported by local food systems
• physical capital: local infrastructure available to or owned by the local food

sector such as shops, transport, and processing facilities.

4. The economic impact was assessed using the Local Multiplier Tool (LM3)
developed by the New Economics Foundation to measure the impact of
spending within the local economy.  Detailed findings using all three
approaches are reported, although in practice no LFI completed the LM3 tool
within the timespan of the research.

5. A great deal of activity is being carried out in the West Midlands in relation to
improving food access and availability, and equality of health benefits.
Drawing boundaries around these activities to identify those which fall under
the rubric of LFIs was a continual challenge, and reflects the complexity and
interconnected character of food-related projects and activities.

6. National policy has contributed to the development of local food initiatives
from a number of different directions.  The strongest of these is from the
perspective of improving health and nutrition, particularly for those on low
incomes or people unable to enjoy healthy diets.  Nonetheless, the last few
years have seen a concerted attempt to address problems faced by farmers
and rural communities, with support for LFIs from the Curry Commission and
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DEFRA's strategy for sustainable food and farming.  Environmental policy
support has come from the Sustainable Development Commission, and calls
for farm environmental management, biodiversity in urban areas, and the best
use of unused or derelict land.

7. All of these are captured within the Five Capital Assets approach, which
demonstrated that in the West Midlands, LFIs have positive impacts on all
benefit categories – natural, physical, social, human and financial.  The
research indicated WM LFIs contribute significantly to ‘human’
objectives in providing skills development, better access to healthy
food, and as a consequence, better diet and health. This finding reflects
the funding objectives of health agencies such as Primary Care Trusts (PCTs)
or the New Opportunity Fund support for Five-a-Day initiatives.  LFIs were
also found to be effective tools for community regeneration, and
provided evidence of reclaiming and managing under-used or derelict
land.  On the other hand, LFIs (as defined within the remit of this study, which
did not include projects aimed primarily at promoting economic development )
had little effect in creating physical assets or making significant impacts on the
local economy; again, these objectives were not part of the core remit of the
majority of funding agencies involved.

8. Literature on food access cited in this study indicates that there are many
barriers to accessing a healthy diet, of which lack of skills and knowledge is
but one. However the majority of LFIs evaluated were working in this area.
This suggests that those setting up LFIs are either unaware of this literature or
feel unable to influence other factors such as retail, distribution, income or
food prices. Concern was expressed by some participants that LFIs are simply
trying to plug gaps in market failure, such as the loss of local retail outlets or
other points of access for healthy fresh food. It is questionable the extent to
which long term improvements to food access can be achieved without
structural and economic changes which would have an impact on the areas of
physical and financial capital.

9. LFIs and policy managers reported frustration at the lack of co-ordinated food
policy strategy across the West Midlands and at the local level.  This
contributed both to the perpetual problems of funding for LFIs, defining
objectives and activities, and sometimes to the duplication of efforts in
practice, training and evaluation undertaken by LFIs operating in similar
geographic or activity areas.

10. Evaluation and monitoring are essential components of projects which rely on
external support, both at the project level, and also at a local or regional level
to understand how strategy, policy and support mechanisms need to adapt.
Evaluation is carried out or can be useful for two purposes: to comply with
monitoring requirements and thus justify on-going funding; and to assist
project managers in working to clear objectives and in guiding project
development.

11. The evaluation procedures usually undertaken by project managers, however,
were often viewed as a burden rather than useful tool, and to be focused on
outcomes of little interest to project workers or users/clients.  This is partly
because much LFI work leads to ‘soft’ outcomes related to quality of life,
which are difficult to measure, although both the Five Capital Assets
framework, and the inputs/outputs/outcomes model, are appropriate here.
The Five Capital Assets framework essentially helps to identify what is
required to enable equitable access to sustainable livelihoods, which in the
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case of local food initiatives often means how people can maintain healthy
diets. The inputs/outputs/outcomes model, is an essential protocol, because
evaluation and monitoring often stop at output quantification without assessing
effects on people's lives.

12. LFIs have diverse aims and objectives which are challenging to capture in
indicators.  For instance, a beneficiary may need to record how their feelings
of self-worth or skills have changed, which is not easily quantified yet may be
critical to achieving long term outcomes of improved health.

1.2. Recommendations to WM Rural Affairs Forum

THE POTENTIAL OF LOCAL FOOD INITIATIVES

1. LFIs should be seen as useful and appropriate components of and
contributions to both regional and local food strategies in the West
Midlands.  They encompass a variety of activities and approaches, which is a
strength, and can achieve measurable outcomes to a range of social,
environmental and economic objectives.

2. The value of food as a ‘vehicle’ for addressing a wide range of
development and regeneration issues should be more widely
recognised, understood and promoted.   Food initiatives have the potential
to confer benefits within the social, human, environmental and economic
agendas. In common with other development initiatives, they can deliver a
variety of outcomes and address several human and social needs. They are
thus attractive to funders in a range of different sectors.  They often also bear
a considerable burden of demonstrating effects, sometimes out of proportion
to the degree of investment and importance accorded to them in the past.

3. The plurality of definitions and roles of, ‘local food initiatives’ should
continue to be recognised.  LFIs enable professionals and local
communities to work together in a variety of ways to address food issues and
problems, and this should be acknowledged and supported.  Some see LFIs
as a means of exploring alternatives to the mainstream food system; others
use them as a means of engaging with local people; for others, LFIs are the
means of empowering local communities (of producers and consumers) to
identify and address local issues.  These approaches are not mutually
exclusive.

4. LFIs need a supportive and more co-ordinated policy environment at
local and regional levels.  LFIs answer to, and depend on, a number of key
institutions at local and regional levels in different sectors, including farming,
health, the environment, economic development, and social enterprise.
Responsibilities of these institutions should be identified in respect of policy
development and implementation, with their connections into local and
regional bodies.  A co-ordinated strategy is needed to enable these various
institutions to work together effectively on food, at local and regional levels.
Local policy on food and LFIs should incorporate or build on, but not be
exclusively driven by, national sectoral agendas (such as promoting fresh fruit
and vegetables).  At  present, there is no clear regional steer which
encompasses all the potential dimensions of food, and which links in to
emerging local food strategies.
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The diagram below represents the methodology used. This combined quantitative
and qualitative methods, designed to gain an overview and some detail about
specific aspects of LFIs in the region.

 Research process

Local Food
Initiatives Survey

Case Studies
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and Shopping
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Output
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d t b
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3.2. Research Framework

The research framework was chosen to enable the Research Team to describe,
compare and evaluate the impacts of LFIs in the West Midlands, and meet three
renegotiated aims agreed with the Project Steering Group:

A. Describe and evaluate the objectives, activities and outputs of the LFIs

B. Evaluate the impact of the LFIs in terms of Five Capital Assets

C. Evaluate the development of LFIs in the context of local, regional and national
policies.

A.  Evaluating the objectives, activities and outputs of LFIs:

This included analyses of:

• Relevance: Are they meeting the evolving needs of the target beneficiaries?

• Efficiency: How economically have the inputs been used?

• Effectiveness: Have the specific and general objectives been achieved?

• Utility: Have the impacts met the needs of the target population?

• Sustainability: Can the positive impacts be expected to last?
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The evaluation logic for this work is informed by the ‘input, output, impact, result’
framework for assessing interventions as used by the EU (the MEANS framework),
as shown in the diagram below:

 Evaluation logic framework

Impacts
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Programme
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B.  Evaluating the impact of the LFIs in terms of Five Capital Assets

The methodological framework used to evaluate the impact of LFIs was the Five
Capital Assets framework as defined below:

• financial capital: the amount of money circulating in a local economy

• social capital: human interaction around local food, links, networks, and other
forms of communication

• human capital: skills, training, learning, personal development, and improved
personal health as a result of local food initiatives

• natural capital:  the natural environment, biodiversity, and landscape features
supported by local food systems

• physical capital: local infrastructure available to or owned by the local food
sector such as shops, transport, and processing facilities.

The Five Capital Assets framework is explained and its justification set out in more
detail in Appendix 1.

The economic evaluation was carried out using the framework of the Local Multiplier
Tool (LM3). This tool derives from Keynes’ work and has recently been developed by
the New Economics Foundation as a means for organisations of any size to measure
the impact of their spending on their local economy (see Appendix 1).  Four LFIs
agreed to carry out the LM3 assessments, although results are not complete enough
to be valid for evaluation purposes.
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Displacement surveys were also designed, to see whether the food beneficiaries
receive or purchase food through LFIs are in fact adding to their normal food
consumption, or whether they are transferring their normal consumption from shops
or other food businesses.  Participating LFIs were asked to distribute very brief
surveys to clients to fill in and return.  The target was five LFIs. In the event, only two
LFIs took part, and only one produced enough data to be analysed (see Appendix 7),
which again is not adequate for evaluation purposes.

The disappointing level of interest by LFI managers in completing the LM3 and
displacement shopping surveys, may indicate a lack of time, different priorities, or
exhaustion with evaluation or monitoring exercises.

3.   Evaluating the development of LFIs within the context of local, regional and
national policies.

The aim here was to assess the development of LFIs in the region within the broader
local, regional and national food policy context, including public mechanisms
affecting use and distribution of food provision, and responses to market failures.

The objective was to explain the broader context in which LFIs sit, the gaps and
inconsistencies, as well as those areas where progress is being made.  This was
carried out through a literature review, summarised in the following chapters, and set
out in full in Appendices 2-4.

Details of the research methodologies and experience of their implementation is set
out in Appendix 1.
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4. THE REGIONAL AND NATIONAL CONTEXT

This section draws on the published and grey literature around inequalities and food,
and policy drivers for LFIs under the headings of health; social and community
development; economy, regeneration and business development; environment and
sustainable development.  A brief summary of regional data is given first.  Fuller
accounts of these literature reviews can be found in Appendices 2, 3 and 4.

4.1. Regional policy

The West Midlands population of 5.3 million mostly live in urban centres, although
80% of the total area is rural.  Areas of high deprivation tend to be urban based, but
this reflects indicator bias, as rural poverty certainly exists.  The most deprived WM
ward, Aston, was ranked 27th in England and 80% of families with children 0-16 are
claiming means tested benefits.  40-46% of the populations of Sandwell, Walsall,
Wolverhampton, and 36% in Birmingham, live in the most deprived 10% wards in the
country.  Coronary Heart Disease (CHD) is the biggest single cause of death in the
region after cancers, and rates are above the national average, despite recent
improvements.  CHD rates and their risk factors in the worst economical and social
areas are more than double those in less deprived areas.  Inequalities in fruit and
vegetable consumption are marked, especially among young people.

The region is an important food manufacturing employer, and agriculture remains key
to the rural economy.  The WM food and drink industry accounts for 7% of the
regional economy (170,000 jobs) (AWM, nd), and embraces a range of diverse
farming, food and drink processing, manufacturing and food service activities. The
agriculture food supply chain spans rural areas and urban areas, and the needs for
proximity has resulted in a clustering of food supply chain businesses.

Key issues identified by Advantage West Midlands for food are that it should be
industry based, with an economic focus, and generate wealth, with labour market and
skills as critical to delivering the strategy.  Regional opportunities identified in the
report (AWM nd) are:
• strengths in the science base,
• the ability to seek  economies in R&D, packaging and marketing (linking R&D in

business and academia settings,  creation of food clusters etc),
• spread of best practice from world class companies to less efficient companies
• increasing diversification into top of the range ethnic foods.

Advantage West Midlands is charged with developing and promoting a regional
economic strategy, through implementing and supporting regeneration programmes
reflecting strategy priorities and providing a steer for spending by other public sector
agencies and the private sector.  Its three strategic regional roles are to act as
external advocate or champion; action broker or co-ordinator; and aligner of others’
strategies and programmes or catalyst.  Its direct role is to provide investment to
support regeneration, inward investment, business growth and skills development.

At the time of the literature survey, there was little in regional policy documents within
Government Office WM, other than the New Opportunity Fund (NOF) Five-a-Day
initiatives.  Despite the number and range of LFIs which are currently running in the
region, there seemed to be no mention of them in policy directed towards the
business sector.
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4.2. Local food initiatives: policy drivers

Food issues have been rising in the policy and public agenda; examples include
anxieties about safety and trustworthiness, school meals, advertising and children’s
eating habits, obesity and cancer.  At the same time, local authorities and health
authorities have been charged with reducing inequalities, exclusion and poverty.
Policy makers at national and local levels have therefore encouraged the use of
community based food initiatives to solve the particular food problems of those who
are poor, lack skills and decent affordable shops nearby.

This increase in LFIs in proposals and funding applications for local regeneration and
public health has led to reviews of their function and sustainability by national policy
institutions.  There are now a number of key reports, although the confusion of ‘local
food’ (= short food supply chains) and ‘local initiatives (= projects about food) applies.

For instance, the recent Local Vision  report by the Food Standards Agency (FSA),
LACORS and Local Government Association (LGA) identifies many areas relevant to
LFIs: health - diet and healthy eating; rural economy; Local Agenda 21
(sustainability); rural development; tourism; environment; community development;
planning; quality of life; allotment management; education (FSA et al, 2002).  The
DEFRA (2003) Local Food report, by contrast, refers to ‘local food projects’ as
promoting local foods.

The over-riding impression is that LFIs are increasingly seen as the instrument to
deliver on many policy objectives.  For instance, a local community café can be seen
as contributing to social inclusion by acting as a meeting place or means for people
to be engaged in useful activities; to contributing to healthy eating by offering healthy
meal options in a non-threatening but familiar setting; to regenerating local
communities by opening up previously closed retail premises; to increasing human
capital  by providing volunteers with appropriate skills through working in the café –
etc.

4.3. Food, nutrition and inequalities

There is a large and growing literature on the impact of inequalities in income, and of
social deprivation, on food and nutrition.  This impact is seen in the daily living
experience of those who are poor (by whatever definitions) and in the nutritional or
health outcomes (Dowler et al, 2001; Dowler, 2001; James et al, 1997; Davey Smith
and Brunner, 1997, to list but a few).

Essentially, people on low income and/or living in deprived circumstances, when
compared to those who are richer:

 eat a less nutrient dense, less diverse diet,
 have lower nutrient intakes and body stores,
 often have to pay more for basic food items,
 have to spend a greater proportion of their income on food and an even

greater percentage if they want to eat healthily,
 often have worse geographic access to healthy food,
 often eat a worse quality/range of foodstuffs,
 often receive a worse diet through workplace or school canteens,
 often go without food or eat a worse diet to pay bills or debts,
 suffer more food related ill-health such as obesity, diabetes, (some) cancers

and coronary heart disease (Caraher 2002; Dowler et al, 2001).
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These experiences apply to adults and children.  They are widely recognised in
policy documents (DoH, 2003; DEFRA, 2003; Rayner and Lang, 2001)

4.4. Health

The NHS Plan (DoH 2000a) outlined the role of government in ensuring people have
information and access to healthy food.  Actions to be carried out in partnership by
2004 include:
• National School Fruit Scheme (NSFS) in which school children aged between

four and six years old are entitled to a free piece of fruit everyday.
• community based Five-A-Day Programme1 to increase consumption of fruit and

vegetables.
• working with producers and retailers to increase provision and access to fruit and

vegetables.
• local action to tackle obesity and physical activity.

Key policy documents such as the National Service Framework for Coronary Heart
Disease (DoH 2000b) and the Cancer Plan (DoH 2000c) legitimated local level work
on food, particularly fruit and vegetables (Caraher and Cowburn 2001).  By 2003, the
fruit and vegetables initiatives such as Five-A-Day were themselves important drivers
of cancer and CHD prevention work.  The Department of Health Food and Nutrition
Action Plan, currently being developed, will have implications for the future direction
and development of local food initiatives.

A rather different role for health was briefly seen in 1998/9, in work on access to food
shops. Traditionally, the DoH emphasis has been on improving the individual’s
knowledge and skills base.  However, partly because of the mention of food access
problems in policy documents, the DoH was selected as lead agency for Policy
Action Team 13 (PAT13) on improving shopping access for people in poor
neighbourhoods (as part of the Social Exclusion Unit’s work on Building Better
Neighbourhoods).  The PAT13 report contains useful analyses of the problems of
local retailing (DoH 1999).  It notably did not address the structural issues of urban
regeneration and the supermarket sector.  The initiative has now moved to the DTLR,
with a shift to retail and small business rather than improving access to food,
although local authorities’ role in planning and the link to social inclusion, is
addressed (Cabinet Office 2001).  The health dimension has been lost, despite calls
to reinstate it (Lang et al  2002).

The financial incentive for ‘getting health right’ has connected with the food and
nutrition issue.  The 2002 Spending Review (HM Treasury and DoH 2002)
recognised the importance of nutrition in developing a long-term strategy for food,
particularly child nutrition.  It identified ‘targeted services for disadvantaged
communities to help families improve their children’s nutrition and establish healthy
eating patterns early in life’ as a specific action for the Spending Review period (2003
to 2006).  For instance, recent analyses suggest strategies to promote healthy eating
and dietary change are among the most cost-effective of methods of preventing
cardiovascular disease (Brunner, Cohen and Toon, 2001). Despite the rhetoric about
quality of diet, and the social role of food, the emphasis tends to be on ‘fruits and
vegetables’.

                                                
1 Five-a-Day refers to initiatives to promote individual consumption of at least 5 portions
(=80g) of fruit and vegetables daily, an amount shown to reduce risk of major risks to health
such as coronary heart disease, diabetes, obesity and some cancers. Definitions of ‘portions’,
‘fruit’ and ‘vegetables’, and experience of pilot initiatives, on DoH website
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The Strategy for Sustainable Farming and Food (DEFRA 2002) which gave the
Department of Health responsibility for developing a Food and Nutrition Action Plan,
requires action by the health sector in all sections of the food chain.  The FNAP is
likely to generate further calls for LFIs (in both senses of the words):

The Director of Public Health in each Primary Care Trust, working with the local
authorities as part of the Local Strategic Partnerships, will need to ensure that
Local Delivery Plans (LDP) provide for action to overcome local barriers to healthy
eating. (DEFRA 2002, p 38)

The fruit and vegetable focus is partly because of recent evidence showing health
gain through their increased consumption (Joffe and Robinson, 2001), and partly
because there are no vested interests raising objections to fruits and vegetables as
there tend to be over dietary fat, sugar and salt as food/health policy areas. The
World Health Organisation and European Union, among others, promote the
proposal that individuals should consume at least 400g of different fruits and
vegetables daily, which has been translated into the rubric ‘five a day’ (5 portions of
approximately 80g) (Williams, 1995; Kafatos  and Codrington, 2001).

4.5. Social and community development

There is good evidence of increased community building around LFIs whether
shopping (farmers’ markets, revitalised village shops, food coops), growing
(community gardens, allotments) or simply eating (community cafés).  Food can also
provide a good focus around which curriculum activities might be built and ‘whole
school food strategies’ have been shown to deliver education, health and social
benefits. The role for ‘local food’ within projects is less clear, although there is some
evidence that where an integrated strategy can be put in place, ‘local food’ use is
more likely to build a culture in which dietary changes will persist.

Looking at a range of community-focused programmes (not just food), the
Community Development Foundation concluded that socio-economic impacts of LFIs
included job creation, training, community development and capacity building as the
most immediately apparent benefits.  In addition the working group on local food
noted that:

‘Many community food projects exist, at least in part, for social reasons.  Most
seek to overcome isolation amongst people who are unemployed, ex-
offenders, homeless, elderly etc. and to build confidence and community.  It is
clear from the responses to the consultation and the visits made by the
Working Group that many local food projects and farmers’ markets are
making a significant contribution to community building/regeneration although
they find it difficult to measure.  City farms, community gardens and allotment
projects have a particularly important role in urban areas. (DEFRA 2003) ‘

Allotments are growing in popularity, as part of a movement to increase awareness of
good food, local sourcing and affordability and access issues, in rural, and urban
areas (Sustain 1999; Somerset Food Links and Sustain 2000).  Social and
therapeutic horticulture has been shown to promote health gain, general well-being,
social inclusion and employment opportunities (Sempik, Aldridge and Becker 2003).
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4.6. Economy, regeneration and business development

 An emerging body of evidence describes the negative impact of the demise of food
retailing on local economies, and the contribution of local food and short supply
chains to local economies.  Recent mapping work in Sandwell has shown the impact
on health and the local economy of allowing local food retailing to collapse (Dowler et
al 2001).  There is controversy over the impact of retail concentration and creation of
‘food deserts’ (Marsden et al 1998; Guy 1998).  Concern over the contribution to
maintaining health inequalities (Caraher et al 1998, Lang and Caraher 1998, Reisig
and Hobbiss 2000) has led to mainstream funded research initiatives (Wrigley, 2002;
Wright et al forthcoming).  By contrast, the New Economics Foundation (2002) has
demonstrated the benefits of local purchasing of goods and services on local
economies.  Small farm businesses that would otherwise have gone out of business
survived because of their ability to sell food to consumers directly through local
markets (Countryside Agency 2001).  There is also evidence of the impact of retail
concentration on rural economies (DETR 1998).
 
DEFRA identified LFIs as providing opportunities for formal and informal training and
work experience.  The report also noted a significant proportion of farm shops and
farmers’ markets had been established with links to schools and raising awareness
about food production and rural issues.  Indeed, poverty in rural areas and the
demise of key local shops (as well as Post Offices and banks) remains a critical, but
often hidden, issue.  One recent review stressed there is no simple solution to ‘retail
regeneration’, but that involvement of local communities and a long term vision are
essential to local retailing sustainability (Carley, Kirk and McIntosh 2001).  Wyle
(2002) reporting on the development of Winchelsea Little Shop, noted the following
benefits to residents:
• Value added to houses in the locality (10-15% more).
• Savings in not having to drive so far.
• Newspapers locally available.
• Contribution to the local economy by buying locally.
• Contribution to the local economy by paying rent and wages..
• Car journeys have been reduced by 41% or 5400 trips per year.
• £50,000 spent locally in a year with local producers.

4.7. Environment & sustainable development

The potential for reducing the environmental impact of the food chain through a more
local system was identified in the Curry Commission report and has been highlighted
by organisations such as Sustain.  The main potential impacts are reduced transport
demand and increases in environmental benign farming practices.  There is much
evidence of the growth of food transport in the UK (SAFE Alliance, 1994).  Recent
research has also indicated a bias towards organic production amongst local food
producers (Devon County Council, 2002).

Both these potential benefits – reduced transport and increased organic production -
are currently under debate; research as part of the Wise Moves Project has been
inconclusive as to the transport benefits of local food sourcing (Transport 2000,
2002).  Research comparing the impact on climate change of different food systems
shows that combining local sourcing and organic production has the greatest
potential for reduced carbon emissions from plough to plate (Jones, 2002).



West Midlands LFI evaluation May 2004 17

The DEFRA (2002) response to Curry calls for food policies to be integrated and
sustainable; i.e. they should address multiple issues, including food miles, regional
food supply, damage to the environment, local procurement by public institutions,
environmental policy and impacts on the local economy.  A regional policy would be
expected to provide the umbrella for these developments and local policy
development at a local authority or PCT level should also address as many as
possible (Coote 2002).   There are some examples of good practice (e.g. Somerset
foodlinks).
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5. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

5.1. Questionnaire Survey

A key first stage in the study was to contact LFIs in the region through existing
databases and through personal contact lists (from the Research Team, Advisory
Panel and Project Steering Group), asking them to complete a questionnaire. The
original intention of using a database constructed the previous year (Dowler et al,
2002), proved impossible in the timescale.  The questionnaire was therefore posted
or e-mailed to about 110 contacts, drawing on several incomplete, overlapping and
dated databases, and through website details, for instance, for the 30 PCTs in the
region.  These contacts represented 52 organisations which, according to our prior
experience and knowledge, had some involvement with LFIs; indeed, we thought
many likely to be responsible for multiple projects (particularly the PCTs).  For other
organisations we contacted we had no prior certainty of their involvement in LFIs.

As shown in the Research Process diagram above, the questionnaire was designed,
following the First Stakeholder Workshop, to collect indicators of LFI activities that
could be analysed in terms of the five capital assets.

This questionnaire survey resulted in 29 responses. The majority of these responses
represented multiple activities and seven were completed by ‘umbrella organisations’
which were responsible for several LFIs.  Our estimate was therefore that the survey
represents at least 70 projects; however, in analysis, each response was treated
equally and referred to as one ‘LFI’, even though most are multi projects.  The base
line results are in Appendix 9.

The LFIs are spread throughout the region (Table 1), with the exception of
Shropshire, from which we received no response, and where there appears (on
anecdotal evidence) to be little LFI activity.  Although 4 contacts were sent the
questionnaire (2 PCTs and 2 LFIs), none was completed.

There are many variables in the structure and nature of the LFIs represented.  The
ownership structure is predominantly the public sector, charity/voluntary and not-for-
profit limited company/co-operative.  All except one of the LFIs are currently running,
though the length of time they have been running varies.  One LFI had in fact just
started, so it was too soon for them to give any evaluation of their impact.

 Table 1.  Geographical spread of LFIs in the survey

Region Number of
responses

Region Number of
responses

Birmingham 4 Staffordshire 4
Coventry 2 Walsall 3
Dudley 2 Warwickshire 4
Herefordshire 3 Wolverhampton 2
Sandwell 2 Worcestershire 2
Solihull 1

the full project details are given in the Appendix 8
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5.2. Inputs to the LFIs

Structure
Nineteen are run as partnership projects with significant health and local authority
input.

Management
Fifteen are led and managed by professionals from one discipline or another (the
majority being health).  LFIs exhibited many ways of involving users in management,
including steering groups, user consultation and evaluation, and user management
boards.

Funding
Twenty four receive some type of funding, most is short-term, but 6 receive
mainstream funding (these terms were not defined in the questionnaire, therefore
they were self-defined).  Funding varies from about £1,500 pa to £100,000 pa. ,
averaging £53,000 per year.  Seven projects generate their own income and 16
receive support in kind.  Lottery funding (NOF 5-a-day) and regeneration funding
(SRB, NCD) are the most significant sources identified followed by charity and PCT
funding.

Support, volunteers and staff
Seventeen projects are supported by volunteers; the estimates of number of hours in
the last year range from 60 hours to thousands per LFI and 19 have received advice,
training or information.  The projects have an average of just under one full-time
members of staff and one and a half part-time staff.

5.3. Activities of the LFIs

LFI activities were identified by the respondents within the questionnaire categories,
and were then classed under the headings of ‘health improvement’; ‘growing and
distribution’; ‘community and social networks’; ‘food strategy, networking, research
and lobbying’ and ‘local sourcing’.  These categories are not mutually exclusive, and
are elaborated below.  The distribution of stated main objectives are shown in
the diagram below.   

(Details of the main objectives and activities are in the Appendix 8)
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Health Improvement
The majority of the main objectives listed by LFIs can be categorised as related to
health improvement (see fig 1) – 25 stated a focus on nutrition and dietary health and
19 a focus on a wide range of health improvement issues; 21 stated objectives which
related to information provision or skills improvement.  The main activities cited
include school initiatives, 5-a-Day, cooking classes, education and information/
support.  Nine LFIs are involved in horticultural therapy.

Growing and Distribution
Although 15 of the LFIs are involved in the growing or production of food, this is the
main activity for only seven of the projects.  Most of the LFIs (21) are involved to a
greater or lesser extent in the distribution or marketing of food, though this is the
main activity for 14 LFIs, such as through farmers’ markets, the use of price discount
vouchers and promotion of local produce.

Community / social networks
Eighteen of the LFIs are involved in building community or social networks mainly
through the development or support of food co-ops (12) and community cafes (8).

Food strategy, Networking, research and lobbying
Seventeen of the LFIs are involved in food partnerships or networks, while rather
fewer - six - identify themselves as involved in research or lobbying.  Ten identify
themselves as having a strategic role in their area with regard to food.

Local Sourcing
Eleven LFIs source locally to some extent, five of which produce meals sourced
directly from the producer or grow their own.

5.4. Outputs – Services

The outputs are shown in Figure 4.2; they broadly fall into three main categories
characterised as services: ‘learning activities’, ‘healthy meal provision’ and ‘improved
access to food’, the latter being achieved by various means.  Each of these is
elaborated below.
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Learning activities
Twenty-five of the LFIs provide some training or learning activities across a range of
topics (Fig 4.2).  Cook-and-eat and nutrition training were the largest programmes.
In the 12 months prior to the survey there were approximately 4,700 beneficiaries of
cook-and-eat and nutrition training provided by 11 LFIs, which can be roughly
calculated as an average of 427 beneficiaries per LFI per year.  However, this figure
should be interpreted with caution, as the range was 10 to 2,100 beneficiaries per LFI
– i.e. some are ‘umbrella projects’ and contain several cook-and-eat or nutrition
training activities, while others have few such activities.  It was impossible to
calculate the actual average number of beneficiaries per actual ‘project’ from the data
provided in the questionnaires, for the reasons outlined above

Healthy meal provision
Twelve LFIs provide meals, using a range of mechanisms from community cafes to
luncheon clubs.  There were about 9500 beneficiaries over the 12 months prior to the
survey, from seven of these LFIs (average of 1350 per LFI per year, range 98 to
6000).

Improved access to food
Eight LFIs are involved in co-operative/community enterprises or food networks and
these have resulted in 11 new distribution points of outlets, an average of 1.4 per
project.   Five LFIs run food co-operatives or food networks.  There are
approximately 6,500 direct beneficiaries in these five LFIs, an average of 1,300 per
co-op or network.  There may be many more indirect beneficiaries, since some of
these figures will refer to numbers of families or households buying, rather than
individuals.

5.5. Impact of the LFIs

The impacts of the LFIs are given below in tabular form, in the context of the 5 capital
assets: natural, physical, social, human and political, and financial capitals.  They
include both the short term (result) and longer term (outcome) impacts.  Some of the
impacts are based on qualitative or quantified evidence collected by the LFI; others
are based on the perceptions of those involved in the LFI and/or completing the
questionnaire form.

NATURAL
BENEFITS
Indicator Impact
Involvement with
agri-environment
schemes

8 LFIs (28%) use organic production methods (not all certified)
on land bought into production – total of approx. 11 hectares plus
3 allotments

Conservation 8 LFIs (28%) have initiated waste reduction activities in at least
170 local organisations.  E.g. waste oil collected from schools
and recycled for diesel; composting

Use of derelict land 8 LFIs (28%) have bought derelict land into production – total of
approx. 11 hectares plus 3 allotments

Effect on ‘food miles’ Increased use of local produce reduces ‘food miles’:
4 LFIs (14%) have effected the procurement of local produce e.g.
in schools or hospitals
5 LFIs (17%) have resulted in an increase in the number of local
outlets stocking local produce
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PHYSICAL
BENEFITS
Transport network
enabling access to
affordable healthy
food

1 LFI (3%) has resulted in the increase in number of transport
networks and 1 has safeguarded a transport network.

Local catering
facilities

4 LFIs (14%) have resulted in an increase in the number of
community kitchen facilities (plus 2 safeguarded)

New local food
infrastructure

8 new commercial outlets established, resulting from the activity
of 4 LFIs (14%).
11 new distribution points for co-ops and community enterprises

Existing local food
infrastructure

5 LFIs (17%) have resulted in the improvement in viability of local
retail outlets and producers.

SOCIAL BENEFITS
Community
involvement

6 of the 8 LFIs involved with co-operative/community enterprises
have had an increase in the number of beneficiaries involved.
15 LFIs (52%) believe their initiative(s) has resulted in increased
community involvement
The LFIs involve all elements of the local communities including
the socially disadvantaged

Community support 13 new support / communication networks have been set up by
11 LFIs (38%).
Numbers of beneficiaries involved with the networks have
increased over the previous 12 months in 3 LFIs (10%)

Collaboration
between
organisations

19 LFIs (66%) have experienced the development of new
partnerships
17 LFIs (59%) have shared learning with other LFIs

Influence over food
policy

16 (55%) feel decision makers are better informed about food
issues
9 (31%) have a high or very high influence over local food policy
13 (45%) DO NOT believe there are more appropriate funding
streams and mechanisms

HUMAN BENEFITS
Development of new
skills

25 LFIs (86%) provide training / learning activities
For 16 of these LFIs (64%) the numbers of beneficiaries is
increasing
Numbers of beneficiaries over previous 12 months:

Cook & Eat – 2612
Nutrition – 2292
Shopping / budgeting – 301
Horticulture – 171
Employment / basic skills – 139
ICT – 70
Other – 108

(Most emphasis is on health improvement rather than
employment based skills)

Access to fresh,
healthy, local food

11 LFIs (38%) have led to an increase in the number of outlets
providing healthy food choices (1 Safeguarded)
3 LFIs (45%) have led to an increase in healthy options for meals
in schools etc (3 safeguarded)
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Improved diet Beneficiaries from 18 LFIs (62%) have increased consumption of
fresh fruit and vegetables and had overall improvement in their
diet.

Improvements in
health

Increased exercise – 10 LFIs (34%)
Improved mental health – 10 LFIs (34%)
Improved physical health – 10 LFIs (34%)

FINANCIAL
BENEFITS
Support for local food
enterprises

5 LFIs (17%) have resulted in the improvement in viability of local
retail outlets and producers.
9 LFIs (31%) have resulted in an increase in the amount of local
produce sold in the local area, thereby supporting local producers
and keeping money flows circulating in the local economy
5 LFIs (17%) have resulted in an increase in the number of local
outlets stocking local produce

Financial viability of
LFIs

8 (28%) are involved in income generation

Financial investment
in LFIs

Turnover increased in 15 LFIs (52%)

Financial
sustainability of
voluntary and
community
enterprises

Beneficiaries from 9 LFIs (31%) have become involved in other
voluntary sector activities

Securing
employment within
the region

At least 34 beneficiaries have gone on to find employment or
become self-employed), as a result of involvement with 11 (38%)
of the LFIs

5.6. Summary findings from the survey

Using the Five Capital Assets approach, LFIs have positive impacts on all benefit
categories – natural, physical, social, human and financial.  The strongest indications
are that LFIs contribute significantly to ‘human’ objectives in providing skills
development, better access to healthy food, and as a consequence, better diet and
health.  The weakest area appears to be in improvement of the physical assets,
particularly in terms of the development of new commercial outlets and transport
networks, which require substantial funding.

Interpreting these results to give a picture of the full extent of the regional impact of
all the LFIs, must be done, if at all, with care as there are many variations to take into
account, and the total ‘population’ and types of LFI are not known.  Indeed, a total
‘population’ figure is probably unknowable: partly this is a problem of definitions
(different surveys use different definitions and therefore inclusion/exclusion criteria
for LFIs2); partly it is a problem of practicalities (LFIs are [under]staffed by very busy
people, who have insufficient spare capacity to complete questionnaires).  In
addition, LFIs probably have a very variable lifespan.
                                                
2 e.g. recent work by Coventry University for the Countryside Agency (Kneafsey et al, 2003)
on ‘Local Food Activity’ in fact examined the local food sector, i.e. ‘food which is produced,
processed, sold and/or consumed in the region’ (ibid, pii).  Their findings included the
comment that alongside activities related to marketing, promotion and selling of local produce,
there are local food projects [encompassing]… work on development, education and social
schemes. (ibid, pii)
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5.7. Findings from the policy interviews

A full account of the policy interviews can be found in Appendix 5. They demonstrate
a considerable level of activity with policy development occurring at a PCT and or LA
level.  There are two key features: such policy developments are mainly small-scale,
both in terms of the resources devoted to them and the time scales within which they
are meant to deliver.  Secondly, at a local level, the management responsibility for
food projects is ‘down the line’ to health promotion and nutrition staff, some of whom
feel unequipped and unsupported for the task, reporting they ‘learn on the job’.

Few senior policy makers or managers see LFIs as part of their remit.  Initial contacts
were made with senior players/people who appeared to have some, if not an
exclusive, role in relation to ‘food’ in general.  However, in the majority of such cases
once the purpose of the interviews (LFIs) was clear, they would refer on to someone
else.  A large proportion of those eventually interviewed were found only after
numerous phone calls tracking down an appropriate person within the organisation.
Generally, it was harder to identify officers in LAs with a responsibility for LFIs:
usually the reference on was to a Local Agenda 21 worker or a regeneration officer, if
not to PCT based staff3.  LA21 staff focus is often limited to reducing local food miles,
which, while important, is only a small part of a local food strategy, and often not a
driving factor in support for LFIs.  The health sector were much more likely to
recognise the terminology of ‘local food initiative’ and to have someone co-ordinating
such work.

Nonetheless, the capacity of PCTs to implement a coherent food policy has to be
questionable, at least at the time of the research, since services such as public
health, health promotion and community dietetics were in a state of flux following
major reorganization, and were suffering from a lack of capacity to deliver even on
core agendas, of which food was not seen to be one.  There was less evidence of
policy activity or support for food policy development at the next level up: the
Strategic Health Authority (SHA).  For instance, despite DEFRA’s policy responsibility
charge, the majority of SHA Directors of Public Health do not have ‘food’ issues
among their performance management targets.  Unless such food, or ‘healthy eating’
targets are in place, these key managers will not be able to give food issues much
attention beyond that of personal interest or concern.  Those PCTs and SHAs where
food issues did rank as important still approached them entirely from an instrumental
perspective as contributing to reducing health inequalities.   LAs tended to adopt a
more strategic approach to food policy development, but largely from concern with
the food sector as a business.

The lack of a clear regional policy perspective or direction on food was a common
complaint. There was some expectation that the region should offer support in terms
of skill development and support networks, as well as providing a clear policy steer
on food strategy.  In practice, unsurprisingly, the social, health and economic
agendas remain separate.  There is some cross linking of the two agendas, but it is
mainly at the margins; for instance, an LA might involve the health authority in a food
business plan as an additional distribution outlet.  Similarly, health authority
developments often included mention of local authority work in the area of food,
usually referring to LA21 or environmental health work.  There was, at the time of the
interviews, little evidence of the type of partnership working in practice envisaged in
                                                
3 In one City Council attempts to identify someone with responsibility for LFIs were
unsuccessful, despite some 15 phone calls (many not returned) and snowballing from one
individual and department to another.
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the Future of Farming and Food report, which saw local strategic partnerships guided
by Directors of Public Health as the catalyst for local food policy development.  We
found evidence of some common agendas, with joint meetings and sharing of
information, but little evidence of joint work in practice.  What tends to happen still is
that LAs work on the economic aspects of food, while the health agencies work on
the social and human capital aspects.  Towards the end of the research there was
evidence that this is beginning to change in some areas.  At least one County
Council had commissioned a large scale study to review all activities and
possibilities, and provide a co-ordinated base for future development4.  The PCTs are
seen as the level at which policy initiatives on food will be coordinated, although in
practice, the degree of commitment and partnership working with LAs will vary.
There is also the widespread potential of the NOF funding for both the Five-a-Day
LFIs (on fruit and vegetables) in areas of high social need in the region, and for the
Regional Five-a-Day Co-ordinator, who has now been in post for two years, whose
remit is to encourage joined agendas and partnership working on policy initiatives, at
least where fruit and vegetables are concerned.

Several of those interviewed commented that funding streams drove the direction of
food policy, and that directions could change quite quickly.  The common example in
health was of current emphasis on fruit and vegetables, as opposed to reducing CHD
and cancer, which were the policy drivers two years ago.  In fact, the current
emphasis on fruit and vegetables (particularly the Five-a-Day work) was seen as
offering both opportunities and threats.  It is a clear message which few disagree
with, personally or commercially, but the downside is that it can be limiting in
addressing issues of food poverty and insecurity.  Some of those interviewed spoke
of the possible demise or at least invisibility of inequalities work under the ‘fruit and
vegetable’ banner.

The majority of those interviewed saw resources as making the difference to the
success of both projects and policy developments, whether in a HAZ area, LA or
PCT.  Such resources include both direct funding and the time for people to develop
policy and/or skills.  The short-term nature of current funding was seen by many as
limiting the potential of food projects to deliver wider objectives, such as those on
reducing inequalities.  Allied to this was the pressure on those not in receipt of core
funding for their LFIs, or even their own salary, to need continually to seek it from
outside the PCT or LA.  In other words, there was still a lack of ongoing or
mainstream funding for food initiatives or policy development, and sometimes for the
posts of those responsible for them.

Many of those interviewed had come to their present policy oriented work from the
experience of running projects or groups of projects; in a number of instances the
initial policy framework was such a group of LFIs.  These seemed to be the stepping-
stone for the development of local food policy; the dilemma for some was knowing
how/having the capacity to extend beyond these LFI groups to involve other
initiatives and different agencies. There was a lot of enthusiasm and energy for the
future development of food related projects and policy to guide this work but a lack of
clarity where and how to channel it.

                                                
4 Taking Forward Food Policies Together, Worcester County Council, (2003), accessed from
WCC website, August 2003.
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5.8. Key findings from the stakeholder workshops

Two stakeholder  workshops were held with representatives from LFIs and
supporting organisations.  Details are given in Appendix 8.  More than 30 delegates
took part in each workshop.

First stakeholder workshop

The aim was to explore the issues which LFIs meet, in particular to:
• help the research team to understand the opportunities and constraints faced by

existing LFIs
• identify how to measure the effectiveness and benefits of LFIs
• identify the policy makers and funders whose programmes and policies need to

change

At the outset, the objectives and activities of the LFIs were documented. This showed
the broad range of initiatives, ranging from promoting fruit and vegetable
consumption, ‘cook and eat’, to projects aimed at helping local producers and village
shops.  Many of the health and diet related projects were being influenced or directly
supported by the Five-a-Day scheme.  Delegates also noted the unexpected
outcomes which projects generated, such as development of social skills, and the
potential conflict between local shops and local food initiatives.

Delegates confirmed the need to measure and evaluate projects both to justify
support from the funders, and to help them to see how they are making a difference.
They noted the difficulty of using and developing indicators, particularly where there
was a lack of good baseline information.  They also recognised the need to
demonstrate the benefits for projects, to be able to learn and reflect through the
evaluation process, and to recognise any negative impacts.

A range of potential indicators was put forward by the stakeholders, the full list of
which can be seen in Appendix 8.  Indicators which delegates considered easiest to
measure included:
• the area of land reclaimed
• retention of money in the local economy
• number of beneficiaries engaged
• amount of food produced and distributed
• percentage of food from local suppliers
• changes in eating patterns
• improvements in skills

Indicators which were considered to be more difficult to assess included:
• changes in self-esteem, confidence and mental health
• impact on community health
• behavioural change
• economic benefits such as employment opportunities
• communication between urban and rural people
• integration or effect on policy development

Delegates also noted the wide range of potential stakeholders who need to be
involved in successful LFIs, from people on low income or with disabilities, ethnic
minority communities, health agencies and local authorities, schools and colleges,
parents, shops, and region-wide organisations.
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Second stakeholder workshop

The focus here was on identifying possible future directions for LFIs, and understanding the
changing policy context, such as changes in support structures and funding availability for
projects in the region. The aims of the workshop were to:
• hear from the research team about the findings of the research to date
• discuss the implications for future policy and development of LFIs in the West

Midlands
• share ideas about conclusions and recommendations for the study and who

needs to hear about them
• learn more about some of the evaluation tools - such as the Local Multiplier

Delegates were encouraged by the preliminary findings of the Five Capital Assets
approach and used it in their discussions where possible. They discussed whether
LFIs are addressing issues ‘at the margins’, in trying to address social and human
problems at grassroots level, where mainstream policy and actions are failing.  There
was also concern that LFIs will simply plug gaps in market failure, such as the
location of supermarkets or other point of access for healthy fresh food.

The core business for LFIs was seen as helping with personal and community
development, and that projects which directly involved the community in identifying
problems and finding solutions would be most successful.  Whilst professionals are
important in many cases, it's not useful if they parachute in and leave early.

Funding and support systems may in fact encourage LFI is to work outside
mainstream systems.  This begs the question of whether we expect particular
communities to have different routes to access healthy food.  The existing
infrastructure for food access may be missing , and where it is used as a component
in new solutions, a realistic view must be taken – for example local shops need help
to be able to offer fresh food at a reasonable price.  Similarly, help is needed to
develop the linkages between local producers and consumers in disadvantaged
areas.

With regard to monitoring and evaluation, many felt that the information which
funding organisations require does not capture what is most important about the
outcomes of the project.  Qualitative evaluation needs to be developed and seen as
acceptable.  There was also some discussion about the objectives and thus
monitoring of the Five-a-Day scheme, such as whether frequency of consumption is
a better measure that the number of portions of fruit and vegetables eaten.

Delegates agreed on the need for a regional steer in determining objectives relating
to improving food access.  Short-term initiatives, it was suggested, do not solve long-
term structural problems, and may in fact divert attention from long-term solutions by
offering short-term solutions.
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5.9. Key findings from the case studies

Twelve LFIs were taken as case studies for more in-depth analysis. This included
site visits and in-depth interviews to:

• explore both policy and practice issues raised in the initial survey
• provide detailed information on how typical LFIs are run, their problem areas, and

plans for the future
• introduce the local multiplier tool methodology and help the project managers to

get started on it

The full results of the case studies are included in Appendix 6.  Findings have been
incorporated with those of the survey into the assessment and analysis which follows
in the discussion.
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6. DISCUSSION

The aim of this research project was to identify the impacts made by LFIs in the West
Midlands region.  In the process, much has been demonstrated about the diverse
range of strategies and projects in the region, reflecting the multiplicity of ways in
which LFIs aim to address health, social, environmental and economic objectives.
The research has also shown the complexity of policy and support systems assisting
such initiatives, and of the frustrations and perceived vulnerability of many of them
experienced by project managers.

In this respect our findings are in line with other research on LFIs.  Nonetheless, it is
important to highlight critical issues for AWM and others, and to attempt some
characterization of the key elements of success in LFIs. This section draws together
our findings, thinking and experience.  We begin with a review of the findings, and
then try to categorise key drivers for activities.  We conclude with details of specific
challenges and issues to be addressed.

6.1. Summary and review of fieldwork findings

The survey offers insight into activities and benefits from information obtained from
approximately 70 LFIs.  The study team initially identified 110 initiatives as probably
currently functioning in the region, but was unable to obtain responses from about 40,
despite considerable effort.  Some of those responsible for the latter non-responders
in fact attended the stakeholder workshops (but still did not complete a questionnaire
in time for the analysis), and their views and experiences were captured in the
workshop discussions.

The survey confirms the wide remit of LFIs in the region and indicates that these
projects are delivering positive results, which appear to be contributing to measurable
outcome objectives.  Judging LFIs in the West Midlands on the Five Capital Assets
approach, it is clear that they contribute positive impacts in all benefit categories –
natural, physical, social, human and financial.  However, the survey findings suggest
they contribute particularly to ‘human’ objectives in providing skills development,
better access to healthy food, and as a consequence, better diet and health.  Such a
finding is not surprising, since at the time of the survey and policy interviews a
dominant national policy was the promotion of fruit and vegetables through the
School Fruit Scheme and Five-a-Day initiatives with funding support from NOF.  The
majority of those who responded to the survey were working in such initiatives.  But
WM LFIs are also effective tools for community regeneration, and can provide a valid
means to reclaim and manage under-used or derelict land.  On the other hand, LFIs
(as defined within the remit of this study) have had little effect in creating physical
assets or making significant impacts on the local economy; again, these objectives
were not part of the core remit of the majority of funding streams driving the initiatives
encountered.

The findings highlight the potential narrowness of the public health agenda which
drives policy activity in the health and related sectors towards limited human and
social gains.  Indeed, a recent King’s Fund report on spending by statutory agencies
(Coote 2002) argues that the NHS, by adopting a more holistic approach to funding,
could contribute to wider achievements, including a more sustainable food supply.
Running parallel with the health agenda, the last few years has seen a concerted
attempt to address the problems faced by farmers and rural communities.  The Curry
Commission, and DEFRA's strategy for sustainable food and farming (DEFRA 2002),
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paved the way for increased recognition and support for LFIs as a means of
achieving these rural/farming community objectives.  Finally, the link between food
systems and sustainable development has been recognised by the Sustainable
Development Commission.  Support for environmental management of farms,
biodiversity in urban areas, and the best use of unused or derelict land, has also
provided a rationale for local and community-based food initiatives.

In the West Midlands region, policy in health and economic regeneration both have
the potential to focus on food issues, particularly fresh fruit and vegetables.
Consumption of these commodities is recognized as low, especially among white low
income groups.  The food and drink sector, an important contributor to the local
economy (particularly SMEs), is looking to identify new opportunities for those
involved with food production, distribution and retail, and the health sector support for
fresh fruit in schools, and the promotion of fresh produce, have been seen as
important avenues for generating sustainable markets.  National and regional policy
has thus contributed to the development of local food initiatives from a number of
different directions.

However, those addressing regeneration and sustainable development through local
initiatives demand systematic evidence of their cost effectiveness which is not
forthcoming.  Indeed, demonstrating cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness for LFIs is
problematic, as many couch their objectives in long term impacts whose links to
inputs and activities is difficult to establish.  It is possible to calculate a rough
estimate of the cost-effectiveness of achieving simple quantified outputs, such as the
number of beneficiaries from learning activities (with which over 80% of survey
responders were involved).  For example, there were approximately 4,400
beneficiaries of ‘cook and eat’ and/or nutrition training programmes, provided by
LFIs whose annual budgets total approximately £387,000.  The inputs to the training
programmes are not separated from other activities, so we might crudely estimate
the cost of training provided as approximately £90/head.

The link from such an output (numbers of beneficiaries of ‘learning activities’) to
impacts such as changes in behaviour (e.g. improved patterns of food purchase,
preparation and consumption) or long term impact such as reductions in inequalities
in health (e.g. lower rates of heart disease or risk factors such as high blood
pressure, high blood cholesterol, lower levels of obesity) is not easily made.  Some
studies have shown that people gain in confidence and demonstrate simple
behavioural change (e.g. Dobson et al, 2001); others have questioned whether or not
programmes such as ‘cook and eat’ have lasting effect on people’s practices (e.g.
Wrieden et al, 2002).

Furthermore, scaling up such calculations to estimate or interpret regional impact
should be done with extreme caution. The total ‘population’ of LFIs is probably
unknowable because of definition slippages and the practical difficulties of surveying
such variable and sometimes rather short-term activities, staffed by overstretched
people.  Many initiatives claimed to be addressing a number of objectives, and
attributing monetary values to inputs, outputs and impacts in a systematic way across
such a range of activities is almost impossible.

Furthermore, much of what was encountered was centrally directed work and LFIs
(anecdotaly, they seemed more likely to fill in the questionnaire or take part in case
study interviews).  One criticism of such work is that it the focus was almost always
‘downstream’, on individual choice, as opposed to ‘upstream’, on policy development;
also that it is ‘nutrition’ rather than ‘food’ based (i.e. incorporating the food system,
including cultural dimensions, rather than the reductive nutrient/food source
concerns). The ideal is to have both approaches supporting one another and clearly
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linked.  One of the current problems is that ‘upstream’ policy is designed to direct
‘downstream’ policy but often does little to tackle the real determinants of healthy
eating at its own level.  An example of this dilemma in the ‘food-skills’ arena, is the
number of central policy initiatives that identify cooking skills as important and
provide encourage ‘downstream’ focus on establishment of school based out-of
hours cookery clubs and cooking & tasting programmes in the community; however,
there is little ‘upstream’ policy on the removal of hands-on cooking skills from the
school curriculum, or the loss of local shops providing raw ingredients rather than
ready-meals.

6.2. What are local food initiatives good at?

6.2.1. Human capital
This study found that one of the key ways in which local food initiatives can make a
positive impact, is in the development of human capital.  By this we mean the
development of skills which allow people to make lifestyle changes affecting their
personal well-being, especially through diet and exercise, and also in terms of skills
which may lead to employment or self-employment. Such a finding again comes with
the proviso that the funding is largely driving LFIs to meeting human capital aims and
objectives.

Many of the projects surveyed were involved with providing training and learning
activities, most of these with an emphasis on health improvement rather than
employment based skills.  A large proportion of the projects were also geared to
providing easier access to food.  The impacts of these latter activities have also been
the improvement of diets, in particular fruit and vegetable consumption, and an
increase in exercise.  Some beneficiaries have also gone on to find new sources of
work.

6.2.2. Social capital
We found that a community-based approach, with genuine participation and local
ownership, is a key to the success of LFIs.  Many of the initiatives were based on
setting up community support and communication networks, both at a local level, and
by creating partnerships with other organisations in the locality or region.  In many
cases learning has been shared with other related initiatives.

Whilst these projects appear to depend on the continued involvement and motivation
of local people and direct beneficiaries, in many cases the involvement of
professionals or local champions was seen as equally important.  Professionals are
critical for project management, people management, administration and funding,
and it is important that their involvement is ongoing rather than that they parachute in
and then leave.

6.2.3. Natural capital
Many of the projects involve food growing, often on derelict land or unused
allotments, and in this way have a direct effect on the management of the urban
landscape.  Others are involved with predominantly organic horticulture or creating
community gardens, which may increase biodiversity.

A less direct impact, but one which local food initiatives may be a unique position to
influence, is the effect on ‘food miles’, through local food production or local sourcing
from other nearby producers (as evidenced from several of the questionnaire returns
and case studies).  This needs to be balanced, however, against the predominantly
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imported fruit which is needed to meet the increasing demand through the School
Fruit Scheme and Five-a-Day initiative.

6.2.4. Physical capital

Local food projects seem less geared towards the provision of physical assets,
although the exception is in the creation of new buildings for horticultural therapy
projects, processing or kitchen facilities.

A number of the projects in the region were also involved in providing the
infrastructure related to food distribution, such as food processing and packing
facilities, and delivery vans.

6.2.5. Financial capital
Almost all of the local food initiatives depend on external funding, at least in the initial
years.  However, nearly a third were involved in income generation, and many have
led to the creation of new social or private enterprises.

The limited take up by consultees of the opportunity to carry out the local multiplier
tool exercise, allows little evidence to be gained. The results we do have indicate that
LFIs are not performing highly in supporting local businesses.  Whilst aware of the
arguments in favour of local purchasing or goods or services, the project managers
need to prioritise for value for money, and in other cases especially with regard to
capital items, the suppliers were not available in the local area or even within the
region.

6.3. Types of LFI, evaluation of their impacts, and issues to
be addressed

The survey, and outline information from other projects in the region, suggest LFIs
genuinely encompass diverse objectives, methods and activities, with delivery of
multiple benefits, notwithstanding the responders’ primary focus on achieving
nutrition and dietary health objectives, and strong input from the public sector or
charitable sources.  At the Steering Group’s request we have therefore attempted to
make sense of this diversity by categorising initiatives on the basis of the key drivers
which emerged through the field work.  For each category, we have tried to identify
typical patterns and areas of need, which may help in the development of strategy for
food in the region.   the categories below do not therefore relate to projects or
initiatives themselves, as much as to project drivers.

The broad remit LFIs adopt in practice can be important for sustainability.  For
example, the gardening activities in the Unity Garden in Hereford are beginning to be
cross-subsidised by the community café on the site.   Project managers appear to
become adept at balancing on a knife-edge of financial survival by managing budgets
from various sources with entrepreneurial skill.
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6.3.1. Category 1: reducing inequalities in health, through better
knowledge and skills, thus improving diet and nutrition

These projects represent the majority of local food activity currently in the region,
according to our survey.  Typically, they are now funded by Primary Care Trusts, and
before the Trusts came into existence in spring 2002, many had funding from Primary
Care Groups and/or Health Authorities.  In addition, some are funded by local
community development organisations.  The Five-a-Day scheme, providing funding
through the New Opportunities Fund, is an important external generator of local
activity for those projects which fulfil the NOF objectives and fall in the designated
geographic areas.  Five-a-Day is managed regionally through Government Office
West Midlands, with a dedicated Regional Co-ordinator; despite centrally driven
criteria for project selection and outputs, some regional flexibility exists to explore
wider aspects of addressing inequalities.

One of the core aims of these projects is to improve the understanding and skills of
individuals, so that they are better able to make lifestyle choices leading to improved
health.  A classic delivery mechanism for health care professionals is to spend time
with small groups of target beneficiaries, developing these skills, using an action
learning approach.  In practice, actual activities can range from ‘cook-and-eat’
groups, through community café’s, tasting sessions, and to recipes packs or
demonstrations within food co-operatives.  Such projects are based on the
assumptions that improving the knowledge and skill base of those with poor health,
who are more likely to be in areas of deprivation, will enable them to make lifestyle
choices which result in health improvement.  Some argue that skills-based initiatives
are an appropriate way for the health sector to tackle food poverty and poor
nutritional intake.  The challenge for project managers and funders is that secular
trends in lifestyle and health outcomes suggest that richer individuals, and those
living in less disadvantaged or more affluent areas, will also experience health
improvement, at a greater rate.  Thus the capacity for such local projects to
contribute to reducing inequalities is limited.

On the other hand, food buying co-operatives were in fact often developed using
community development approaches, and were more likely to be community than
professionally led.  Their main focus was often on outputs such as improving the
availability of affordable fresh produce, especially fruit and vegetables; they might
include skills development as a secondary objective, sometimes to strengthen
securing funding support.  In this respect, they could argue the potential to contribute
to reducing inequalities because they address the fundamentals of food access.
However, in that food co-operatives do not address the causes of food access
problems (household lack of sufficient money; demise of local retailing for fresh
produce) they may be acting as temporary measures or even masking the problem.

Evaluation of skills based projects tends to be based on quantifying the individuals
who have been involved in skills development programmes.  There has been less
work on following up the retention of skills, or on measuring any subsequent
behavioural change.  The Health Development Agency notes the lack of systematic
evaluation of the effectiveness of local projects.  One problem is the lack of baseline
data from which to determine the progress or effectiveness of project activity.
Another is that, while it can be easy to measure the numbers involved in any project,
the long-term impact on, for example, coronary heart disease, is extremely difficult to
assess.

Many of the case studies appeared to be cost effective in terms of outputs measured
as numbers taking part –  for example, the South Wye Healthy Living Centre, with an
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annual budget of £46k, has benefited more than 500 people.  Such cost-
effectiveness can be particularly evident where voluntary or other in-kind support is
generated, which is what these kinds of initiatives seem to attract.  Where
behavioural change has been measured, there is evidence that LFIs can help people
to make small sustainable changes in their own and their families' diet  (e.g. Dobson
et al, 2000).  Self-evaluation by beneficiaries, of their needs and indicators of
progress, as seen in the Growing Opportunities project, can be an effective and
motivating mechanism.

However, key barriers to changing dietary behaviour, as identified by Kennedy and
Ling (1997), may not be addressed such initiatives.  These include community and
family food norms and preferences, financial and socio-structural constraints such as
childcare demands, as well as practical knowledge and personal motivation.  The
inter-relatedness of all these factors needs to be recognised in planning a successful
initiative, in terms of its ongoing outcomes.  Several of the case studies found project
managers to be deeply frustrated by the lack of interest or support from schools,
residents groups etc, for whom healthy diets are not a priority concern.

The survey, case study and policy interviews bore out the findings of published
research of the importance of ‘professional champion’, who acts as a local activist or
community development worker.  The role of such professionals is key both in
dealing with administrative requirements, and in providing a motivating/contact point
for all parties involved.  Where the project is instigated in the public sector, officers
involved will bring their insider knowledge and experience of how systems work,
which facilitates attracting funding and support in kind.  Nonetheless, professionals
often also need to extend their training to be able successfully to support community
based projects.

The involvement of volunteers, and a sense of ownership and control locally, were
also identified as essential components in the success of a project, which may need
to be nurtured through the provision of training and other forms of support.  Again,
this is supported by the literature (e.g. McGlone et al, 1999; Dobson et al, 2000).
Food co-operatives, café, ‘cook and eat’ sessions, were seen as useful by some
groups of individuals, but they depend heavily on the motivation and time inputs of
key individuals.

The administrative burden, particularly in chasing funding and monitoring, was a
common frustration for project workers.  Too often, also, a top-down approach
appeared to be evident, whereby the direction of a project was influenced by funding
availability, rather than by encouraging innovation in objectives or delivery.  Another
frustration appeared to be in the timescales for funding - often two or three years
maximum - which may be barely long enough for community-based projects to build
to full strength or begin to be self-sustaining.   Furthermore, many of those
interviewed in the public health sector were also concerned about the short-term
nature of some LFIs, because of funding, or personnel, or policy direction, which are
affected by changes in funding or emphasis from government or other sources such
as NOF.

Public sector organisations also lacked clarity about who had responsibility for
directing the focus of LFIs.  In fact, a lack of co-ordination was reported in many
cases between the health care professionals and public sector organisations with a
remit for social, economic or environmental agendas.  This is perhaps not surprising
given the limited resources and funding, and the absence of a clear strategy for
integration, but it was frustrating for those working on the ground.  Similarly, the
school fruit scheme is not supported by initiatives in education, or by help to access
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affordable fruit and vegetables.  Access to local produce for school fruit was only
being discussed or just beginning as the research interviews took place.

In summary, for projects focusing on inequalities through the medium of skills and
knowledge:

• local food initiatives, especially those where there is strong community
involvement or ownership, were seen as appropriate ways to influence and
promote healthy eating

• appropriately trained professional workers were often seen as key to the success
of such projects, with additional training often needed to promote awareness of
the inter-relatedness of the health, social, cultural, environmental, and economic
contexts, and of the benefit of health prevention and promotion

• in other cases the work of volunteers was the key to project success, and ways
need to be found to offer them the support they identify as necessary

• clarity is needed in terms of strategic policy, to provide short, medium and long-
term coherence of objectives, funding and areas of responsibility

• a forum for the integration of those with different remits is needed, to enable
better partnership working and networking

• evaluation should include lasting outcomes, rather than numbers of beneficiaries
involved; such outcomes can be effectively assessed by beneficiaries
themselves; indicators of success should be similarly agreed with beneficiaries

• the administrative burden (often imposed by supporting organisations) needs to
be eased

• funding needs to be streamlined, simplified, and co-ordinated between the
multiple current sources, to allow and encourage innovation, with realistic
timescales for project development

6.3.2. Category 2: empowering people and communities through
capacity building, employment and engagement

There were projects whose aims and/or outcomes were to build communities and
empower local people to improve their lives, using food and health as a focus.  This
category also encompassed a range of activities including food growing, provision
through cafes, and school based activities.  Despite the original exclusion of school
based project from this investigation, it became clear that many local food initiatives
are in fact working with local schools as a way of reaching particular community
groups.

The objective to empower people and communities is a key aim of a wide range of
organisations, including WHO Healthy Cities, Sure Start, neighbourhood
management initiatives, local authorities, and youth and community organisations.
Funding for these kinds of projects has been successfully found through Lottery
sources including Awards for All, and the SEED fund (shortly to be terminated), and
through HAZ and Single Regeneration Budget funding, as well as through other
educational/employment training initiatives such as the New Deal.

Food related projects offer opportunities to a wide range of people within the
community, including the old, young, unemployed, those with special needs, ethnic
minorities and women.  For example, in the Bath Place cafe and food growing
project, 75 % of the users are unwaged.  In many cases LFIs provide a unique
mechanism to help individuals develop social skills and to get them out into the
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community.  Community gardens, for example, provide the basis for social interaction
between many sectors of the community who would not normally otherwise meet.
The Wye Healthy Living Centre has also noted how food projects provide a common
ground for integration and networking between organisations with diverse remits.

There is good evidence from around the UK of the community building potential of
LFIs, whether based on shopping (farmers markets, village shops, food co-op's),
growing (community gardens, allotments) or simply eating (community cafés).  The
Community Development Foundation concluded that the socio-economic impacts of
local food initiatives include job creation, training, community development and
capacity building.

Projects in schools include food growing, either in school grounds or on allotments,
as well as using food growing and community food projects as a way of delivering
parts of the national curriculum.  Breakfast clubs, such as at Hunderton primary
school, have also proved very useful ways improve rates of attendance and
concentration in class.  Visits by schoolchildren to working farms have also been
arranged, although this has recently become more difficult due to liability issues.

There is a strong link too between food growing projects and opportunities for
training.  Groundwork's Loaf project is a good example of this, where funding is
provided through the New Deal initiative for training in organic horticulture, which
helps maintain the allotment site as well as providing food for a local food co-op
(although the restriction on sale of produce generated through New Deal or from
allotments is a constraint to financial sustainability).

Evaluation of some of the benefits of these kinds of initiative can be easy to quantify
in terms of outputs, for example numbers of trainees completing a course, or
obtaining employment, but in other cases they are 'soft' outcomes which are difficult
to quantify.  These may include, for example, perceptions about the quality of life in a
particular neighbourhood, or increased sense of self worth.  It is important that
indicators are developed which reflect the impact of initiatives on these soft
outcomes, and that they are considered seriously alongside more quantifiable data.

Changes in lifestyle, including our food culture, however, are slow to take effect.  A
number of the project managers we interviewed stressed this, suggesting that
projects which last only a year or two are unlikely to effect long-term change.

Of projects with an emphasis on empowerment it can be said that:

• they provide many opportunities for people to develop personal skills, from
understanding the basics of a healthy diet, to gaining skills leading to employment

• food growing and community horticulture projects create excellent opportunities
for individuals to meet and work with others, building strong local communities

• they provide strong opportunities for organisational partnerships
• those in schools can have significant direct and indirect impacts
• outcomes are slow to develop, requiring long programmes and sustained project

support

6.3.3. Category 3: improving economic health through local trading
and supporting food related enterprises and urban/rural links

One of the strongest drivers supporting the development of local food initiatives, has
been in connection with support for small business enterprises.  In particular this has
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focused on addressing the plight of farmers and producers with small turnovers, who
have been hard hit by the impacts of the global food economy, and by recent crises
such as Foot and Mouth disease.  Whilst the focus of this study is not to look at
business activity, there are often close links between economic activities and policy
objectives addressing food access, particularly for urban communities.

One of the key remits of Advantage West Midlands, is to provide investment to
support regeneration, inward investment, business growth and skills development.
Funding under the Single Regeneration Budget has supported a number of LFIs in
this study.  Similarly the England Rural Development Plan provides support for farm
diversification and other forms of marketing. Economic development departments
within local authorities and related public sector functions including Local Agenda 21,
have also been sources of support.

The kinds of initiative which have been supported, and which have a direct impact on
issues addressed in this study concerning healthy food access, community and other
social benefits, include farmers’ markets, box delivery schemes, food co-op's, food
fairs, food directories, and help to local retailers.

The case studies provide evidence that these initiatives are addressing food access,
and are well supported by local people.  For example one farmers' market found that
67 percent of shoppers lived within five miles, although they made modest purchases
averaging £10.

The New Economics Foundation has demonstrated through its local multiplier work,
that local purchasing, keeping money circulating within a defined geographical area,
helps regenerate a local economy.   Evidence from the FLAIR survey in 2003,
indicated that 43% of local food enterprises were increasing their turnover compared
to a 4% increase for those not involved in the sector, and 24% of local food sector
enterprises increased the value of their supplies from local businesses, whilst only
4% of other businesses did the same.  Local multiplier studies done with for this
study have been inconclusive, but indicate that the infrastructure for LFIs to purchase
goods and services locally, may be missing.

One of the concerns of those asked to support LFIs is that there may be an adverse
effect on existing businesses such as local shops.  In this research, one completed
user purchasing survey, from 46 members of a ‘cook and eat’ project, showed that
91% were buying more fresh food and 13 % using local shops more, although 4%
were using them less.  The increasing purchases of fresh food were benefiting local
shops, supermarkets, farm shops, farmers markets and other markets.  However,
many local shops in low income areas do not feel able to stock a good range of fresh
produce, entering a downward spiral in which demand falls and availability falls
further.  The Five-a-Day and other health related initiatives may provide some help
for local shops through the promotion of fruit and vegetable consumption.

(From the literature review) A review of retailing and social inclusion on behalf of the
Joseph Rowntree Foundation (Carley et al, 2001) pointed out that there is no simple
solution to retail or  social regeneration, but that involvement of local communities,
local authority planning structures and retailers, with a negotiated agreed long term
vision, are essential to local retailing sustainability.

A challenge for these local food initiatives which focus on the local economy,
improving availability and access (i.e. retail initiatives and food co-ops) is that their
creation is sometimes symptomatic of market and planning failure, where
communities are left without access to decent shops and services.  Such LFIs can be
empowering and generate economic and social capital for local communities, but
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they are also in danger of being ‘sticking plaster’ and may divert attention from long
term solutions.  Ironically, in our survey and case studies, we found evidence of an
almost more insidious effect of major retailers, in that, even the fact of there being
planning permission to develop a new supermarket, blighted motivation for local
projects which would have at least provided short term solutions.

The evidence of this study and other research shows that LFIs are more effective in
the social, community, and health arenas, than in creation of physical or financial
capital.  However, investment in local infrastructure for storage and distribution for
example, may be critical for the sustainability of other projects, especially where
income generation is important.

The opportunity for developing urban/rural links is in principle strong in connection
with local economic activity.  Urban communities seeking fresh and local food, and
could offer a lifeline to local farmers and processors, if direct marketing systems can
be developed.  Evidence from other parts of the country suggest that this can be
done, such as the Cumbrian food Co-ops, and deliveries to East London food Co-
op's by Oestre Organics.  In other parts of the UK, such as Nottingham and
Gloucestershire, direct purchasing by schools who have opted out of the schools
meal service are demonstrating how both producer and consumer can benefit by
direct links.

Similarly, local procurement by other public or private institutions, is being actively
considered in other parts of the UK.  The potential boost for direct supplies by local
producers to hospitals, schools, and local authorities for example, would be
considerable.  Mechanisms are being identified to enable such procurement without
contravening EU rules, by Sustain, f3 and others.

LFIs with an emphasis on economic regeneration:
• can provide an effective mechanism to address social community and health

needs
• often exhibit weak links with organisations with other remits, and opportunities to

develop partnership working need to be addressed urgently
• can support local shops or be part of an overall strategy with local shops to act as

potentially essential resources for addressing food access, although many
retailers will need help with publicity, training, and capital investment

• can potentially motivate and facilitate the involvement of local communities, which
is a key factor in enabling local shops to succeed

• can be blighted by pending planning permission for supermarkets; one way
forward is for more effective facilitation of partnership building with large retailers

• can function as social enterprises effective in addressing food access; support
and training will be needed to enable their development

• may require improved infrastructure support, particularly for food storage and
distribution; these may be important areas for public investment

• may play an important role supporting any proactive position on public
procurement opportunities
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6.3.4. Category 4: reclaiming unused land or improving the
environment through food growing and community horticulture

Improvements to the environment tend to be a secondary aim of local food initiatives,
which derive from the reclamation of derelict land, and regeneration of urban green
space in connection with food growing activities.  Allotment projects, horticultural
training and therapy, and school gardens fall into this category.  Other environmental
benefits, such as the reduction in CO2 pollution through a reduction in food transport,
and waste minimisation, are inferred from other UK research but not proven in this
study.

Government policy through the Urban White Paper in November 2000, challenged
local authorities to think imaginatively about how green spaces can be made more
attractive, and useful.  Support for incremental improvement of green spaces has
come in particular through Lottery programmes, as well as from the Countryside
Agency and Regional Development Agencies.  The Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister has also responded positively to a drive in recent years to assist in allotment
regeneration, culminating in a £500,000 grant to the Allotments Regeneration
Initiative.  Support for two projects involving environmental improvement has also
been given by the SEED fund (now terminating), BTCV, the Lottery Awards for All
grants, and the Esmee Fairburn Foundation.

Several of the projects assessed in this study included food growing activities, driven
by an agenda to help people on low incomes to grow food for themselves, as well as
in connection with training schemes.  The New Deal initiative has provided some
critical funding for some of these projects, whereby unemployed people are able to
develop horticultural skills, many of whom have gone on to find related employment.

The opportunity to attract voluntary inputs into food growing projects seems to be
significant, for example one LFI has just £4000 in funding, but attracts equivalent of
one full-time post in voluntary time inputs, resulting in help to 60 beneficiaries.

Several projects have also been involved with schools activities, introducing children
to food growing, linked closely with the educational curriculum.

Most of the food growing initiatives are being run on organic horticulture principles,
including on-site composting, and the encouragement of biodiversity through the
inclusion of wildlife areas on the plots. Related to this, evidence from the FLAIR
report, in 2003, showed that local food producers are significantly more likely to be
organic than non-local producers, and over half are in a land management schemes
such as ESAs, slightly more than those outside sector.

A common theme in support of local food initiatives, is that they can often assist in
meeting environmental targets through the reduction in transport inputs (well
illustrated by the Eating Oil report, Jones, 2002), can reduce waste generation
through minimising packaging, and minimise pollution through organic or other
environmental management practices.  There is evidence of food miles reduction in
some of the projects which were assessed in this study, where food co-ops for
example were purchasing from local producers.  Work by Jules Pretty and colleagues
(2000) has assessed that the hidden costs of global food systems add at least 12
percent to the cost of food.

LFIs which focus on environmental issues:
• can tap into government policy support for imaginative use of urban open space,

including food growing, community gardens and allotments
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• are likely to be unusual in the LFI world: environmental improvement tends to be
a secondary objective rather than a primary driver for the majority of current LFIs,
reflecting policy drivers in health and human capital improvement

• are often very successful at attracting voluntary inputs, since people seem to be
keen on food growing projects and environmental improvement activities

• provide and support training programmes and skills development in food growing
and other horticultural activity

• demand that recognition and value be afforded to the wider environmental
benefits of fruit growing projects, and local food supply systems

6.4. Evaluation and monitoring of local food initiatives

Evaluation and monitoring are essential components in the life of any project,
particularly those which require external support.  Evaluation needs to be carried out
both at the project level, and also at a local or regional level to understand how
strategy, policy and support mechanisms need to adapt.

However, as discussed above, many of the activities of LFIs lead to outcomes which
are difficult to quantify in ways which funders traditionally recognise.  For many
current projects in the West Midlands, where health sector priorities are drivers for
funding and sometimes employment of project managers, the demand is for
evidence-based practice of quantified interim gains (such as improved dietary
patterns, or confidence and skills to prepare certain dishes/ healthy lunchboxes) or
contributions to long-term outcomes such as reductions in coronary heart disease or
cancer biological risk factors.  A challenge to project managers is thus to find and use
indicators which are both easy to obtain from new project ‘users’ without alienating
them, and which can also be measured on a reasonably regular basis to demonstrate
change, but which are also acceptable to funders and line managers.

Indeed, for many project managers, evaluation appeared to be just more red tape;
going through the hoops to keep the funders happy and obtain support for posts or
project activities. Monitoring can also be a burden, where managers are faced with
the multiplicity of systems and reporting required by the various funding and support
organisations.  The benefit of self auditing by project managers and beneficiaries
should also be recognised, and evaluation processes designed accordingly.  In this
and other research, some of the most successful examples of evaluation have been
those where the process was owned and delivered by the beneficiaries themselves.
This can apply to the development, selection and design of indicators as well: they
should reflect the outcomes rated by the participants as well as the funders and
policy makers.  Participatory evaluation in fact offers a significant learning opportunity
in its own right.  However, such approaches have to be built into projects from the
outset, and be respected and supported by the policy environment at all levels.

The three methods for evaluation used in this survey contribute new ways of
measuring impact and justifying support.  The Five Capital Assets framework
essentially helps to identify what is required to enable equitable access to
sustainable livelihoods, which in the case of local food initiatives often means how
people can maintain healthy diets.  Similarly, the inputs/outputs/outcomes model, is
an essential protocol, because too often evaluation and monitoring stops at the
quantification of outputs without assessing how these are really affecting people's
lives.  Finally, project managers and policymakers looking to justify continual support
for initiatives can use the local multiplier survey as part of evaluation and monitoring,
to create a tangible, measured analysis of local economic impacts.  As with the other
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approaches, the local multiplier and similar tools can also be used as a means to
track progress towards project goals, and inform future project activity.  In this
research, first two tools were used to some effect, but the study team's experience of
asking project managers to use the local multiplier tool was disappointing.  Despite
considerable enthusiasm from those offering to implement it, none managed to
complete it in the time available.

This experience underlines the lack of time or resources from which many running
LFIs suffer, indicating that external help may be needed with evaluation processes.  It
may also indicate that the skills and practice of evaluation are not always best
located at project level.  There is a case for evaluation to cross or combine individual
or families of projects, to provide a basis for comparison.  Kaduskar et al (1999)
found that even ‘professional evaluators’ were sometimes unsure about the
approaches and methods to use.  There is a case to be made for funders to assume
responsibility for the evaluation at times, instead of always making it the responsibility
of local projects managers.   Indeed, it is not necessary for all LFIs to be evaluated;
those based on existing evidence could be asked to monitor their outcomes against
existing established criteria.  Evaluation is essential where there is no existing
evidence base and/or when an LFI is undertaking new or different work, and/or
working with a different client group, particularly one where there is little existing
empirical evidence.

Indicators of the success of projects should be developed, but their use must be
qualified by an understanding of the diverse nature of LFIs, and the different ways in
which success can be measured.  It can be relatively easy to correlate core funding
to outputs such as numbers of trainees completing a course.  By contrast, it may be
equally valid for a beneficiary to record how their feelings of self-worth or cooking
skills have changed.  The first example fits neatly into a supporting organisation’s
spreadsheet, the second does not, yet may be more important in terms of achieving
long term outcomes.

Indeed, funders should be asked to justify why they require LFIs to be monitored and
evaluated and how.  It could be that, for instance, grouping LFIs for evaluation would
enable comparisons between those with similar project activities in different areas, or
using different implementation mechanisms, to examine the effects of different
strategies and process experiences. Thus the real benefits of monitoring and
evaluation, other than purely for audit purposes, could be made explicit.

6.5. Challenges for local food initiatives: issues to be
addressed

We have stressed the complexity of the policy environment in which LFIs currently
function.  We have made two attempts to capture this complexity: above we set out 4
different categories of LFI, based on the policy drivers.  Figure 1 shows in
diagrammatic form the different institutions, obligations and activities engaged in
shaping the LFI agenda.  We used the insights provided from this preliminary
mapping of actors and connections to begin characterising the challenges and key
recommendations for the immediate future.

6.5.1. LFI functions and roles
It is clear from the research the study team has carried out that LFIs can be effective
delivery mechanisms to contribute to meeting national or regional policy aims,
particularly in the area of human capital.   What is less clear, is the nature of the role
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they are expected to play, whether addressing inequalities in diet and health, or
safeguarding the integrity of the local economy or environment.

A concern expressed in the workshops and interviews was that LFIs may be plugging
some of the gaps left by more mainstream activities, de facto or by design.  Such
projects may simply be the only public sector response to the failure of private sector,
or other programmes to address adequately the problems of areas of multiple
deprivation, low income or failing local economies.  It was argued, for instance, that
the collapse of local retailing is lamented but not addressed directly by national or
local government; LFIs are called on to fill the gap.   Food cultural changes are driven
by multinational concerns over which national or regional government has little
control; LFIs are seen as a way to counter some of the more negative effects.

For some working in LFIs, such activities are in fact a reaction to political or social
change, or even the status quo; the LFIs in fact survive and even thrive precisely
because they are ‘outside the system’.  In many cases, the study team became
aware of the energy and latent motivation of local activists and the communities,
enjoying their struggle ‘against the odds’.

For others, LFIs are a way for professionals in different sectors (health, education,
local authority) to work with/alongside local people and communities to achieve
various policy goals.  Sometimes, LFIs are used by professionals to draw attention to
food issues, or to widen the understanding of local people, and/or senior managers,
about the complexities of food issues.

These various purposes are not mutually exclusive.  But, in other words, LFIs are not
only diverse in themselves, in practice they can serve many functions: they can be
about ‘being different’; they can be ‘sticking plaster’; they can be ‘tools for healing’;
they can be pilots for new ways of achieving goals; they can be about raising
awareness.  These different functions occur in LFIs from all policy sectors; they
depend as much on the individuals involved in them (policy initiators or supporters,
local managers, voluntary or paid workers, users) as on the design of the initiative.
There is no clear pattern.   

At present, there is no single view on the role, now and in the future, for LFIs.  They
are developing in something of a vacuum, from both a policy perspective and the way
they are used and perceived by those involved in them.  They are heterogeneous in
purpose, policy framework, execution and impact.  How then can the potential
effectiveness of local food initiatives be maximised?

6.5.2. Joined up action
Many consultees involved both at strategic and project level, commented on how
poorly integrated regional policy appears to be in respect of food projects.  There
seemed to be little co-ordination, or even awareness, of food projects generated by
others in the different arenas of health, community development, economic
regeneration, or environmental management, nor of the different policy environment
within which different LFIs have to operate.  There were some notable exceptions,
where exchange of information and preparation of joint activities and bids for support
have been developed over the last couple of years.  For example, a detailed food
strategy report for Worcester County Council to contribute to food policy development
and co-ordination was prepared as the study interviewing ended (see footnote 4).  It
covered contributions from players in all sectors and agencies with some involvement
in food issues, including those running LFIs in health, environment and development.  
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There are of course two elements to ‘joined up action’:  co-ordination between policy
streams, which is difficult to envisage in reality especially those coming from central,
national agenda, and co-ordination between LFIs themselves.  The latter has more
potential for mutual benefit, though the net gain is difficult to estimate, since the costs
of time and energy may also be great.  There do appear to be many opportunities for
joined up action, or at the very least, for better sharing of information about who is
doing what.  There is some sharing of ideas and good practice, but it is maintained
by overstretched professionals, many of whom have responsibility for managing LFIs
while themselves on short contracts.  Their capacity to extend the role and remit of
LFIs is limited.  Improved networking will extend beyond simple information exchange
to enable exchange of skills, training recommendations, and experience.  It may also
contribute to building an ‘activist base’ of those who see LFIs positively as a way
forward, of tackling mainstream problems.

Networking should aim to build on existing partnerships, in particular the Health &
Nutrition and Local Food Strategy Sub-Group of the West Midlands Rural Affairs
Forum, and the Regional Food Policy Group. Those involved in managing the
website for the West Midlands Public Health Observatory have proposed its usage as
a networking site, although not many of those we interviewed in fact used it regularly
or even knew of it.  If the WMPHO site is to become an effective base for web-based
networking it needs more strategic marketing to all those involved in LFIs, and not
just those connected to Five-a-Day projects as is largely the case at present.  A
website is an important tool in building a network but not sufficient to substitute for
individual(s) or institutions with responsibility for building effective linkages and
working across sectors.

However, any institution charged with networking needs to avoid having too much of
a top-down approach and weighting.  Real representation and power sharing by LFIs
will be essential if project managers are not to be alienated, and the development of
policy informed from the project level directly to the decision makers is to be
facilitated.  Critically, co-ordinating activities must not increase the workload of a few
key, energetic and visionary people, particularly if they are working on short
contracts, to tight output delivery (which is the case for many LFI managers).

A challenge to the regional development agency is to define who could realistically
be supported to develop this kind of forum.  One way forward is to identify a regional
level body which could be charged with responsibility for responsive co-ordination
and support provision to LFIs across the region.  Such a body would not necessarily
be able to reconcile the diverse agendas driving food activities, whether from an
inequalities (health), economic and business, or social cohesion /community
development perspective.  However, they could act as brokers between potential
policy drivers and resource streams and needs and ideas on the ground – from
professionals charged with developing LFIs and from communities with ideas about
LFIs to meet their needs. They could also act as brokers for producers wanting new
markets, and LFIs with potential as market outlets.   Another possibility is to draw on
the newer ‘third sector’ organisations, such as partnerships and not-for-profit
companies, to act as ‘honest brokers’ or umbrella organisations for LFIs and food
links.  Whichever route is followed, appropriate communication media and
transparency of decision making will be essential.

Such a body could also take responsibility for supporting the existing networking and
communication between LFIs and local food professionals of various kinds.  Again,
this is not to supplant that which already exists (e.g. the Regional Food Policy Group)
but enable and facilitate its development and activities.  The need for training and
skills development could be addressed partly by advertising what is on offer within
the region (e.g. by universities and colleges) on a regular or one-off basis, and partly
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by running short courses or one-day training workshops.  However, there is a good
case for developing a ‘Roving Consultant’ network5, where one or two regionally
based professionals with appropriate experience and practical skills can be called in
to work on a contractual basis with a given group, be it professionals, volunteers,
community group, etc, to share good practice advice and assist in specified tasks.
These might include: what is needed to start-up a new initiative; how to move an
existing initiative on to a new phase of development; what might be needed to
develop business links between LFIs and local producer(s); how to develop
partnerships between a not-for-profit initiative and a small local enterprise; how to
build capacity through links with an appropriate small business.

6.5.3. Streamlining funding and support systems
Closely related to the need for joined up action and better information, is a
simplification and rationalisation of funding and support systems.  Too much energy
is currently dissipated at the project level in the constant quest for funding,
particularly ongoing funding, which often has to be assembled from several different
sources, and which too often influences the direction of the project, rather than the
other way round.  Project teams’ innovation is thus stifled.

Easing the administrative burden of this aspect of project management is a priority if
local food initiatives are to be encouraged, and an equitable system is to be
developed. This may involve the provision of public sector 'enablers', acting as
honest brokers to assist LFIs in these aspects of project administration.  

Funding programmes must also be informed by the problems experienced on the
ground which are corollaries of short-term project support. There needs to be
recognition that LFIs can take several years to become established to the point
where the objectives are being met, and effectiveness or value for money
demonstrated.

Streamlining funding support could also lead to streamlining of the evaluation
processes required.

6.5.4. Community participation and ownership
The effectiveness of community-led and participatory initiatives needs to be
recognised.  Similarly, the motivation and entrepreneurial drive of local activists
should be encouraged. This requires that public sector strategists not only allow, but
actively support real ownership and control at the grassroots level.

The challenge to those developing policy and support systems, is to recognise how
this latent energy can be released to both support regional strategy, and also to
inform it.  Another challenge is to build realistic timeframes into project funding
streams.

Support for social enterprise and micro business development may offer worthwhile
returns in this respect.

                                                
5 Examples of such networks include RURCON, CoSIRA.
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6.5.5. Professional support
The need for professional support at the project level, at all stages of project
development and management, was identified as a critical factor in the sustainability
of initiatives.  Professionals needed creative support from line managers and
colleagues.  As discussed above, such support will include continuing professional
development as well as training in new skills, often outside those normally
considered relevant to their professional role, and networking with other similar, and
complementary, projects and facilitating working across professional boundaries.

Such training and support is needed not only for the professionals responsible for
LFIs, but also for paid project workers and volunteers .

6.5.6. Information and communication
The dispersed character of local food initiatives both in terms of geography and in
terms of issues which they address, points to the need for more appropriate mapping
of the areas of need, the nature of problems, and what is happening on the ground.
Better baseline information is a key starting point in the development of a realistic
and co-ordinated strategy, and for meaningful evaluation.  Some local authorities or
Local Strategic Partnerships are doing such work, and using it to drive local food
strategies which build on LFI work.

However, Local Strategic Partnerships, while they may be co-ordinated by a Director
of Public Health (some of whom are joint appointments) can lose the overall insight
by focusing on health and skills alone. There is potential scope to learn from others
who have pioneered direct work with the business sector and LFIs, such as the Co-
operative Wholesale Society in Scotland, or the Scottish Community Diet Project, or,
in the South East Region, by the Oxford, Swindon and Gloucester Co-op.  There is
anecdotal evidence that in other regions, LFIs are sometimes seen as a stepping
stone to enable generation of new, community/small business activities.  Regional
development support encourages these synergies.  It is not clear that all current LFIs
in the West Midlands would welcome such support and direction, although
undoubtedly some would.

Many project managers highlighted the lack of processes for sharing of information
and experience about what works and what doesn't work, who is doing what, and
what help is available. The opportunity to link such information to educational
programmes and skills development, offers another rich seam to explore.

Identifying the appropriate media and delivery mechanisms to enable this kind of
information access, linked to encouraging local networking, is also important.

6.5.7. Supporting urban/rural links and local retail sector
To date there appear to be few links between the agenda for supporting the
regeneration of the rural economy and food producer businesses, with the panoply of
largely urban-based health and community-related food projects.  The research
found some limited evidence of LFIs trying to develop links with local producers, and
heard anecdotally of producers looking for local outlets.  There was some exploration
of possibilities for supplying fruit for local primary schools, which was outside the
remit of this work.  Further identification of work which is attempting to develop direct
links between producers in the local area to consumer co-ops or other community-
based distribution networks is needed.   
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Opportunities which need to be developed further include a more systematic way of
creating linkages between producer and consumer co-ops, distribution systems and
storage, and to improve mechanisms for communication between producers and
consumers. Social enterprises may offer a way forward to enable sustainable trading
mechanisms. For example, Somerset Local Food Direct is a not for profit company
which provides a distribution service for local producers; it currently enables 30
producers to expand their local market and reach over 100 domestic and business
customers. Similarly, Eostre Organics, an organic producer co-operative, is supplying
fresh and processed organic food direct from producer members in East Anglia and
from partner producers and co-operatives in the UK and Europe; it forms a direct link
between these producers and the consumer, supporting local, direct and co-
operative markets and offering fairer prices to both the producer and consumer;
consumers have included buying co-ops in areas of social deprivation in East
London.

Similarly, the role of independent local retailers requires considerable further
investigation and support.  Again, there is some current activity in the West Midlands
(largely in Sandwell) supported by the PCTs and local authority, but it is not within
the specified remit of any professional or agency; no-one is performance-managed
on building local retailing and enterprise, and they are therefore not priority activities
for resource allocation or support.  In practice, local retailing through independent
shops is often both a key market for local producers, and the only way that people
living in areas of deprivation can access a full range of food produce.  In turn, the
involvement of local communities can often be a key factor in a success of a small
retail enterprise.  These connections may need to be brokered by a third party; for
example in rural areas, many successful community owned shops would have been
unable to get off the ground without advice (primarily from ViRSA) and funding from
the Countryside Agency’s Vital Villages programme.

Additionally umbrella organisations promoting local food have also made the link
between producer and retailer easier; for example Somerset Food Links prepare and
update a directory of local producers, with full product details and prices, which they
actively promote to independent shops.

The concern expressed by several LFI managers that their projects were being seen,
explicitly or otherwise, as shoring up the failure of local retailing, and the damage
potentially done both to the local economy and to local communities themselves,
highlights the importance these aspects hold for the future of LFIs.

                                                
6 Examples of such networks include RURCON, CoSIRA, and the Countryside Agency’s
network of mentors and programme managers supporting market town regeneration
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7. RECOMMENDATIONS TO WM RURAL AFFAIRS FORUM

At present there is a great deal of somewhat disparate activity around food across
the region, much of which operates through the umbrella of LFIs.  A clear regional
steer on food strategy is needed, linked in to the emerging local food strategies from
locality partnerships, LAs, or sometimes PCTs.  These strategies should encompass
all the current policy agenda of reducing inequalities (in health) and exclusion, build
local enterprise and economic activity, and regenerate the rural producing/farming
sector.

Many current LFIs rely on individual enthusiasms and goodwill, both in creating and
sustaining activities, and in generating ongoing funding and other support.  LFIs
serve different functions for different groups working within them, depending as much
on the individuals concerned as on the type of activity, problem addressed or sources
of funds and other support.  There is great potential to develop activities both in
terms of numbers of initiatives, what is being done and how well, and in terms of
expanding existing initiatives to step over into small enterprises as opposed to
charitable activities.

The recommendations are divided into those which refer to LFIs themselves: their
capacity, working and function within different localities, and those which refer to
what regional institutions can and should do to support and enhance LFIs, and to
capitalise on the strengths and achievements of those which currently function.

The whole picture of LFIs, how they currently work and ‘sit’, and the source of drivers
of future of activity and inputs, is a difficult one to establish.   These relationships are
described in the diagram on the following page, which  emerged from one of the
Steering Group discussions as an initial summary of the different agencies,
institutions and bodies which currently function across the West Midlands.  It serves
to illustrate some of the institutions actually and potentially involved in implementing
the recommendations.
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MAPPING THE LOCAL FOOD INITIATIVE ENVIRONMENT IN THE WEST MIDLANDS

AGENDA SETTING

NATIONAL LEVEL

New Opportunity Fund (NOF)
Department of Health (DoH)
DEFRA

REGIONAL LEVEL

Advantage West Midlands
(AWM)
Sustainable Food & Farming
Strategy
Food and Drink Cluster

Legacy AWM

Rural Affairs Forum Sub-
groups
Government Office for the
West Midlands
(includes: DoH WM, Health
Development Agency WM,
NOF WM, DEFRA WM)

regional economic strategy               food and health action plans

Universities:
Warwick
Bimingham
Coventry
Wolverhampton
UWE
Staffordshire

Harper Adams

Land based
skills (FE)

ACADEMICS/
RESEARCH/
INFORMA-
TION & DATA

NETWORKS

ACTIVITIES
Brokerage
Professional support
Information
collection  &
provision
Research and
Development

INSTITUTIONS
Observatories

Regeneration WM

RAWM
Strategic health
authorities

Regional Food
Policy Group(s)

LOCAL /  NON-
GOVT
ORGANIS-
ATIONS

INITIATIVES AND
LOCALITIES

Local Strategic
Partnerships

Primary Care
Trusts

Local Authorities

County  Food
Groups

Groundwork

Sure Start

5-a-day projects

Community cafes

Food cooperatives

Allotments

National School Fruit
Schemes

Farmers’ Markets

Cook-and-eat

Growing projects

NOT FOR
PROFIT/OTHER
INFLUENCES

National Farmers Union
f3
Local Food Works
Sustain
charitable / faith groups
Chambers of Commerce
Women’s Institute
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THE POTENTIAL OF LOCAL FOOD INITIATIVES

1. LFIs should be seen as useful and appropriate components of and
contributions to both regional and local food strategies in the West
Midlands.  They encompass a variety of activities and approaches, which is a
strength, and can achieve measurable outcomes to a range of social,
environmental and economic objectives.

2. The value of food as a ‘vehicle’ for addressing a wide range of
development and regeneration issues should be more widely
recognised, understood and promoted.   Food initiatives have the potential
to confer benefits within the social, human, environmental and economic
agendas. In common with other development initiatives, they can deliver a
variety of outcomes and address several human and social needs. They are
thus attractive to funders in a range of different sectors.  They often also bear
a considerable burden of demonstrating effects, sometimes out of proportion
to the degree of investment and importance accorded to them in the past.

3. The plurality of definitions and roles of, ‘local food initiatives’ should
continue to be recognised.  LFIs enable professionals and local
communities to work together in a variety of ways to address food issues and
problems, and this should be acknowledged and supported.  Some see LFIs
as a means of exploring alternatives to the mainstream food system; others
use them as a means of engaging with local people; for others, LFIs are the
means of empowering local communities (of producers and consumers) to
identify and address local issues.  These approaches are not mutually
exclusive.

4. LFIs need a supportive and more co-ordinated policy environment at
local and regional levels.  LFIs answer to, and depend on, a number of key
institutions at local and regional levels in different sectors, including farming,
health, the environment, economic development, and social enterprise.
Responsibilities of these institutions should be identified in respect of policy
development and implementation, with their connections into local and
regional bodies.  A co-ordinated strategy is needed to enable these various
institutions to work together effectively on food, at local and regional levels.
Local policy on food and LFIs should incorporate or build on, but not be
exclusively driven by, national sectoral agendas (such as promoting fresh fruit
and vegetables).  At  present, there is no clear regional steer which
encompasses all the potential dimensions of food, and which links in to
emerging local food strategies.

5. LFIs should not be seen as the only means of addressing problems of
the local food economy, where it is unable to provide healthy food at
affordable prices to people who need it, but as part of a co-ordinated
local food strategy.  Long term health improvements and flourishing local
food economies will only come when planning, retail, business regulation and
farming policies all align to support the development of a food system which
values, promotes and distributes healthy foods to all.  National, regional and
local strategic decisions need to be made which recognise whether LFIs are
intended as creating an alternative food economy, or as integrating with and
transforming the food economy within which they currently work.  The Five
Capital Assets framework offers a powerful tool for recognising and evaluating
the role for food and LFIs within regional and local food economies.
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SUPPORT AND DEVELOPMENT REQUIRED FOR LOCAL FOOD INITIATIVES

6. LFIs need better access to co-ordinated and appropriate funding
opportunities at local and regional levels.  At present, LFIs in the West
Midlands draw on a wide range of funding sources.  While such diversity of
support can be a strength, it is demanding on time, initiative and skills for
those involved.  In particular, opportunities to capitalise on joint working
between local food initiatives should be developed, to enable LFIs to move
from the vulnerable small scale to more viable, sustainable enterprises.  Local
funding opportunities should be co-ordinated and accompanied by clear
application criteria, performance requirements and training support.

7. Support for an evaluation strategy for LFIs should be developed.  While
the details of indicators and outcomes will probably depend on funders’
specifications, help is urgently needed across the West Midlands by LFIs so
that monitoring and evaluation become simply part of the process, rather than
‘red-tape’ burdens or gateways to further funding. There is no intrinsic reason
why all LFIs should need to be evaluated on a regular basis. The development
of collaborative monitoring and evaluation on a teamwork or sample basis
should be explored.  The potential for establishing a small team of ‘expert
evaluators’ who could both work alongside LFI staff, or undertake evaluations
at varying levels of detail and depth as required, should be considered. These
could work both sectorally (e.g. under PCTs) or on a locality basis.

8. A relatively simple, centrally co-ordinated, monitoring of effectiveness
and outcomes should be set up, using a small set of impact and outcome
indicators generated by/agreed with LFIs, which can be implemented on a
regular basis for similar LFIs, or on a locality basis.

9. Support for training in the range of skills needed to initiate, manage and
evaluate LFIs is sorely needed; also the sharing of good trainers and
ongoing support for using participative methods.  There is informal
sharing of good practice and tried-and-tested trainers.  A support network for
LFI workers urgently needs to be established and supported, building on those
that already informally exist or are projected (e.g. West Midlands Public Health
Observatory electronic networking).  Training in the use of the Five Capital
Assets and local multiplier tools should be provided, as a way to ensure that
LFIs stay aware of the breadth of impacts of their activities, and also to help
them to prove their own worth when trying to maintain funding or justify other
means of support.
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10. Support should also include clear strategies to support front line staff
against short termism, burn-out, de-motivation, loss of institutional
memory and skills as experienced staff and volunteers move on.  One
innovative means of doing this would be to establish a roving consultative
support group, who could provide key advice and practical support to LFIs as
and when required, building networks of good practice and potential
partnerships and providing hands-on support or capacity building.  Such a
support group could also begin building up regional institutional memory of
good practice and keys to sustainability.  There is some potential for partial
funding for such consultancy from LFIs themselves, but this would need
mutual agreement and appropriate ‘means testing’.  Regional institutions set
up to support regeneration capacity across region, such as RegenWM, could
take on such a function.

11. A range of willing LFIs should be selected to act as funded pilots to
address and incorporate the Five Capital Assets approach into
evaluation as key components.  This would strengthen the capacity within
LFIs for constructive self-reflection, and to deliver systematic, wide-ranging
and future-looking evaluative mechanisms. Such a set of activities would also
establish a deliberate intent in evaluation instead of the current opportunistic
evaluation.  Usage of the LM3 tool should be further explored, with funded
support for LFI managers to implement the process fully.

12. The mapping of LFIs and their networks begun by the WM Health
Development Agency in 2002, and continued under this research, should
be institutionalised, and linkage to the Five-A-Day Co-ordinator activity,
and/or the WM Public Health Observatory website, should be established
systematically and supported.

13. LFI activity and potential should be considered and incorporated into
regional business strategies.  Improved access to regional business support
should be established for LFIs, particularly those that do not fit into the
obvious SME categories.

14. LFIs should be linked into other regional sustainability strategies, with
particular attention to their potential for contributing to areas of financial,
natural and physical capital.

15. LFIs should be helped in establishing links with local food producers, in
order to facilitate access to fresh, seasonal food for communities with poor
food access, and to offer local producers local direct supply contract
opportunities.  This may link into opportunities for public procurement
contracts, for example to schools and hospitals.


