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1. 
Introduction 

The educational Year of Food and Farming (YFF) took place between September 2007 and July 2008. The main aim of the Year was to improve understanding by children and adults of the food chain and the role played by farming. It has sought to give young people in England hands-on learning experiences based around three core areas: visits, growing experiences and cooking or preparing food. 
The Year of Food and Farming Programme Office has been keen to evaluate the Year’s effectiveness and impacts. To this end, Programme Office staff undertook two online surveys in July/August 2008 of representatives of schools and provider organisations that had taken part in the Year. The surveys asked school staff and providers about the nature and extent of their involvement in the Year and what impacts (if any) had stemmed from these activities. The school survey was sent to 3031 schools that had registered through the YFF website and completed responses were received from 1096 schools (36% response rate). The provider survey was sent to 2,762 organisations that were known to have been involved in the Year and completed responses were received from 253 organisations (9% response rate). More details about the nature of the schools and providers within the survey samples are given in Section 2.1. The modest response rates, particularly for the provider organisations, have important implications for the survey findings. Firstly, these surveys can not provide an accurate assessment of the overall scale of the Year such as the total number of school-based growing activities or the total amount of provider financial contribution. Secondly, it would be unwise to assume that the findings of the provider survey could be generalised to all YFF providers. 

The remainder of this report presents the findings from these surveys in two main sections. Section 2 looks at what the Year has involved in terms of providers and participants, activities and resources and financial and other support. Section 3, meanwhile, discusses impact issues in terms of impacts on young people, impacts on schools and providers and future needs and plans. The report ends with a short summary of key findings.  
2.
What has the Year involved? 
This section considers what the Year of Food and Farming has involved in terms of providers and participants, activities and resources and financial and other support. 
2.1
Providers and participants
Based on the data collected for this evaluation, it is not possible to gain an accurate assessment of the overall number of organisations and schools that have taken part in the Year. However, it is possible to learn something about the nature of those provider organisations and schools that responded to the evaluation surveys as participants of the Year. 

The Year has involved a wide range of different players from across the food, farming and countryside sector. Amongst the sample of 253 provider respondents, there were large numbers of education providers (27%) and farms (21%) (Table 2.1). Slightly fewer in number were voluntary sector organisations (11%) and government departments/agencies (8%), along with still smaller numbers of retailers (4%), agricultural supply/service industries (3%), trade/representative bodies (2%) and food processors (1%). Amongst the sizeable number selecting the ‘other’ category (23%) were several organisations that, in fact, appeared to relate to the pre-defined categories (for example, ‘local authority’, ‘education charity’, ‘retailer of poultry’) as well as some genuine additional categories such as ‘media’, ‘publishing’ and ‘independent plant research’. 
Table 2.1: Provider survey respondents by type 

	Organisation Type
	Percentage (number)


	Educational provider
	27% (67)

	Farm
	21% (53)

	Voluntary sector
	11% (27)

	Government department/agency
	9% (22)

	Retailer
	4% (9)

	Agricultural supply/ service industry
	3% (7)

	Trade or representative body
	2 % (6)

	Food Processor
	1% (3)

	Other
	23% (59)


Number of respondents = 253
Due to rounding errors percentages may not sum to 100. 

Turning to the 1096 schools that responded to the survey, a sizeable majority were in the primary sector (71%) with smaller proportions of secondary (12%), special (4%) and Further Education colleges (1%) (Table 2.2). While this might well be seen to indicate much larger primary sector involvement in the Year of Food and Farming, the relative proportions of primary and secondary school participants are in fact broadly comparable to figures nationally. The most recent data for schools in England give the breakdown as 69% primary, 14% secondary and less than 1% special
. Relative to national figures, then, the only noticeable over-representation amongst the YFF survey respondents is special schools. Furthermore, the responses classified as ‘other’ made it clear that the Year has involved young people from pupil referral units, early years centres/nurseries, independent schools and home education. 
Table 2.2: School survey respondents by type 

	Organisation Type
	Percentage (number)



	Primary
	71% (775)

	Secondary
	12% (136)

	Special
	4%(48)

	FE College
	1% (9)

	Other
	12% (129)


Number of respondents = 1096
Due to rounding errors percentages may not sum to 100. 

In terms of geographical spread, the Year has certainly involved providers and schools in all 9 government regions with higher concentrations in the south-east (providers and schools), west midlands (providers) and north-west (schools) (Figure 2.1). 
Figure 2.1: Provider and school survey respondents by government region 
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Number of respondents = 253 (providers) and 1096 (schools)
When school staff were questioned as to how they came to know about the Year, the importance of internet-based information sources (58%) was clear to see. Also important, though, was hearing about the Year from organisations that work with schools (27%), print media such as newspapers and journals (17%) and word of mouth (12%). Other reported sources included printed fliers, professional networks such as subject associations, specialist advisors and training courses. These findings, particularly the significance of the internet coupled with informal, face-to-face communications, correspond with wider evidence on how teachers get to learn about research-based information
. 
But once they had heard about the Year, what motivated school staff to get involved? As shown in Table 2.3, the strongest factor, selected by almost two-thirds of the teacher respondents, was the ‘educational value of food and farming as a teaching resource’. Also important for close to 40% of schools were the dual concerns of practicalities (i.e. the prospect of ‘free resources’) and personal passions (i.e. alignment with the ‘personal interests’ of individual teachers). One in four respondents cited ‘curriculum needs’ as a motive for involvement in the Year and just over one in five schools reported that the Year built on an ‘existing food and farming activity’.
Table 2.3: Schools’ motivations for participating in the Year 

	Motivations
	Percentage (number)



	Educational value of food and farming as a teaching resource
	65% (679)

	Free resources
	38% (395)

	Personal interest
	37% (384)

	Curriculum needs
	25% (265)

	Already participating in existing food and farming activity
	22% (226)


Number of respondents = 1042
2.2
Activities and resources

Based on the feedback from providers and schools, it is possible to build up a picture of the kinds of activities and resources that have taken place during the Year. Clearly the findings reported do not capture all YFF activities in their entirety. Instead they are a picture of what the Year has involved for the 1096 schools and 253 providers that took part in this evaluation. 

From the school survey responses, a number of findings can be reported concerning the nature and frequency of YFF activities (Figure 2.2). For almost all schools the Year has involved growing activities (97% of schools) and cooking activities (95% of schools). Most schools have also undertaken classroom work using YFF-related resources (89% of schools) and visits to farm/countryside locations (82% of schools). By contrast, hosting visits by farm/countryside representatives (40% of schools) and food/farming careers-related sessions (17% of schools) have been less widespread. The latter is not surprising given the relative numbers of primary and secondary schools discussed earlier. 
In terms of frequency, growing activities and cooking activities have tended to be undertaken either a few times (33% and 32% of schools respectively reported growing and cooking up to 5 times) or many times (29% and 26% of schools respectively reported growing and cooking more than 20 times). Farm/countryside visits and classroom activities, however, are more likely to have happened on a few occasions (72% and 48% of schools respectively reported visits and classroom work happening up to 5 times). Where careers-related sessions or visits to schools did take place, these too were low in frequency. 

Figure 2.2: Frequency of participation in YFF activities by schools during 2007-08
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Number of respondents = 1002 
Further information about the nature of YFF activities and resources can be gleaned from the feedback by providers. Reflecting trends reported by schools, the hosting of visits by schools has been more frequent than the undertaking of visits to schools. Sixty per cent of providers hosted more than 5 visits by schools during the Year with several hosting 20-50 visits (21%) or more than 50 (13%). By contrast, a little under half (47%) undertook more than 5 visits to schools with most of those being 5-10 times (24%). Not surprisingly, shows and events in many cases happened less than 5 times (70%) or 5-10 times (17%) during the Year (Figure 2.3). 
Figure 2.3: Frequency of providers’ YFF activities during 2007-08
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In terms of participants (Figure 2.4), the feedback from the providers’ survey suggests that YFF activities have rarely been targeted at non-school groups only. In other words, YFF providers have tended to put on activities or develop resources for school groups only or school and non-school groups together. Visits have tended to be to school groups only (70%), while shows and events are much more likely to have been for school and non-school groups (71%). Hosting visits and developing education resources have been more mixed with around 40% for school groups only and 50-55% aimed at school and non-school together.  

Figure 2.4: Balance of school and non-school groups in YFF activities during 2007-08  
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The age groups that providers have worked with during the Year span the primary and secondary school years. As can be seen in Table 2.4, most activities/resources were for children aged up to 11 years (86-98%) and many were also for 11-18 year-olds (47-69%). By inference, many of the providers’ YFF activities must have involved primary and secondary aged children. 

Table 2.4: Age group of participants in YFF activities during 2007-08  

	
	Hosting visits
% (number)
	Doing visits
% (number)
	Shows & events
% (number)
	Education resources
% (number)

	0-11 years

	94% (100)
	86% (59)
	98% (90)
	92% (105)

	12-18 years

	59% (62)
	55% (38)
	69% (63)
	47% (54)


Number of respondents = 106 (hosting visits), 69 (doing visits), 92 (shows & events), 114 (education resources)
In terms of their main focus (Table 2.5), most YFF activities put on by the provider respondents followed a similar pattern. The most frequent focus for all types of YFF activities was ‘farm-related activity’ which accounted for 70% of education resources, shows and events and doing visits and 82% of hosted visits. After that the next two most frequent foci tended to be ‘growing’ (38-48%) and then ‘cooking’ (35-45%), followed by ‘career-related sessions’ (25-42%). Within these broad trends, though, are some points of variation. Shows and events are the only activity that focuses on ‘cooking’ (45%) and ‘career-related sessions’ (42%) more frequently than ‘growing’ (40%). There was also a difference in emphasis between hosting and doing visits. When hosting visits providers were equally likely to focus on ‘careers’ (35%) as ‘cooking’ (35%), but when doing visits providers are less likely to focus on ‘careers’ (25%) relative to ‘cooking’ (35%) and ‘growing’ (38%). 
Table 2.5: Focus of YFF providers’ activities during 2007-08
	
	Hosting visits
	Doing visits
	Shows & events
	Education resources 


	Farm-related activity

	82%
	71%
	70%
	70%

	Growing activity

	47%
	38%
	40%
	48%

	Cooking activity

	35%
	35%
	45%
	39%

	Career-related session
	35%
	25%
	42%
	21%

	Other

	25%
	23%
	25%
	6%


Number of respondents = 108 (hosting visits), 69 (doing visits), 91 (shows & events), 111 (education resources)

Where educational resources were produced as part of the Year, these were predominantly ‘paper-based educational packs and activity sheets’ (78% of provider respondents). There were also significant numbers of providers that generated ‘growing or cooking kits’ (30% of respondents) and ‘web-based educational packs and activity sheets’ (26% of respondents). Just under one in five organisations (19%) supplied ‘equipment such as garden tools’ as part of the Year. 
2.3
Financial and other support 

Provider organisations were asked to report the extent of their financial contribution to the Year. This encompassed three elements: staff time, resources and direct cash contribution. As shown in Table 2.6, the majority of organisations taking part in this survey had made contributions of less than £10K and in many cases less than £1K under each of the three headings. Contributions through staff time were the most likely to fall within the £1-10K category as compared with contributions through resources and cash which were both much more likely to be below £1K. Across all three forms of financial support, the numbers of organisations contributing in excess of £10K were relatively small i.e. 7-11% of the sample.
As a whole, these findings make clear the significant levels of funding and support that have flowed into the Year from the provider organisations. Assuming that all contributions were in the middle of each of the categories (i.e. £500 for all organisations within the category ‘up to £1,000’ and so on and £100,000 for all organisations within the category ‘£100,000+’), the overall provider contribution works out as £2,577,000 (or £10,185 per organisation) comprising £1,081,000 in staff time, £928,000 in resources and £568,000 in cash contribution. It is important to remember that the data presented here is based on feedback from a small proportion of the total number of providers (i.e. 253 respondents from 2,762 organisations). 
Table 2.6: YFF providers’ financial contributions to the Year  

	
	Staff time 
% (number)

	Resources
% (number)

	Cash contribution
% (number)
 

	up to £1,000
	47% (72)
	61% (76)
	67% (76)

	£1,000 to £10,000
	43% (67)
	27% (34)
	26% (30)

	£10,000 to £50,000
	8% (12)
	7% (9)
	5% (6)

	£50,000 to £100,000
	1% (2)
	2% (2)
	0% (0)

	£100,000 +
	1% (2)
	2% (3)
	2% (2)


Number of respondents = 155 (staff time), 124 (resources), 114 (cash contribution)
Due to rounding errors percentages may not sum to 100. 

3.
What has been the impact of the Year?  
This section looks at the impacts of the Year on young people and schools, and the future plans and needs of schools and providers post-YFF. 
3.1
Impacts on young people 
Based on the reports of staff in YFF-participating schools, the most marked area of impact of the Year has been on young people’s knowledge and understanding, closely followed by developments in practical skills and changes in attitudes. As shown in Figure 3.1, almost all school-based respondents reported either ‘some impact’ or ‘significant impact’ in terms of students’ knowledge (42% ‘some impact’, 56% ‘significant impact’), skills (42% ‘some impact’, 53% ‘significant impact’) and attitudes (51% ‘some impact’, 44% ‘significant impact’) relating to food and farming. Outcomes in terms of students’ awareness of food and farming careers (39% ‘some impact’, 4% ‘significant impact’), however, were less strongly endorsed with 43% of the sample indicating ‘no impact’ in this area. 
Figure 3.1: Impacts of the Year on young people as reported by school staff
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In addition to the four main areas of impact noted above, a number of ‘other’ examples were reported by respondents. These included improvements in young people’s:  

· interpersonal/social skills such as ‘working as a team’ and ‘leadership’ 

· motivation to learn as a result of hands-on practical activities 

· financial/business skills through selling school-grown produce and fund raising. 
3.2
Impacts on schools and providers

School-based respondents were also asked about a range of possible ways in which the Year may have impacted on schools as a whole. The overall impression is one of fairly widespread positive impacts in that very few respondents reported ‘no impact’ (less than 10% for most impact areas) (Figure 3.1). Out of the seven areas asked about, healthy living was the one most strongly endorsed with significant impacts reported in over half the responding schools (54%) and some impact in almost all of the rest (43%). There was similarly encouraging feedback from school staff in relation to impacts on food and farming curriculum provision (58% some impact, 37% significant impact), personal, social and health education (PSHE) (55% some impact, 36% significant impact) and education for sustainable development (ESD) (56% some impact, 33% significant impact). In connection with developing schools’ ability to provide food and farming education, impacts were also reported in terms of capacity to teach about food and farming issues (63% some impact, 27% significant impact), staff understanding of such issues (63% some impact, 24% significant impact) and willingness to visit countryside locations (52% some impact, 30% significant impact). 
Figure 3.1: Impacts of the Year on schools as reported by school staff
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Number of respondents = 965
Amongst the examples of other school-level benefits given by survey respondents, there were frequent references to new growing spaces within the school such as vegetable gardens, farms, patio gardens and allotments. These, of course, represent another dimension of strengthening the capacity of schools to teach about food and farming issues within and beyond the curriculum. 
Providers were also asked whether they felt the Year had benefited their own organisations in any way. On a scale of 1 (no benefits) to 5 (significant benefits), a third of respondents went for the middle of the scale (34%) with roughly equal numbers on either side (e.g. 13% indicating ‘no benefits’ and 10% indicating ‘significant benefits’).  

3.3
Future plans and needs
Clearly the impacts of the Year are not simply about experiences and developments that have happened during 2007-08. The survey of YFF schools and providers also included questions about their plans and needs from now on. 
School-based respondents were asked whether they were planning to continue with a range of YFF-type educational activities during the academic year 2008-09. As can be seen in Table 3.1, their responses are fairly encouraging in terms of large proportions indicating an intention to continue several of the activities. Almost all schools had plans to undertake growing and cooking activities and close to 80 per cent intended to use food and farming educational materials and undertake visits to farm/countryside locations over the coming year. Agreement levels were lower, however, for those planning to ‘maintain links with food and farming businesses/organisations’ (47% of schools). This may well be an area where food and farming organisations working with schools could be encouraged to take the initiative during the post-YFF period. In addition, only a minority of schools (11%) had plans to ‘offer food and farming careers information’ in 2008-09. It should be remembered, however, that the majority of schools in the survey (83% as shown in Figure 2.2) did not undertake any careers-related sessions during the Year and so the fact that 11% have plans to do this in 2008-09 could be seen as most schools that did this kind of work during the Year having plans to continue with such provision after the Year. 
Table 3.1: Schools’ plans for YFF-type activities in 2008-09  

	Activities
	Percentage (number) that will carry out activity 

	Growing activities


	97% (929)

	Cooking activities


	95% (906)

	Using food and farming educational resources
	79% (754)

	Visiting farms and countryside


	79% (753)

	Maintain links with food and farming businesses/organisations
	47% (444)

	Offering food and farming careers information


	11% (102)


Number of respondents = 959

School respondents outlined a number of other planned activities relating to food and farming. These included the developments of: 
· new growing facilities (allotments, wild areas, greenhouses) and selling schemes (market garden business, farm businesses)
· new links locally (with allotment growers, supermarkets, community groups) and internationally (through conferences and school partnerships)

· new courses and qualifications (such as land-based diplomas).  

Finally, both schools and providers were asked about the kinds of strategic measures that would most help to support food and farming education post-YFF. Seven possible strategic foci were given and, as shown in Figure 3.2, there was fairly strong endorsement for most of them. School-based respondents were particularly in favour of support for growing projects (83%), education resources (76%), farm visits (71%) and cooking projects (70%). The priorities for providers were farm visits (78%), growing projects (69%), education resources (66%) and visits to schools by farm/countryside organisations (63%). 
Figure 3.2: Schools’ and providers’ views on future support strategies for food and farming education
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Number of respondents = 960 (schools), 182 (providers)
N.B. School-based respondents were not asked about ‘press and publicity’
A number of additional strategic priorities were put forward by schools and providers including: 

· funding to help with transport costs associated with farm/countryside visits, especially for students and schools in deprived urban areas

· enhancing parental and intergenerational involvement in practical food and farming activities 

· better careers education and guidance, training and work experience in the food and farming industry 
· improved professional learning opportunities for teachers and communication, collaboration and networking between schools and providers. 
4.
Summary of Key Findings
The Year has involved a wide range of schools and young people from across primary (71%), secondary (12%), special (4%) and early years education. Activities and resources have been provided by varied organisations from education providers, farms and voluntary sector organisations to retailers, agricultural supply/service industries and trade/representative bodies. There has been activity across all 9 government regions, particularly the south-east, west midlands and north-west.  

School staff heard about the Year most frequently via the Internet, but also through partner organisations, print media and word of mouth. The top three motivations for getting involved in the Year were: ‘educational value of food and farming as a teaching resource’ (65%), ‘free resources’ (38%) and ‘personal interests’ (37%).
For schools, the Year has typically involved growing activities (97% of schools) and cooking activities (95%), along with classroom work using YFF-related resources (89%) and visits to farm/countryside locations (82%). Hosting visits by farm/countryside representatives (40%) and careers-related sessions (17%) have been less widespread.
Representatives of provider organisations reported: working with school and non-school groups across early years, primary and secondary; undertaking activities focused particularly on farm-related activity, growing, cooking and (less frequently) careers; and producing educational resources such as teaching/activity packs and (less frequently) growing/cooking kits, web-based materials/activities and practical equipment.   
Provider organisations have made a significant financial contribution to the Year in the form of staff time (47% up to £1K, 43% up to £10K), resources (61% up to £1K, 27% up to £10K) and cash contribution (67% up to £1K, 26% up to £10K). For the 253 providers in this survey, the approximate calculation of overall contribution works out as £2,577,000 (or £10,185 per organisation). 
Based on the reports of staff in YFF-participating schools, the most marked area of impact of the Year has been on young people’s knowledge and understanding (42% ‘some impact’, 56% ‘significant impact’), closely followed by developments in practical skills (42% ‘some impact’, 53% ‘significant impact’) and changes in attitudes (51% ‘some impact’, 44% ‘significant impact’). Outcomes in terms of students’ awareness of food and farming careers (39% ‘some impact’, 4% ‘significant impact’) were less strongly endorsed. Other YFF benefits for students reported by staff included interpersonal/social skills such as team work, motivation to learn as a result of hands-on practical activities and financial/business skills through selling school-grown produce. 
In terms of impacts on schools, healthy living was the one most strongly endorsed with significant impacts reported in over half the responding schools (54%) and some impact in almost all of the rest (43%). There was similarly encouraging feedback from school staff in relation to impacts on food and farming curriculum provision (58% some impact, 37% significant impact), personal, social and health education (PSHE) (55% some impact, 36% significant impact) and education for sustainable development (ESD) (56% some impact, 33% significant impact). Impacts were also reported in terms of capacity to teach about food and farming issues (63% some impact, 27% significant impact), staff understanding of such issues (63% some impact, 24% significant impact) and willingness to visit countryside locations (52% some impact, 30% significant impact). 

In relation to the future, almost all schools had plans to undertake growing and cooking activities and close to 80% intended to use food and farming educational materials and undertake visits to farm/countryside locations over the coming year. Fewer schools were planning to ‘maintain links with food and farming businesses/organisations’ (47%) and only a minority (11%) had plans to ‘offer food and farming careers information’ in 2008-09. School respondents outlined a number of other planned food and farming-related activities including: new growing facilities/selling schemes; new local and international links; and new courses and qualifications. 
On the question of strategic measures to support food and farming education post-YFF, school-based respondents particularly favoured support for growing projects (83%), education resources (76%), farm visits (71%) and cooking projects (70%). The priorities for providers were farm visits (78%), growing projects (69%), education resources (66%) and visits to schools by farm/countryside organisations (63%). In addition, both schools and providers called for: funding to help with transport costs in deprived urban areas; efforts to enhance parental and intergenerational involvement; better careers education, training and work experience; and improved professional learning and networking opportunities.
� DCSF Statistical Bulletin (2008) The Composition of Schools in England. DCSF/National Statistics: London. 


� See, for example: Rickinson, M. (2005). Practitioners’ Use of Research. NERF Working Paper 7.5. NERF: London. 
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