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Reminder!  



Farm to School Grants 2016!  
 

Be sure to check out our priority areas in summer  
and pre-k meals programs! 

Visit the USDA Farm to School website for more information.   

Submissions due May 20th!!! 



New Farm to Summer & Preschool  
USDA Webpage 



Housekeeping 
• To download handouts:  

 
 

• To make a comment or ask a question:  
 

 
» Type your question or comment using the Q&A tab 
» Ask your question or comment on the phone at the end of the webinar by pressing *1 

 
• Please turn off your computer microphone, all audio will be through 

the phone. 
 

• The webinar will be recorded and available on the USDA Farm to 
School website: http://www.fns.usda.gov/farmtoschool/webinars  
 

http://www.fns.usda.gov/farmtoschool/webinars


Poll: Who is on 
the line? 

Presenter
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Today’s Presenter 

Gail Feenstra 
Deputy Director, SAREP 

UC Davis 



Evaluation For Transformation: 
How to Use the Framework in Your Farm to 
School Program 

Gail Feenstra and Shosha Capps 

UC Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education Program 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Title page



Overview 
• Purpose of 

Framework 
• Key components 
•  How to use 
• Examples 

http://www.farmtoschool.org/resources-
main/evaluation-framework 



1. Suggests common definitions and language 
 

2. Defines 4 key sectors connected to farm to school 
 
3.    Recommends approaches for evaluation tracking at the program       
level, research level, and policy level 

The Evaluation Framework 



Four Sectors Impacted by Farm to School 

Public Health 

Community Economic 
Development 

Environmental  
Quality 

Education 



User Levels 

PROGRAM    RESEARCH     POLICY 
Program planning, 

reporting and evaluation 
 

Research that builds on 
programs and feeds into 

policies 
 

Policies that support 
programs 

 



Program Articulation 





Evaluation 
Framework in Action 
 
Davis Farm to School & 
Yolo County Farm to School 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(Gail has given overview) Talk about a specific example of a farm to school program evaluation that Gail and I worked on, and how it connects to this framework. Start with telling how I approached this. I’ve been working with Gail for about 7 months, and Davis Farm to School is a program she’s been working on evaluating for many years. So when I came to work on this evaluation, what was being measured was pretty much set, and the work that I was doing was collecting it and analyzing it. So there are really two main ways you can use the framework in relation to an evaluation – as an idea bank for putting together or expanding an evaluation process -- OR as a way to go through the evaluation that you’re already doing and locate what you’re already measuring within the framework so that you can then more easily compare what you’re doing and the results that you are seeing to other farm to school programs. So that second way to use the framework is what I have been doing, and what I want to share with you today. 



Davis Joint Unified School District 

Mid-sized district in Yolo County 
~8,600 students 
 
16 schools: 9 Elementary, 3 Junior High, 2 High, 1 Continuation 
 
~1,600 meals served per day (~20% participation) 
 
Free and reduced rate of 21% (compared to 54% in Yolo County) 
Demographics: 54% White, 19% Hispanic or Latino, 15% Asian, 3% Black 7% Other 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So I’m going to talk primarily about Davis F2S. I’ll reference a couple Yolo County F2S initiatives that Davis participated in. 



Davis Farm to School 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Davis F2S was founded in 2000, and supports the Davis Joint Unified School District in their goals to provide farm and garden-based education, increase farm fresh foods in school meals, and reduce solid waste through recycling and composting programs.Davis F2S is a program of the non-profit organization Yolo Farm to Fork. The Davis Farm to School Committee reports to the Yolo Farm to Fork Board of Directors.UC SAREP, where Gail and I work, has been under contract to prepare annual evaluation reports for Davis F2S, and the data that I’m going to present today is from those reports, specifically the 2013-2014 SY report. 



Goals 

1. Promote farm fresh foods in schools 
 

2. Reduce solid waste through a comprehensive district 
recycling program 
 

3. Provide school garden and farm-based education 
opportunities 
 

4. Research and evaluate programs and provide 
information to the community 



Programs and Activities 

1. Promote farm fresh foods in schools 
• Procurement 
• Participation 
• School Food Environment 

 
2. Reduce solid waste through a comprehensive district recycling 

program 
• Recycling is Simply Elementary (DavisRISE) 
• ALL Compost Program 

 
3. Provide school garden and farm-based education opportunities 

• School gardens 
• Farm visits 
• School Garden to Cafeteria pilot 

 
4. Research and evaluate programs and provide information to the 

community 
• Fundraisers 
• Community Outreach & Events 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Variety of programs and activities designed to support these goals that we look at in doing our evaluation. Procurement – local produce only Participation – in school lunch program overall, free/reduced School Food Environment – changes to meal requirements, marketing, professional development for SNS staff, taste testing



Programs and Activities 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So you can see that the programs and activities really cover all three of the core elements of farm to school….(CLICK)



Sectors Impacted by Farm to School 

Public Health 

Community Economic 
Development 

Environmental  
Quality 

Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So now I’m going to start to get into the data that we collected, and where it fits in this framework. Start by reviewing the 4 major sectors that are impacted by farm to school. And we’ll look at an example of the kind of data that you could collect in each sector. 



The Community Economic Development Sector 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Research Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Level Outcomes 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are priority outcomes for each sector at 3 user levels -- the program level, research level, and policy level. Most of what we’re going to be looking at today is at the program level, which will be looking for outcomes, indicators, and measures that are generally going to make the most sense for an internal or contracted evaluation of a program itself. Because we work with the University, and are part of a research program, we did a bit more data collection than a typical farm to school program would probably do on its own, so we will show you a few measures from the research and policy user levels of this framework as well.  



The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Program Outcome 1: Local and regional economic 
impact 
 
Program Outcome 2: Social capital built in school 
districts and the community 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are two program level outcomes in the framework in the community economic development sector. 



The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Program Outcomes 1:  
 
 
Indicator 1: Increase in market opportunities/income 
generation for local producers, processors and 
distributors through sales to school districts and 
potentially to other institutions through procurement 
activity 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For each outcome, there is at least one indicator, often there are several. Then for each indicator, there is a list of measurements for that indicator. 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For this indicator, the toolkit provides a list of measures that we could have used, and there are 2 here that we did. Taking a step back, where we are right now is Measures 1.1 and 1.2 of Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1, in the Community Economic Development Sector. And so anyone else who is using this framework can take that information, look at exactly what we’re measuring, exactly how it ties in to the larger goals of farm to school, and compare it to what they are doing and measuring in their own program.  You can think of it as a “tag” that you put on your data that allows it to be compared to what might look like, on the surface, a very different farm to school program. 



Defining Local 
  
Products are grown within a 300-mile radius from Davis AND one of the following: 
 

(a) DJUSD has a direct relationship with the small to mid-scale growers selling the 
product 

  OR 
 
(b) The distributor provides state-level origin information and the product is BOTH 
 

i) identified by the distributor as being grown in California, AND  
ii)locally seasonal according to both of two different seasonality charts.* 
 

*Seasonality charts used were provided by (a) Community Alliance with Family Farmers (CAFF), based in Davis, CA, and 
(b) the Center for Urban Education and Sustainable Agriculture (CUESA), based in San Francisco, CA 

 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The first thing we have to do, if we’re going to measure local procurement, is to define local. Everyone does this a little differently, this is DF2S’s definition:This differs from previous year’s definition because DJUSD’s current distributor, unlike previous distributors, has not provided origin information on their invoices at a greater level of detail than the state of origin. So, (a) covers direct purchasing from local growers; (b) covers local produce coming through the distributor.



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.1: Total dollar amount of all local products 
purchased by school districts and schools 
 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Total local 
produce 
purchases 
2013-14: 
 
$42,732 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Just to place us again in the framework…..Local produce (not other products) – data from 2002 - 2014[Looking at FY 2013-2014,] This graph shows that dollar expenditures on both local produce and total produce were actually down slightly over the previous year, but you can see that total produce went down a bit more than local produce. 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.2: Percentage of total food budget spent on local 
foods by school districts and schools 
 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

55% of produce 
purchases were 
locally sourced  
(up from 53% SY 2012-13) 

Total Food Budget: 
$511,036 
 
Total Produce Budget: 
$77,117 (15% of total) 
 
Total Local Produce 
Budget: 
$42,732 (8% of total) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
BUT the percentage local (shown in this graph – 55% of total produce purchases in 2013-2014) continued to go up because total produce expenditures decreased more than local produce expenditures. This shows why it is important to look at both Measure 1.1 (total dollar amount spent on local produce) and Measure 1.2 (percentage of total expenditures) to get a full picture of what is going on. And you’ll see here that we graphed local produce expenditures as a percentage of total produce expenditures, but we also collected the total annual food budget and so you can see that produce was 15% of the total budget and local produce was 8% of the total food budget. 



The Community Economic Development Sector 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Research Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Level Outcomes 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’d also like to show you one research level outcome in the community economic development sector. 



The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Research Level Outcomes 
 
Research Outcome 1: Local and regional economic 
impact 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This outcome is actually exactly the same – same wording – as the program level outcome. 



The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Research Outcomes 1:  
 
 
Indicator 1: Increase in market opportunities/income 
generation for local producers, processors and 
distributors through sales to school districts and 
potentially to other institutions through procurement 
activity 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The indicator is also the same as we saw at the program level. 



Research Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The measures are where we see a big difference at the research level. 



Research Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.1: Number, demographics (i.e. gender, ethnicity, 
age) and type of local producers, processors and 
distributors supplying local products to school districts 
 
 

The Community Economic Development Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Last year most of this LOCAL produce came from the district’s primary produce distributor, and you can see that corresponds with a shift away buying directly from individual growers. Davis’s Food Service Director has reported that he is actively trying to increase the number of farmers he works with directly, but there are a lot of logistical challenges to making that happen.  And I’ll talk a little bit shortly about a couple of things that have been going on to try to make it easier for Food Service to buy directly from local farmers. 



Sectors Impacted by Farm to School 

Public Health 

Community Economic 
Development 

Environmental  
Quality 

Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now, we’re going to move into the Public Health sector



The Public Health Sector 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Research Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Level Outcomes 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, we’re looking mostly at program level outcomes



Program Level Outcomes 
 
Program Outcome 1: Students and their families 
access locally produced, healthy food through 
schools 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here we’ve got just one in this section -- 



Program Outcome 1: 
 
Indicator 1: Students access to local, healthy food in 
schools 
 
Indicator 2: Family and adult access to local, healthy 
foods from farm to school activities 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For the purpose of this evaluation, and because most of the activities focus on students, we looked for measures related to the first of two possible indicators. 



Program Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And then we focused on two measures, 1.1, and 1.5



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.1: Number of students participating in, or 
exposed to, farm-to-school activities such as school 
gardening, cooking, nutrition and food-based lessons 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 
 

School Gardens 
 
1300 students, 35 teachers, 39 parents, and 260 volunteers (8 schools reporting) 
 
Survey questions: 
 
Type of activities 
Frequency of student participation 
Integration with composting program 
Integration with curriculum (science, math, writing, arts, etc) 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
DF2S provides small grants to school gardens in the district, and one of the things we looked at for our evaluation were the garden grant reports. There were a lot of questions on these reports and it was a mix of quantitative and qualitative data, but a few things I wanted to highlight are that we did record the total number of participants, including students, teachers, parents, and volunteers. We also tracked….I’m not going to go into that data in detail because it is very qualitative, but I wanted to mention that those are all things we are looking at in this area. 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.5: Increase the percentage of total free and 
reduced-meal eligible children participating in school meal 
programs when farm to school activities are present 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 
 

21% of DJUSD 
students are 
eligible for free or 
reduced lunch 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Measure 1.5 -- 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.5: Increase the percentage of total free and 
reduced-meal eligible children participating in school meal 
programs when farm to school activities are present 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 
 

Of those students 
who are eligible, 
56% (free) and 
45% (reduced) 
participated in the 
program 

 

56%
44%

School Lunch Program 
Participation

Among Students Eligible for Free Lunch
2013-2014

Participating

Not Participating

45%
55%

School Lunch Program 
Participation

Among Students Eligible for Reduced 
Lunch

2013-2014

Participating
Not Participating

This is a decrease from 
the previous year. In 
2012-2013, participation 
rates were 64% for free 
lunch and 55% for 
reduced lunch 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a decrease from last year, and the fact that we were able to capture it is really useful because it lets the school know that this is something they need to work on improving. 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.5: Increase the percentage of total free and 
reduced-meal eligible children participating in school meal 
programs when farm to school activities are present 
 
 

The Public Health Sector 
 

9% 
2% 

10% 

79% 

School Lunch Program Participation 
As a percentage of total district enrollment  

2013-2014 

Free

Reduced

Paid

Not participating
in school lunch

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
Free 41.1% 48.2% 47.0% 44.5%
Reduced 8.1% 6.8% 10.1% 9.5%
Paid 50.4% 44.6% 42.9% 46.0%

0%

20%

40%

60%

Free, Reduced, and Paid Participation in School 
Lunch  

as a percentage of total participation (2010-2014) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is just another way to look at that participation data. The colored slices of the pie chart on the left represent the 21% of enrolled students who participate in the school lunch program, and how those meals are broken down as either free, reduced, or paid. So you can see in both graphs here that there are roughly the same about of free and paid meals being purchased (free is blue, paid is green), but in the last year the paid meals increased and the free meals decreased. And that may be due to less free and reduced eligible children participating in that year, as we saw in the previous slide. 



Sectors Impacted by Farm to School 

Public Health 

Community Economic 
Development 

Environmental  
Quality 

Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Next we’ll look at the education sector



The Education Sector 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Research Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Level Outcomes 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And we’re actually going to look at policy level outcomes here. 



Policy Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Outcome 1: Education policy and programs 
support farm to school activities 
 
 

The Education Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There’s one policy level outcome in the education sector, which is….



Policy Outcome 1: 
 
Indicator 1: Education agencies allocate resources to 
support farm to school activities 
 
Indicator 2: Teachers, child care educators, foodservice 
workers, students, and producers are trained in farm-
to-school education and gardening activities 
 
Indicator 3: Teachers, child care educators, school 
administrators, nutrition service directors, foodservice 
workers, and producers have resources they need to 
implement farm to school activities as a collaborative 
team  
 

The Education Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are three indicators, and we are going to look at Indicator 3



Policy Outcome 1, Indicator 3 
 
 

The Education Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And then Measure 3.4 -- 



Policy Level Outcome 1, Indicator 3 
Measure 3.4: Increase in number of training and technical 
assistance opportunities available for incorporating farm to 
school strategies into buying, preparing, serving, and 
recycling school food 
 
 

The Education Sector 
 

 
Cooking Classes for food service staff 
 
3 classes per year 
 
From-scratch cooking of seasonal produce 
 
Goal was to build capacity to increase 
local procurement 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Two things I’d like to share in this section, both of which were funded as part of the Yolo County F2S initiative – So Davis participated in both, but neither was part of the Df2S program in the way of everything else I’ve been describing. First, series of cooking class for Food Service Staff…(this is something Davis has done for many years, but this particular series was part of a county-wide program) (Block)These classes took place in all 5 districts in the county, and UC SAREP did a separate evaluation of those classes that included measures like change in knowledge and behavior. 



Policy Level Outcome 1, Indicator 3 
Measure 3.4: Increase in number of training and technical 
assistance opportunities available for incorporating farm to 
school strategies into buying, preparing, serving, and 
recycling school food 
 
 

The Education Sector 
 

 
Yolo County Farm to School Initiative: 
Farmer Training & Marketplace Exchange 
 
3 annual farmer trainings on how to sell to 
school food service 
 
“Marketplace Exchange” networking event in 
November 2014 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second thing I wanted to share in this section, I also referred to earlier – as part of an attempt to increase the number of direct farmers sales to schools in Yolo County. Also part of the Yolo County Farm to School Initiative. (block)Goal was really to educate and connect school buyers and farmers to increase direct sales. 



Sectors Impacted by Farm to School 

Public Health 

Community Economic 
Development 

Environmental  
Quality 

Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The last sector we’re going to look at is the Environmental Quality sector



The Environmental Quality Sector 

Program Level Outcomes 
 
Research Level Outcomes 
 
Policy Level Outcomes 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, we’ll look at program level outcomes



Program Level Outcomes 
 
Program Outcome 1: Students are environmentally 
literate through engagement in farm to school 
activities 
 
 

The Environmental Quality Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There is one outcome in this section -- 



Program Outcome 1: 
 
 
Indicator 1: Increase in student knowledge about the 
relationship between the environment and food 
systems, including environmental impacts of food 
production, processing, distribution, and waste or 
composting 
 
 

The Environmental Quality Sector 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And also one indicator



Program Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
 
 

The Environmental Quality Sector 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
From the list of possible measures we are looking at 1.3 and 1.6



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.3: Number of children, what grades, for what 
length of time, are participating in what types of 
environmentally responsible behaviors in schools, such as 
composting, waste reduction, energy conservation, or 
recycling. 
 
 

The Environmental Quality Sector 
 

DavisRISE 
 
Participation:  
2,200 students, 67 teachers, 2 
parents, 11 custodians 
 
All grade levels  
 
Lunch site recycling + 83% did more 
 

ALL Compost Program 
 
8 elementary schools and 2 junior high 
 
Reduced waste by 1,296 cubic yards 
(2-4 cubic yards weekly per school) 
 
38% waste reduction 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1.3 As I mentioned earlier, Davis has two composting programs. We collected a mix of qualitative and quantitative data – participation, grade level, levels of waste reduction, support activities, etc. 



Program Level Outcome 1, Indicator 1 
Measure 1.6: Number of children, what grades, for what 
length of time, visit local farmers to learn about sustainable 
production methods such as integrated pest management.  
 
 

The Environmental Quality Sector 
 

9 classes from 3 schools  
went on farm visits in the spring of 2014  
 
A total of 229 students  
participated in these tours, slightly down from 250 
students in the previous year.  
 
Classes visited 3 regional farms –  
Capay Organic, The Center for Land-Based Learning’s 
Farm on Putah Creek, and Good Humus.  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1.6Farm visits for second graders is one of the activities of DF2S – (block)



Conclusions 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, I hope that I’ve been able to show you the range of what you can measure within this framework. This is just a sampling of what we measured, there is a much longer, more detailed report available online if anyone wants to see it. And again, what I’ve walked through today is basically how you’d go about placing an existing evaluation into this framework. It would also be a wonderful tool to use when you are initially developing an evaluation. And now I think we have time for some questions. 



Upcoming Webinar on May 28: 
Tying it All Together and Digging In 



Questions?  
Type them into the chat box or hit *1 to open your phone line. 

SNA CEU Certificate? 
Email Bob at Robert.gorman@fns.usda.gov 
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