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Executive Summary

Background

Worldwide, diets and food supplies are sub-optimal with regard to health and sustainability, contributing
to excess diseases and deaths, as well as climate change impacts. These problematic outcomes lead to
significant costs for health services, societies and governments that are not covered by the food system
(i.e. external costs or externalities). Understanding the drivers of these unwanted outcomes within and
beyond the food system can help to determine solutions. The Government of Jersey is refreshing its food
and nutrition strategy. It therefore commissioned a team from the University of Cambridge, UK, to
support a review of present policy, and work with food system stakeholders to develop an improved
understanding of systemic drivers of problematic food system outcomes on the Island. The ultimate aim
is to reshape Jersey's food system and culture so that it becomes easy and normal for every Islander to
eat food that is nutritious, delicious, affordable and sustainable, and for Jersey's food system to thrive.

Methods

Before the workshop we conducted qualitative research with a purposive sample of members of the
public. This gave insight into Islanders’ priorities and provided real-world context for the mapping
exercise. We then delivered a one-day workshop for stakeholders from across the food system, with
representatives from government, health, civil society and the commercial sector (agriculture, logistics
and retail) and civil society. During the workshop participants identified strengths and weaknesses of the
island’s current food system and explored how these were associated with each other. Using this
information, the Cambridge team developed a draft conceptual map (a Causal Loop Diagram) of the
Jersey food system, during the workshop. Participants then used this draft systems map to suggest
potential interventions to build on perceived strengths and address identified problems.

After the workshop the map was further developed using other food system maps and evidence reviews.
Beneficial and unwanted outcomes were added.

Findings

Workshop participants generated a list of more than 40 food system variables that affect the supply and
consumption of nutritious foods and identified connections between them. An initial system map was
generated, and participants identified 17 potential interventions that could be delivered to address these
problems. Subsequent iteration of the system map drawing on existing evidence helped to expand the
list to more than 75 potential interventions, to be explored and prioritised in the government food
strategy development process. The completed map provided, for the first time, an overview of Jersey's
food system, showing a wide range of variables associated with diet and sustainability as well as
potentially powerful leverage points for change.

The resulting shortlist of potential interventions, rooted in a co-produced understanding of the Island’s
food system and an appreciation of existing evidence, provides a cornerstone for the revised strategy. Its
aim is to reconfigure the system to improve outcomes for health, sustainability, equity and the Jersey
economy.

Conclusions

Applying systems thinking and associated tools provided a valuable input to the food policymaking
process in Jersey, helping to identify key challenges and potential solutions that can be considered
further in the development of the Jersey food and nutrition strategy. The mapping process was also
instrumental in building relationships with partners across the food system.



Background

Food and health

The food we eat is a powerful determinant of our health. Diets that are sub-optimally healthy are
responsible for a high proportion of excess mortality and morbidity from non-communicable diseases
(NCDs) in populations worldwide.! This share of the global burden of disease is now greater than that
attributable to tobacco smoking.? Many of the NCDs resulting from unhealthy diets are related directly or
indirectly to excess body fat, which drives a complex range of metabolic consequences.?

Excess body weight!"! at an individual level results from an imbalance of energy consumed versus energy
expended. The balance of foods in the diet (as distinct from calorie content per se) also plays a role in
body weight and health. A diet with abundant highly processed foods appears to have a negative
influence on health outcomes, although mechanisms are as yet unclear.* Conversely, a nutritious,
balanced diet of predominantly unprocessed and minimally processed foods is health promoting.”
Mechanisms for the different impact of highly versus minimally processed diets on health have been
proposed, for example via impact on the intestinal microbiome, (which in turn influences health);® or
through differential absorption of nominal calories in highly versus minimally processed foods, affecting
body weight.”

Key determinants of body weight are dietary energy intake and energy expenditure due to physical
activity, but their effects are moderated by metabolic factors at individual level, some of which are
genetically determined. This means that some people are more susceptible to excess energy intake
and/or insufficient activity than others, resulting in greater conversion of excess energy into excess body
fat.® At a whole population level, there is a diverse range of factors that affect the likelihood of excess
energy consumption or insufficient activity, including commercial food environments, the built
environment, societal values and social norms and conventions.®'%"

Levels of obesity have been increasing worldwide over the last ~50 years, initially in high income
countries and increasingly in middle- and low-income countries. In high-income countries, prevalence of
obesity is strongly patterned by socio-demographic factors, tending to be more common among men,
lower income and some ethnic minority groups, and increasing with age in adulthood until retirement
age. Health outcomes associated with excess body weight are also therefore strongly patterned
socioeconomically, resulting in marked inequalities in health."

Obesity in childhood has emerged over the last 30-40 years in high income countries and is a particular
concern because it strongly predicts adult obesity.”® Excess body weight is associated with increased risk
of non-communicable disease morbidity and mortality, in particular from type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular
diseases and cancers, but also contributes importantly to musculoskeletal and mental health problems.™
Excess energy intake is considered the primary driver of obesity rates; insufficient energy expenditure
plays a part and is an important independent determinant of NCDs, but increasing activity alone in the
context of everyday lives is unlikely to make an impact on obesity.™ Improving population diets is likely
to have a range of other benefits, independent of excess body weight, including for oral health and
reducing cancer risk.’

Finally, while there is strong evidence of the link between poor quality nutrition and poor health, this
same evidence base can be framed positively, i.e. that nutritious diets protect health at both an individual
and population level.

! Defined here as an adult BMI >25Kg/M? or equivalent standardised metrics in children. ‘Obesity’ is used as a shorthand
in this report to include all categories of BMI over 25Kg/M? Excess body weight is widely considered a proxy for excess
body fat.
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Food and the planet

The world is now deep into a climate emergency that has seen global temperatures rise significantly
above a baseline considered safe in terms of damage to global ecosystems. Governments worldwide
have set targets to achieve reductions in carbon dioxide and other emissions responsible for global
warming. It is considered vital that the global average temperature increase should be limited to 1.5°C.
Beyond this, the risk of irreversible and accelerating ecological damage is considered exponential and an
existential threat to humanity.”

The food system — including agricultural production, processing and manufacturing, as well as all aspects
of food retailing — is responsible for a substantial proportion of greenhouse gas emissions. It also
contributes to planetary environmental degradation through land and water pollution, biodiversity loss,
soil degradation, water depletion and other mechanisms. The extent of these contributions to climate

change and local ecological damage has led to worldwide calls for urgent food system transformation.’ '®
17

The food system and the economy

The commercial food system typically contributes substantially to national economies in high income
countries. Approximately 7% of gross domestic product (GDP) is attributed to the food system in the UK.
These economic contributions come from agriculture and fisheries, processing and manufacturing,
wholesaling and retailing, and associated financial and logistic services."

Tackling unhealthy and unsustainable diets

Understanding the factors that are driving the epidemic of obesity and NCDs is critical to identifying and
implementing interventions that will stand a chance of reducing population risks. There is little evidence
that any country has yet reduced obesity rates, although some promising interventions, such a sugary
drinks taxes and advertising bans are emerging.” 2! Nevertheless, obesity is widely regarded as an
intractable problem that has not responded to traditional public health interventions. For example, the
scale of the problem is such that efforts to reduce obesity and type 2 diabetes prevalence through
behavioural interventions at an individual level are likely to be too costly to deliver and sustain for the
numbers of people who would need them. Such interventions are also insufficiently effective to offer a
reliable solution to obesity at a population level.??

Similarly, although there is now a sophisticated understanding of how to reduce risk of climate change,
and how to mitigate such risk, progress on developing and implementing interventions is dangerously
slow. Too much emphasis has been placed by governments on individual behaviour change by citizens
and insufficient emphasis on whole population, low-agency and system-level solutions.?

At the heart of both the challenges of unhealthy diets and food system impacts on the environment is a
misalignment of goals.** The primary goals of key sectors of the commercial food system (profits and
growth) are currently widely divergent from the goals of public health and climate change (promoting
and improving population health, and reducing and mitigating climate change).?* This is not just because
unrestricted growth is unsustainable for both human and planetary health, but because profits and
growth are generated more readily by the production and marketing of less healthy and less sustainable
foods than by the production and marketing of more sustainable and healthier foods. This situation has
arisen because the food system responded to drivers such as absolute shortages of food in the early 20™
century, and demand for convenience and cheaper foods in the mid to late 20" Century.?® Today's
problems with food are the unfortunate and unforeseen consequences of this evolution of the food
system over time.

But, as always, the picture is complicated and alongside the many challenges of the current food system,
there are examples of 21% century innovation that prioritise health and sustainability, while delivering
delicious food to citizens.?® We need to learn from these examples. However, despite this potential, there
will be a need for the system to evolve in ways that encourage and shift the commercial food system
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towards closer alignment with health and sustainability goals — by the production and marketing of
foods that are good for people and the planet, and the reduction of production and marketing of
products that are damaging to people and the planet.

Food system interventions with the best chance of making an impact on population and planetary health
will need to be delivered at the whole population level, irrespective of individual risk, and will need to
make minimal demands on individuals in order for the intervention to be effective and equitable (so
called low-agency interventions).?”?° It is also likely that interventions will need to be systemically
powerful — that is, they will represent powerful levers for change in underlying systems that influence
food consumption. Such interventions may be considered ‘disruptive’, in that they help to reshape a
system such that it favours desirable outcomes (e.g. reduces promotion and sales of energy dense and
poorly sustainable foods, or facilitates the provision of healthy and sustainable foods by changing the
goals and structures of the system).>*** This might be achieved either by regulating the existing food
system, which is dominated by corporations maximising sales from processed foods, or by stimulating
alternative business models with a focus on unprocessed and minimally processed foods. The role of
grassroots and community-based initiatives should also be considered, as well as the means by which
communities can be empowered to lead change.

Current evidence suggests that even seemingly powerful interventions, such as sugary drinks taxes, may
not be sufficient alone to reduce obesity levels or make important impacts on carbon emissions, and it is
highly likely that a number of interventions delivered concurrently over time will be needed. A key
challenge is that systems constantly adapt over time in order to achieve equilibrium with regard to their
underlying goals (e.g. profits and growth).>* The policy world also therefore needs to adapt and ensure
that interventions change as necessary to maintain pressure on the system — for example, by increasing a
food tax rate in line with inflation, so that it does not devalue over time. This approach has been
successful in reducing smoking rates.*> Another idea is to use fiscal, requlatory and other measures to
make food retailing that is aligned with public health goals more commercially attractive, perhaps with a
focus on smaller, local businesses.

A further challenge is understanding how the range of levers addressing the food system — targeting
different activities and outcomes — interact with one another. This range of levers addressing the food
system are spread across a wide range of sectors, many of which might not traditionally be associated
with food and nutrition.”” 3 For example, policy mapping in the UK has identified at least 16 national
government departments with a role influencing the food system.*' #? Looking across the system as a
whole, rather than considering levers in isolation, can suggest how diverse but complementary policies
might be combined, or ‘packaged’ to improve their effectiveness, and improve coherence between
actions.?’

Diagnosing the problem at a systemic level

The food system can be conceptualised as a complex adaptive system. A complex adaptive system
comprises non-linear dynamics including: (a) vicious, virtuous and stabilising cycles, and (b) long causal
pathways including multiple factors. These features of a system are important in both driving change in
desirable and undesirable system outcomes and creating a system which is resistant to external
influence. By developing a detailed understanding of the dynamics of a system, we gain insights that
help us to change the system — identifying ways to shape how it works and ultimately encourage more
desirable outcomes.*** In line with the terminology used to describe complex adaptive systems, we will
hereafter refer to vicious and virtuous cycles as reinforcing feedback loops, and stabilising cycles as
balancing feedback loops.

A key way to identify what could potentially be done to help shift towards healthier and more sustainable
diets is to examine in detail the systems driving excess energy intake and less sustainable food
production and consumption. Through mapping out systems, it is possible to identify and elucidate
feedback loops, and other elements of the system that generate unwanted outcomes, and then identify
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the potentially most powerful places to intervene in the system (leverage points).>* Mapping systems can
also act as a valuable way to engage stakeholders in the policy process by sharing a holistic view of the
system from multiple perspectives.** ** It can benefit policymakers by helping to shift thinking towards
more innovative, powerful solutions, better able to bring about system reconfiguration. Perceived
benefits of engaging stakeholders, through co-creative policy development, include that it leads to more
effective and more implementable solutions, increases ownership in those who will need to implement
actions, and provides citizen support for interventions, enhancing political feasibility.*°

Alongside such system mapping it is helpful to map existing interventions on to the system and
undertake ‘solution scanning’ to identify promising new solutions that have been proposed or are
already being implemented and tested globally. Solution scanning is a key tool which can identify
potential actions and provide a counter to more ad hoc, bounded policymaking tendencies which often
revert to a small range of established policy options.*”** While a subset of possible interventions
identified through solution scanning may have evidence of effectiveness or cost-effectiveness to back
them up, it is important to recognise that governments have not yet managed to reduce obesity rates
anywhere in the world on the basis of present evidence, which usually takes a number of years to
generate, so is inherently out of date. Similar issues exist with environmental sustainability actions. Policy
innovation tends to be ahead of research evidence in the field of population health, unlike clinical
medicine.>® Nevertheless, a review of current evidence is usually helpful to provide a solid foundation for
action, either for specific interventions or for underpinning theory to support policy innovations. It will
also be important to evaluate rigorously any novel interventions delivered as a result of the updated
Jersey food and nutrition strategy, so as to add to the emerging evidence on food system interventions.

Diet and Obesity in Jersey

Jersey does not have a rigorous population-level dietary survey equivalent to the UK National Diet and
Nutrition Survey (NDNS). A table in the Appendix summarises the various data sources for dietary and
obesity data in Jersey.

Diet

Data from 2023 show about two thirds of adults in Jersey (67%) ate fewer than the recommended five
portions of fruit and vegetables a day. On average, more women (36%) than men (28%) ate five a day.
Diet quality is socially patterned: 58% of people living in social rented accommodation had eaten fewer
than 3 portions of fruit and vegetables in the previous 24 hours compared with 26% of people in owner-
occupied housing. Data from 2021 show 39% of Islanders found it difficult to afford fruit and vegetables
and 8% lacked the necessary facilities to prepare healthy meals.>' >

Our qualitative data show Islanders identify diet as a key contributing factor to improving health and
wellbeing.> Islanders understand the importance of eating well for health: “Feeding the body and treating
it well is really important”. Affordability and access is a barrier to eating well, especially for people on a
low income: “[food is] really, really expensive”; “healthy food shops have higher prices than food in
standard shops, the cost is different”; "You have to take the bus, go around six different farms”. Working
patterns, time poverty and convenience also influence food choices. Many Islanders reported that they
could not afford healthy food and turned to alternatives, often unhealthy and processed foods, despite
knowing the health implications: “time is a big thing, so a lot of the time, time convenient food is the
option. It's usually tending to be the unhealthiest”. Islanders have also identified local food as important to
them, and in particular want to see more support for local produce, farms and farmers.>

A majority (>70%) of children and young people were aware of the importance of eating five portions of
fruits or vegetables per day (5-a-day), but a minority (>30%) ate 5-a-day the previous day. The
proportion of children and young people eating 5-a-day decreases with age, from 38% (Year 4) to 18%
(Year 12). Pupils in fee-paying schools were significantly more likely to have eaten their 5-a-day (38%)
compared to pupils in non-fee-paying schools (27%). About a fifth of children and young people ate

6



High Fat Salt and Sugar (HFSS) foods every day. A higher percentage of Year 10 and 12 pupils ate HFSS
foods on most days (approximately 45%) compared to other Year groups (approximately 30%). >'Obesity

In 2023, 44% of adults self-reported a healthy weight, and 54% reported being overweight or obese
(noting self-reported rates tend to underestimate obesity). These proportions have remained stable for
the last 15 years. Men (59%) were more likely to report being overweight or obese than women (48%). In
2022/3 24% of reception children were overweight and obese (14% overweight, 9% obese). 32% of year 6
children were overweight or obese (13% overweight, 18% obese).

Summary

Jersey data on diet, obesity and related inequalities, although more limited than those of larger
jurisdictions, paint a picture consistent with trends in the UK, Europe and other high-income countries. A
majority of people of all ages do not eat a healthy diet, and those with fewer resources have, on average,
a poorer diet than their better-off peers. Childhood and adult obesity are significant public health
problems, with rising rates in children and known inequalities by proxies for socioeconomic status.

Jersey's Wider Food System

Food Production

Jersey Royal potatoes and Jersey dairy are the main farming activities, although pockets of more diverse
agriculture exist. These are now incentivised by an innovative Rural Economy Framework which supports
sustainable and diverse production. Economically, agricultural sector Gross Value Added is in decline and
a high percentage of industry profitability is dependent on direct and indirect subsidy, as is common in
most developed economies. Production is fairly intensive for a number of reasons, which include limited
land and the dominance of mono-cultural crops. Reliance on the Jersey Royal potato crop has been
accentuated by the reduction in other economically viable alternative vegetable crops; high production,
labour and transport costs limit the competitiveness of Island exports to the traditional UK market. The
dairy sector has now reduced to 12 producers, although significant improvements in productivity driven
by improving genetics and the development of new value-added export markets have improved
profitability.

Other food infrastructure
A review published in 2018 identified the following food infrastructure on the Island:
e The Jersey Dairy
e The abattoir and knacker’s yard
e Sorting and packing operations operated by producers of Jersey Royals
e Purification units for processing shellfish before they enter the human food chain, operated by
Jersey's aquaculture businesses
e Landing and loading facilities at Jersey's harbours (e.g. for the import of fertilizers and feed)
e Smaller-scale elements of infrastructure, such as artisan bakeries and butcheries.



Supply and Trade

Jersey is wholly self-sufficient only in fresh cows’ milk and new potatoes. Approximately 80% of locally
consumed produce is imported from or through the UK by the major retailers and some wholesalers,
which supply the catering trade and smaller shops.. Some food retail franchises (e.g. M&S) do not sell
local produce except where required by law (e.g. Jersey milk). Others are more supportive of local
produce, for example Waitrose, sold approximately £10m worth of local products in its three Jersey
stores according to 2014 figures.>® Supply comes via a ferry for bulk materials and containers between
the UK and Jersey (operated by Channel Island Lines, St Helier). There are also smaller-scale freight
services between St Helier and France. In terms of exports, the vast majority of agricultural produce
exported goes to the UK.>® Farming also relies on imported inputs, such as fertilizers and feeds.

Impacts on consumers

Food costs can be considerably higher than in the UK. A comparison in June 2015 indicated that Jersey
prices were approximately 33% higher than the UK for fresh fruit; 39% higher for fresh vegetables, 17%
higher for meat and 12% higher for fish.>> There is significant support for increasing local production and
consumption from Jersey citizens: a 2020 consultation and research project on Islanders’ views on local
food production and consumption found high support (82%) for more support of local produce, farms
and farmers.>* A recent increase in funding by government for subsidies to farming and fishing under
Jersey's Rural Economy Framework (albeit from a low base) shows Government policy is in line with the
voters’ views.*’

Jersey's Food Policy

Jersey has an existing Food & Nutrition Strategy (FNS) (2017-2022),°® which was led by the Strategic
Public Health Unit and described as a ‘cohesive system-wide strategy’. It was based on the principle that
public health strategies must expand beyond campaigns and education aimed at changing individual
behaviour, to take into account ‘environmental factors such as access (including price), availability, cultural
norms and expectations’.>® The range of actions listed can be found in the Appendix.

Previous (governance) approach to systemic/cross-cutting working on food and nutrition
The 2017-2022 FNS is described as a ‘cross-government approach’, with ‘central government ownership’,
supported by ‘Cross departmental working for food and nutrition” as underpinned by the States of Jersey
Island Vision framework.>® A large number of departments are identified as relevant to delivering on the
themes of ‘promoting healthier diets’, ‘'weight management’ and 'healthier food environments'’:

e Customs

e Education

e Economic Development

e Environment

e Health and Social Services

e Planning

e Primary Care

e Procurement

e Social Security

e Sport

e Tourism

e Treasury and Resources.

The FNS proposes a ‘multi-sectoral approach’, with action to be delivered ‘through a multi-sector
alliance’. A 'Food and Nutrition Strategy Steering Group’ — reporting to the Medical Officer of Health, and
annually to the States of Jersey Council of Ministers —is proposed to be responsible for ‘ongoing
monitoring of identified indicators, providing updates on progress and challenges relating to the
implementation of actions, and reviewing evidence based solutions and strategies for moving forward’,
with biannual meetings.*®



Previous approach to addressing coherence across food system policies
The interdependence of the FNS with other policy sectors and goals is acknowledged, including ‘specific
interdependencies’ with the following policies, but with no details of synergies and/or trade-offs:

e P82/2012 'A New Way Forward for Health and Social Care’

e Early Years and Childhood Partnership

e 'Fit for the Future’, the Sports Development Strategy for sport and physical activity in Jersey
e 'Jersey's Sustainable Transport Policy’, Department for Infrastructure.®®

The FNS is described as complementing but not addressing ‘the challenges and practicalities of local
food production and sustainability, and issues around expanding organic food production and reducing
nitrate levels in our water supply’, which ‘are addressed within the States of Jersey Rural Economy
Strategy.>®

Strategy Implementation

There are no formally documented outcomes or outputs of the strategy. Subsequent to the above being
ratified and agreed, a reduced funding package was allocated to delivery of the 2017-2022 Food and
Nutrition Strategy.>® The decision was therefore taken to focus limited staff capacity and funds towards
provisions for early intervention prevention services and initiatives in early years and primary school
settings. An overview of activity launched and currently provided through this approach can be found
here.

In addition to the Food and Nutrition Strategy, there are a range of other Jersey policies of relevance to
the Island’s food system (Table 1).

Table 1: Selected Jersey Policies of Relevance to the Food System and future FNS

Policy Policy Lead Details
Rural Economy | Joint strategy between: e Includes aims to support sourcing and selling of local
Strategy (2017- o Department of the agricultural produce, using a local grocery 'hub' (backed
2021)%° Environment by Jersey Farmers Union and in cooperation with other

smaller existing arable farmers), to profitably increase

e Department for
P output and sale of local fresh vegetables

Economic
Development, Tourism,
Sport and Culture

Rural Economic | The Rural Economy sector Within the framework are five strategic areas of focus:
Frame\;Zork within the Department for the | 1 Rural Governance: Management of the rural economy by
(2022) Economy Government, in both a local and international context

2. Rural Support: A structure to provide direct financial
support to the rural sector in a manner compliant with
international trade obligations

3. Land and Ecosystem: Ways in which to maintain and
enhance the rural environment and ensure sustainable uses
of resources

4. Communication and Marketing: Greater promotion of the
sector locally and internationally

5. Rural Development: Policies designed to enable
sustainable development of the sector, some requiring
further research to be delivered throughout the life of the
framework.

Of particular relevance is Policy RD3 (‘Food Production for
the Local Market’) which outlines aspirations for promotion
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Policy Policy Lead Details

and support of food production and taking proactive
measures to reverse the recent decline in locally produced
food, e.g. in consideration of ‘introducing new pathways to
encourage smallholders to contribute to the supply of local
food for the domestic market’

Carbon Neutral | Department of the e Commits Government of Jersey to ‘an ambitious,
Roadmap®° Environment science-led emissions reduction trajectory that aims to
meet our desire to become carbon neutral by 2030’

e |dentifies risks of food shortages and threats to food
production

e Notes the potential for use of second-generation
renewable diesel made from hydro-treated vegetable
oils, waste food and meat processing by-products and
need to ensure it is not made from crops that would
otherwise be used as a food source

e Presents imagined scenarios whereby agricultural
practices reduce/capture greenhouse gas emissions and
a significant number of Islanders switched to low-carbon
diet, supported by carbon labelling.

No further details of actions to support these aims related to
food production and diet change.

Action Plan to | Department of the Aims included coordination of local organic supplies to the
support Environment in conjunction marketplace to maximise local availability and value, through
Organic with Jersey Organic Association | work with local and national supermarkets, development of
Farming 2014%" | — Producers Group marketing materials and training, an educational programme

for citizens, and a review of procurement protocols.

Jersey's States of Jersey e 15 virtual meetings between March and May 2021.
Citizens’ e Group of 45 people of different ages, different genders,
As.sembly on different backgrounds and places across Jersey with
Climate different views on climate change.

Change®?

e Focus was ‘on the two biggest sources of the Island’s
greenhouse gases: transport and heating, cooling and
cooking’ (energy-related to cooking only) and therefore
food was not addressed.

Aims of this work

Overall strategic aim
To reshape Jersey's food system and culture so that it becomes easy and normal for every Islander to eat
food that is nutritious, delicious, affordable and sustainable, and for Jersey’'s food system to thrive.

Strategic objectives
To increase the affordability, availability and consumption of healthier, nutritious, more sustainable, (and
where possible, locally produced), foods, especially for those on low incomes.

To decrease the consumption of less healthy and less sustainable foods, in particular highly processed
and energy dense foods high in salt, fat and sugar, especially for those on low incomes.
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Workshop questions
In the workshop, we aimed to answer the following questions:

1. Why are most people’s diets in Jersey relatively unhealthy and unsustainable?
2. How can we help more people in Jersey to eat a healthier and more sustainable diet?

Below we outline the methods used to answer these questions collectively.

Methods

Mapping the Jersey food system
A participatory method called Group Model Building was used to:

1. Visually map the factors, and connections between factors, which sustain a food system that does
not currently support healthy and sustainable diets in the context of Jersey.

2. Interrogate this map of the food system to identify leverage points and potential interventions
which could help shape a food system that does support healthy and sustainable diets in the
context of Jersey.

Participants

To obtain a comprehensive and non-biased view of the current food system, stakeholders from across
the system were invited to participate in a one-day Group Model Building workshop. Stakeholders were
identified and invited by email by the Government of Jersey Public Health Directorate. There was strong
support from the public, commercial and civil society sectors. Stakeholders represented all parts of the
food system: production, processing, distribution, commercial retail, institutional catering, community
food provision, hospitality and out-of-home retail and dining. Stakeholders from adjacent systems also
participated (e.g. education, housing, competition regulation), as well as from Guernsey. A total of 23
participants attended the workshop. Participants worked enthusiastically in plenary and in three breakout
groups that were designed to each have a mix of stakeholders from across the food system.

Incorporating the views of Jersey citizens

Prior to the workshop, the Public Health Directorate Team conducted three focus groups with the public.
The three groups involved participants from across the social spectrum, including ethnic minority groups
and low-income households. Preliminary findings from the focus groups were presented to workshop
participants to acknowledge the public’'s view on the challenges in the food system and preferred actions
to tackle these challenges. At the end of the workshop, the public views were reflected on again, to
highlight areas of alignment with stakeholder discussions. A full report® on the qualitative work can be
found here.

Workshop design and delivery

The workshop was held at Société Jersiaise, St Helier, on Thursday 4th May 2023. MW, AS and KP
(hereafter referred to as the Cambridge Team) facilitated the workshop. Members of the Public Health
Directorate convened and introduced the workshop, made the practical arrangements and took notes to
facilitate the writing of this report.

Explaining our approach

Prior to the workshop, a short concept note was shared with participants to outline the rationale for a
Group Model Building workshop. Participants were asked to attend the workshop for the full day to
ensure their involvement in visualising the system and using that visualisation to identify interventions
with the potential to bring about positive changes in the system. During the workshop, some
background was presented on health and environmental outcomes pertinent to the Jersey (and similar)
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food systems, complex adaptive systems, causal loop diagramming and principles of effective
intervention design.

Visualising the causal mechanisms underlying the food system
A visualisation of the system of causal mechanisms underlying Jersey's food system was produced in
three steps.

Firstly, participants were asked to identify the upstream and downstream factors important to the food
system and its human and planetary health outcomes. Participants were asked to think about the whole
food system (from production to consumption and waste) and individually identify five factors that
contribute to an unhealthy and unsustainable diet. Participants shared their most important factor in
plenary; if this factor had been shared by another participant, they were asked to provide their next most
important factor. Factors were listed on-screen and using sticky notes.

Secondly, participants specified the connections between listed factors. Each identified factor was added
to a sticky note and these were arranged around the outside of a circle drawn on a large (A0 size) sheet
of paper for each breakout group (a ‘connection circle’). In three breakout groups, participants discussed
connections between factors and how factors influenced one another — these were recorded on the circle
by the group facilitator. Where possible, connections were directed (i.e. recording whether factor A
causally affected factor B, or vice versa) with a specified polarity (i.e. whether that causal effect
represented a positive association — change in factors went in the same direction, or a negative
association - change in factors went in opposite directions). If there was consensus in the group, factors
were added or combined. This process resulted in one ‘connection circle’ for each breakout group.

Thirdly, the Cambridge Team rapidly translated the connection circles into a preliminary version of a
causal loop diagram (CLD). A CLD is a qualitative representation of the hypothesised causal pathways
that lead to specified outcomes of a complex adaptive system. The preliminary version of the CLD
(Version (v) 0) was presented to and discussed with workshop participants. Participants were given the
opportunity to amend, verify or comment on the CLD.

Identifying leverage points for intervention

Participants were asked to consider what needed to change in the food system to support healthier and
more sustainable diets. The CLD was used to describe the importance of leverage points: places in the
systems where small changes could reverberate to other parts of the system, producing larger impacts. In
three breakout groups, leverage points were identified by hypothesising which factors and causal
connections in the CLD:

(@) Were most important to the way the system works

(b) Could feasibly be changed

(c) Would likely have repercussions for other parts of the CLD if these factors or connections were
changed.

Leverage points were shared from each breakout group and discussed in plenary to identify priority
leverage points for further discussion.

Developing interventions ideas

Some essential principles of intervening at the population level were presented in plenary, so as to frame
discussion of intervention ideas. These included the nature of powerful system interventions, the
strengths and limitations of population vs targeted approaches, the role of individual agency and
impacts on equity, and the importance of synergy between intervention modalities.

Three priority leverage points were allocated to each breakout group. Participants were asked to
generate ideas for interventions that could be applied at these leverage points. Interventions were
defined as organised activities or policies implemented over a specific period of time and intended to
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result in the import, production or delivery to consumers of healthier and more sustainable food.
Intervention ideas were reported back to the group in a closing plenary session.

Post workshop follow-up activities

Critical review of initial CLD

The preliminary CLD developed during the workshop was refined and elaborated to create an enhanced
version (v1). The preliminary workshop CLD included most but not all connections and factors featured in
the three connection circles. Following the workshop, the connection circles were further scrutinised and
missing variables and connections added. In line with usual practice for refining CLDs, the Cambridge
Team then looked for factors and/or connections that could be synthesised and connections which were
deemed ‘redundant’ (i.e. participants’ explanation of the connection between two factors suggested it
was an indirect connection via other factors; if the connections through those other factors were
included, the connection between the two original factors was deemed redundant and deleted). The
Cambridge Team also critically appraised each factor and connection against their tacit knowledge
derived from deep engagement with food system research.

Generating a refined CLD with evidence

A second and improved version of the CLD (v2) was generated with reference to existing knowledge,
including food system CLDs developed in a recent research programme (The Mandala Consortium), and
further insights (i.e. additional factors and connections) identified from existing theory and evidence. We
compared the Jersey CLD with four CLDs that focus on subsectors of the food system in the city of
Birmingham (UK): grocery retailing, out of home food environment, institutional catering and the
community food sector.

We also added the outcomes agreed at the workshop (see above) to the CLD, to provide stronger
explanation of how the food system problems identified in the workshop generate unwanted outcomes.
Lastly, we checked all nodes for consistency, in terms of their framing, and all connections to ensure that
no pathways had been missed or were duplicated, and that all were explainable on the basis of existing
theory or evidence.

Enhancing the list of potential ways to intervene in the system

First, we scrutinised v2 of the CLD to identify key feedback loops, problematic outcomes and potential
leverage points. This process confirmed all leverage points proposed during the workshop. In addition, it
indicated a number of additional leverage points and possible interventions, which were added to the
intervention table.

The following headings were included in the intervention table:

1. Feedback loop, problematic outcome or leverage point — identified by analysis of the CLD

2. Possible interventions — that could address these challenges, identified by workshop participants
and facilitators using expert knowledge, and by interrogation of a food system ‘Solution Scan’

3. Potential for system leverage — an estimate of the strength of the lever according to the systemic
level at which it operates

4. Supportive evidence and examples — where this information was available from published sources
on the development or implementation of similar interventions

5. Feasibility considerations — including political feasibility, practicalities of implementation,
acceptability to stakeholders, and other reflections

The list of potential interventions generated in the workshop was first ordered by the first column:
feedback loops, problematic outcomes and leverage points. We then enhanced the list of possible
interventions, drawing on tables of interventions generated by the Mandala consortium using the
feedback loops and leverage points identified in the four Mandala CLDs. Next, we scrutinised the
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Mandala solution scan database to identify additional food system intervention possibilities. All new
intervention ideas were checked against v2 of the CLD to assert their logic, and then added to the
intervention table.

It is anticipated that the CLD and list of potential interventions will be further enhanced following review
by participating stakeholders, and as a result of the Jersey Government policy process. Regularly
returning to the CLD and updating it over time will help with shaping policy.
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Findings and outcomes

Nodes and connections
Box 1 shows the variables leading to a less healthy and less sustainable diet generated by participants in
plenary.

Box 1: variables leading to a less healthy and less sustainable diet generated by participants

Cost of living

Wealth

Economic inequality

Availability

Access

Cost of food / affordability of healthier/more sustainable foods
Supply chain length

Short use by dates

Hard to buy local food into food businesses

Lack of public investment in food economy

Perception of value of foods

Reliance on/dominance of supermarkets

Taxation of all foods vs unhealthy foods

Entrenched existing business models of ‘Big Food'
Promotion and advertising

Knowledge, beliefs and understanding (food preparation)
Skills (food preparation, experience of growing) — and valuing these
Education of children and adults

Range of cultural influences on diet in Jersey

Cultural priority of food and money we spend on it

Social norms surrounding food

Time pressure / time poor

Lack of cooking facilities

Lack of storage facilities

Lack of places to eat in the home

Family influences on eating

Peer pressure among youth

Established taste preferences

Disordered eating and mental health

Association of social activities/pleasure with unhealthy foods
Disconnect between pleasure and healthy/sustainable food
Poor financial returns/incentives for producers

Financial incentives for processed foods

Lack of subsidy on healthier foods

Power

Support for Islanders

Lack of government support for connecting silos in food system
Lack of government focus on improving the food system
Lack of regulation in schools

Lack of focus on risk reduction

Lack of food system data

Lack of accurate/relevant data

Lack of planning laws that promote healthier food environment
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The three breakout groups each generated a connection circle, drawing on this list of variables. Inevitably
these were unique, but with considerable similarities (Figures A1-A3, Appendix).

Causal Loop Diagram — the Jersey food system

Version 1

Version 1 of the CLD is shown in Figure A4 (Appendix). This version includes minor changes made during
plenary discussion. Participants verified the CLD as a meaningful representation of the Jersey food
system.

Version 2
Version 2 of the CLD is shown in Figure A5 (Appendix). An interactive version is available here.

Leverage points and potential interventions
Table 2 presents the leverage points and intervention ideas identified during the workshop. Leverage
points were identified by workshop participants, through discussion of powerful and feasible places to
act in the system. There was consensus across all workshop participants on the identification and
labelling of eight leverage points, presented in Table 2. Broadly, these leverage points were situated
within:
e food system governance (government regulation; ensuring good school food; government
support and priority for the local food economy)
e food system economy (economic (dis)incentives for (less) healthy and sustainable foods; viability
of livelihoods in the food system)
e food accessibility (organisation of food in retail; ease of access to local food)
e and public engagement (using social and public media).

Breakout groups identified intervention ideas that could target each of the seven leverage points (Table
2). Across leverage points and intervention ideas, a strong recurring theme was identified around
supporting the supply of and access to local food.

In addition to participants’ identification of important ‘levers’ in the system, leverage points were
identified by examining feedback loops driving system behaviour, using CLD v2. For example, the
following feedback loops suggest ‘lack of accessible food system data’ and ‘sub-optimal school meals’
are implicated in mechanisms spanning multiple parts of the food system (respectively: food governance
and political economy; food governance, psychosocial factors, availability and consumer purchasing).
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Table 2: Leverage points and potential interventions identified during the workshop

Leverage Point

Intervention Idea

Government support and priority
for local food economy

Designated ministerial responsibility. Having a dedicated minister for
agriculture and fisheries. Or assistant minister with responsibility due to
barriers involved in creating new minister. Or have greater support across
politicians and Government — e.g. in scrutiny.

Economic incentives for
healthier/more sustainable foods
and disincentives for less healthy
and less sustainable foods

Tax and subsidy regime for foods, possibly driven by a Nutrient Profile
Model. Would need to build on or replace existing food tax regime. May
need also to favour locally produced food

Review of economic support for agriculture/horticulture/fisheries

Government regulation

Nutrition and sustainability labelling

Organisation of food in retailing —
Ease of access to food

Present local, healthy and sustainable foods in new ways

Introduce digital platform/dynamic procurement? for local produce and
local logistics platform for distribution

Add a local produce market at the proposed logistics hub

Ensuring good school food

Dynamic procurement for catering provision

Curriculum development - food education in schools

Connection to local production

Use of statutory instruments/social contract between school, parents and
children

School gardens/use of spare land for growing

School Food Standards and plan

Viability of livelihoods in the food
system

Network of stakeholders

Promoting careers in food industry and retaining talent — education,
residency rules, housing/planning restrictions for agricultural land etc.

Develop more co-operatives

Utilising social, print and
broadcast media

No specific interventions identified

Feedback loops 1 and 2 (Figure 1):

These feedback loops suggests that a lack of accessible food system data could be an important leverage
point for intervention. Lack of accessible food system data increases the lack of government focus of the
food system, which leads to more unhelpful planning laws. As a result, there are increased economic
incentives for processed foods, further supporting the dominance of big businesses. This increases the
lack of accessible food system data both directly and indirectly by further entrenching the business
models of 'big food" which further undervalues social good, providing no inducement for more
accessible food system data.

2 Dynamic procurement is a platform for facilitating access to public sector markets for smaller scale, sustainable growers.
https://www.dynamicfood.org/
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Figure 1: Feedback loops 1 and 2 - lack of accessible data, entrenched business models and the
dominance of ‘big food’

social good (health,
sustainability, equity)
is undervalued
+

lack of accessible food

system data .
4 + entrenched business models

of 'big food' (prioritising
profit and growth)

+
lack of government focus dominance of big businesses
on the food system (e.g. supermarkets)
+
+

economic incentives for
processed foods

+

unhelpful planning laws

Colour key: blue: food governance factors; peach: political economy factors.

Feedback loops 3 and 4 (Figure 2):

These feedback loops suggest school meals may be an important leverage point for intervention.
Children’s exposure to school meals which are not nutritionally optimal establishes certain taste
preferences which inform long-standing knowledge, beliefs and understanding related to food. This
reduces the availability and supply of healthier and/or more sustainable foods by driving lower demand
for local seasonal produce and, via guardians’ (and later on, the grown-up children’s purchasing
decisions), lower demand for healthier and more sustainable foods. The limited availability and supply of
healthier and more sustainable food further constrains the typical offer for school meals, driving quality
down.
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Figure 2: Feedback loops 3 and 4 — School meals as a driver of food preferences and consumer
decisions

sub-optimal school meals

established taste preferences availability/supply of

healthier/more sustainable
food

knowledge, beliefs and lack of local seasonal
understanding produce
- ratio of more to less
healthy/sustainable food
purchased

consumer purchasing decisions

Colour key: blue: food governance factors; green: psychosocial factors; purple: supply factors; gold: intermediate outcomes.

Table A1 (appendix) presents a longer list of leverage points and potential interventions identified during
the post-intervention analysis phase. These are colour coded in clusters according to the arrangement of
nodes in V2 of the CLD (Figure A5). For each potential intervention, we have estimated its potential for
system leverage, offered links to supportive evidence where known or available (NB — not systematically
reviewed) and examples of similar interventions elsewhere, and listed likely feasibility and other
considerations (e.g. practical and political).
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Discussion

Summary of main findings

The Group Model Building workshop elicited a long list of distinct, but connected, variables operating
within the Jersey food system. These were situated at multiple scales, from macro (e.g. demographic
influences, the traded food supply), through meso-level factors (e.g. institutional food provision), to the
micro level (e.g. individual access to cooking facilities, food preferences). Creating a diagram connecting
these factors enabled the identification of places within the system at which to intervene in order to have
the maximum impact across these levels, and across parts of the system more broadly (for example
crossing governance, politics, and availability).

Focusing on key leverage points allowed development of intervention ideas to be guided by the needs of
the system itself, supporting a more reflexive and context-specific way of identifying measures to
facilitate change from the many possible solutions available for food systems transformation.

In addition, the leverage points and associated intervention ideas, which are spread across the system,
highlight the need for approaches that intervene on multiple parts of the food system, through a range
of complimentary measures (of which more below).

A qualitative approach to systems mapping was taken, prioritising the perspectives of stakeholders in
Jersey's food system who participated in the Group Model Building workshop and who will apply
learning from the CLD in practice (i.e. expert reference groups; the Government of Jersey Public Health
Team). As such, the relative importance of different system leverage points was attributed by stakeholder
interpretation rather than quantitative methods such as simulation modelling.

Considerations influencing the importance of the leverage points may therefore have included: the
relevance of leverage points to focus areas for the Jersey food and nutrition strategy (e.g. ‘the early
years'); whether or not relevant stakeholders with influence over actions targeting the leverage point
were involved in the workshop; and alignment between leverage points and evidence from the Jersey
context indicating need for action. These considerations were elaborated in the prioritisation process
used by the Public Health Team to identify the focus of action, in the months following the workshop.

Strengths and limitations of the methods

Systems approaches to developing policy are widely proposed, but often as a set of high-level principles
which are challenging to put into practice. The method outlined above offers a practical way to
operationalise a complex systems approach in food systems policymaking. In practical terms, it makes
efficient use of resources by focusing efforts on changes which are likely to have most impact on the
system. The method was strengthened by stakeholder engagement across food system actors, which
offers additional benefits. Co-producing a system map with diverse stakeholders allows participants to
see the whole system and better understand their place within it, and in turn, the need to implement a
range of interventions rather than isolated measures. Discussing potential intervention ideas provides
non-government actors in particular with a better understanding of the reach and limitations of
government food and nutrition policy, and can help achieve consensus on where to focus scarce
government resources. This adds a further level of participation beyond formal consultation approaches
in policymaking, where a set of pre-decided policy proposals are presented for feedback (so-called
‘constrained consultation’).** Jersey's relatively small size enabled the assembly of a representative mix of
stakeholders from across the food system in question, while remaining manageable in size in terms of
plenary workshop discussions etc. Other national or local governments wishing to replicate the exercise
undertaken in Jersey, in particular those of a larger size, should consider the need to balance the dual
aims of system representation and workshop manageability.
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A limitation of the method was the constrained timescale for the group model building. Although one
day may seem like a lot of time for each stakeholder to devote to the task in the context of their
everyday work, it is a very short period of time for the group to get to know each other, learn how to
work together effectively and refine the outputs of their endeavours. Similarly, the amount of time for
development of the CLD and for thoughtful reflection on the system representation was severely
constrained, meaning that much of the detailed work had to be undertaken by the Cambridge Team
subsequently, iterating with the Government of Jersey team. Although this was a highly effective
relationship, a different representation of the system and its leverage points may have resulted from a
longer workshop (e.g. spread over two days).

We did not systematically review evidence on the effectiveness of food policy interventions to inform the
policy recommendations of each leverage point, but relied on expert knowledge. A evidence synthesis
may have improved the robustness of the long list of interventions, but was beyond the scope and
resource available for this work. Lastly, more detailed analysis of the data generated from the workshop
may have yielded further insights but was also beyond the scope and resources available.

What the work adds to prior knowledge

The system mapping process and associated background research offers an operationalised process of
system map development through to concrete policy proposals. To our knowledge this is the first time
such approaches have been applied in development of a cross-cutting government-led food and
nutrition policy at a national level, although regional and civic level examples exist.®> As such it builds on
the systems thinking lens which was applied to the National Food Strategy Independent Review in the
UK,? ®® by applying the principles of systems thinking and linking these directly to the development of
policy proposals.

Interpretation and implications for development of the new Food and Nutrition Strategy

Systems approaches in policymaking

As noted above, Jersey is in strong position to build on the use of a systems approach that informed the
UK National Food Strategy Independent Review, and to embed a ‘food in all policies’ approach to
national-level food policy.®” Such approaches have been pioneered primarily at the local government
level to date. For example, Amsterdam'’s Healthy Weight Approach uses an understanding of the complex
adaptive system underlying dietary behaviour in families and children to build an evolving set of
interventions which target the whole system to foster healthier eating. Interventions that are supported
by interdepartmental responsibility for combatting childhood overweight and obesity include a ban on
marketing of unhealthy food at sports events, installation of public water fountains and establishment of
the Healthy Amsterdam Business Network to develop working agreements with public and private
stakeholders.®®®° An early adopter of such approaches — since the mid-2000s — was the food policy
initiative of the US state of Baltimore. It has pioneered a cross-government strategy, and developing a
‘collaborative infrastructure’ between government and outside stakeholders, to understand and address
inequity in healthy food access in the city, through a range of actions aligned to sectoral objectives of the
various departments of government.”?

Owing to the complexity of the system, it is likely that interventions are most likely to be effective if they
are delivered in packages and target leverage points sitting on feedback loops spanning multiple
domains of the system (food availability, food accessibility, political economy, food governance, and
psychosocial factors). Intervening in this way is more likely to focus efforts on the parts of the system that
are more resilient to change, owing to reinforcing system processes (i.e. are unlikely to change without
direct intervention). It also creates the conditions for dispersed and sustainable system changes and
weakening the ability of unmodified parts of the system to mitigate or suppress the effects of
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intervention. Designing food policies in packages to maximise effectiveness, enhance coherence between
measures, and mitigate known barriers to improving health and sustainability, has been explored in the
academic and grey literature, but yet to be documented in an empirical or evaluative study.>’ *°
Sustainable system change could provide an excellent basis for further intervention to change the system
at an even deeper levels, potentially using frameworks such as the Intervention Level Framework” ™ or
Action Scales Model®' to explicitly move towards interventions targeting system goals, or even paradigm.

To ensure a coherent set of actions under the Jersey Food and Nutrition Strategy, it will be important to
understand not only the coherence of new interventions with one another, but also their interaction with
existing policies and other actions in the Jersey food system.*® Any new interventions should therefore be
considered within the wider policy mix already in existence, the political landscape and also in terms of
what package of measures might be most effective.?” Coherence analysis can be used to review a
portfolio of interventions for tensions and synergies.*®

System-sensitive policy processes and structures

Beyond the mix of substantive policies, which are implied by the system mapping process, are
implications for the procedures of policymaking that will be required to deliver these. The process
undertaken in Jersey highlights how addressing food and nutrition requires actions across the food
system that stretch beyond the remit and resources of the department commissioning and developing a
food and nutrition strategy. Levers to make the proposed changes are held by multiple public sector
departments. Understanding how the proposed actions can meet sectoral goals of other departments
will be key to attaining their involvement, and it may be useful to employ the concept of co-benefits to
leverage their involvement.”> Consideration needs to be given to how departments will be incentivised to
work cross-sectorally, and how budgets can be organised to deliver a holistic approach, to avoid
repeating past mistakes in developing cross-cutting national food strategies, which failed to breach
policy silos in their delivery.’®"®

Delivery will also be dependent on actions by private and third sector organisations on the Island. To
elicit their actions effectively requires buy-in to the aims and priorities of the strategy, which have been
somewhat addressed through the co-design workshop process itself. Part of the future strategy
development process will involve identifying those areas where local commercial goals are in line with
the public interest, or where profit and public health can be aligned. Experience to date suggests this is
more likely to be with smaller local businesses, especially where they are cooperatively owned, function
as social enterprises, or have the payment of externalities built into their businesses model (e.g. organic
or regenerative farming). However, the global misalignment of commercial and policy goals, as alluded
to above, may be a significant potential block to strategic progress.

Along with their buy-in, coordination of the range of actors needed to deliver a package of system-wide
interventions will be required. This is unlikely to be possible without some form of mechanism to support
coordination. There are a range of different tools that can be used to connect policymaking activities
across the food system ranging from inside government working groups, independent stakeholder
advisory bodies, to dedicated ministers and legislation, which all have different resource requirements
and feasibility considerations.” Along with coordination, any new governance arrangements put in place
to support delivery of the Food and Nutrition Strategy could also embed the participation of Jersey food
system stakeholders.

Unanswered questions and future research

The CLD that has been developed is one representation of the system achieved through consensus. It
could be further elaborated with further data inputs. It can also be used to inform the evaluation of
interventions resulting from the food and nutrition strategy over time, including identifying intended and
unintended consequences of actions taken. It could also facilitate the development of one or more
simulation models (e.g. system dynamics models) to predict the likely impacts of one or more
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interventions over time on health, sustainability, equity and economic outcomes, thus helping to refine
policy choices. Finally, the CLD can be iterated over time to identify ways in which new policies are
needed to tackle emerging challenges. The table of potential interventions (Table A5) is likely incomplete.
Although a substantial task, further work is needed to develop a widely accessible repository of food
system interventions, supported by evidence where available.

23



About the authors

Martin White is Professor of Population Health Research in the Medical Research Council (MRC)
Epidemiology Unit at the University of Cambridge, UK. He co-leads the Population Health Interventions
Programme, which aims to generate evidence to inform population health improvement, with a particular
focus on diet and activity. In an academic career spanning over thirty years, Martin has undertaken
research in epidemiology and public health with key interests in food systems, diet, obesity and health.

Alexia Sawyer is a Research Associate in the MRC Epidemiology Unit at the University of Cambridge.
Alexia has used system science approaches to understand the complexities of the food system and food
and physical activity environments in postdoctoral posts in Amsterdam and Cambridge. She has a PhD in
Behavioural Science from the Department of Epidemiology & Public Health and the Bartlett School of
Environment, Energy & Resources, University College London.

Kelly Parsons is a Research Associate in the MRC Epidemiology Unit at the University of Cambridge. Her
research area is the intersection of food systems and policy, with a particular focus on policy processes
and governance structures, and efforts to achieve more connected policymaking on food. She has a PhD
in food policy and a Master’s degree in food and nutrition policy, from the Centre for Food Policy at City,
University of London.

You can read more about the Cambridge Team’s work via the links above. You may also be interested in
two research programmes that we are currently working on: Mandala and SALIENT.

Rob Marr is a public health consultant with experience of working on improving diets at population level
across a range of settings. He co-leads Jersey's Public Health Team’s work on food and nutrition with
Martin Knight.

Martin Knight is Head of Health Improvement in Jersey’s Public Heath Team, co leading-on food and
nutrition with Rob. Martin has worked in health improvement in Jersey since 1996. He secured resources
and led the development of the Island’s first food and nutrition strategy. He is an expert in implementing
health improvement measures in the Jersey context.

Jessica May is Principal Public Health Officer. She supports strategic policy development and leads the
team that deliver a breadth of programmes with a focus on Early Years and primary schools.

Funding and competing interests
The work reported here was supported by the Government of Jersey. RM holds shares in ZOE Limited.

Other authors report no competing interests.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the participants of the workshop for their full and enthusiastic
engagement on the day, as well as all those who helped with facilitation, notetaking and administration.

24


https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/people/martin-white/
https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/
https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/
https://www.cam.ac.uk/
https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/research/research-areas/population-health-interventions/
https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/research/research-areas/population-health-interventions/
https://www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk/people/alexia-sawyer/
https://www.kellyparsons.co.uk/
https://www.mandala-consortium.org/
https://www.salientfoodtrials.uk/
https://www.gov.je/Health/HealthyBody/Pages/FoodNutritionStrategy.aspx#anchor-2

References

1.

2.

Willett W, Rockstrom J, Loken B, et al. Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT—-Lancet Commission on healthy diets
from sustainable food systems. The lancet 2019;393(10170):447-92.

GBD 2019 Risk Factors Collaborators. Global burden of 87 risk factors in 204 countries and territories, 1990—
2019: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2019. The Lancet 2020;396:1223-49. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-6736(20)30752-2

.LinX, XuY, Xu J, et al. Global burden of noncommunicable disease attributable to high body mass index in 195

countries and territories, 1990-2017. Endocrine 2020;69(2):310-20. doi: 10.1007/s12020-020-02352-y

. Taneri PE, Wehrli F, Roa-Diaz ZM, et al. Association Between Ultra-Processed Food Intake and All-Cause

Mortality: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. American journal of epidemiology 2022;191(7):1323-35.
doi: 10.1093/aje/kwac039

. Schwingshackl L, Bogensberger B, Hoffmann G. Diet Quality as Assessed by the Healthy Eating Index, Alternate

Healthy Eating Index, Dietary Approaches to Stop Hypertension Score, and Health Outcomes: An Updated
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Cohort Studies. Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics
2018;118(1):74-100.e11. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jand.2017.08.024

. Michels N, Zouiouich S, Vanderbauwhede B, et al. Human microbiome and metabolic health: An overview of

systematic reviews. Obesity Reviews 2022;23(4):e13409. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/0br.13409

.van Tulleken C. Ultraprocessed people. London: Penguin 2024.
. Jackson SE, Llewellyn CH, Smith L. The obesity epidemic — Nature via nurture: A narrative review of high-income

countries. SAGE Open Medicine 2020;8:2050312120918265. doi: 10.1177/2050312120918265

. Dixon BN, Ugwoaba UA, Brockmann AN, et al. Associations between the built environment and dietary intake,

physical activity, and obesity: A scoping review of reviews. Obesity Reviews 2021;22(4):e13171. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1111/0br.13171

10. Lam TM, Vaartjes |, Grobbee DE, et al. Associations between the built environment and obesity: an umbrella

11.

12.

13.

review. International Journal of Health Geographics 2021;20(1):7. doi: 10.1186/s12942-021-00260-6

Anekwe CV, Jarrell AR, Townsend MJ, et al. Socioeconomics of Obesity. Curr Obes Rep 2020;9(3):272-79. doi:
10.1007/s13679-020-00398-7

Reilly JJ, Methven E, McDowell ZC, et al. Health consequences of obesity. Archives of Disease in Childhood
2003;88(9):748-52. doi: 10.1136/adc.88.9.748

The GBD 2015 Obesity Collaborators. Health Effects of Overweight and Obesity in 195 Countries over 25 Years.
New England Journal of Medicine 2017;377(1):13-27. doi: 10.1056/NEJMo0a1614362

14. Romieu |, Dossus L, Barquera S, et al. Energy balance and obesity: what are the main drivers? Cancer Causes &

15.

Control 2017;28(3):247-58. doi: 10.1007/s10552-017-0869-z
Ripple WJ, Wolf C, Gregg JW, et al. World Scientists’ Warning of a Climate Emergency 2022. BioScience
2022;72(12):1149-55. doi: 10.1093/biosci/biac083

16. Webb P, Benton TG, Beddington J, et al. The urgency of food system transformation is now irrefutable. Nature

17.

Food 2020;1(10):584-85.
Deconinck K. Making better policies for food systems: OECD Publishing 2021.

18. Hasnain S 1J, Zurek M,. Mapping the UK Food System — a report for the UKRI Transforming UK Food Systems

19.

Programme. Oxford: Environmental Change Institute, University of Oxford, 2020.
Jaacks LM, Vandevijvere S, Pan A, et al. The obesity transition: stages of the global epidemic. The Lancet
Diabetes & Endocrinology 2019;7(3):231-40. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/52213-8587(19)30026-9

20. Andreyeva T, Marple K, Marinello S, et al. Outcomes Following Taxation of Sugar-Sweetened Beverages: A

21.

22.

23.

Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. JAMA Network Open 2022;5(6):e2215276-e76. doi:
10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.15276

Mytton OT, Boyland E, Adams J, et al. The potential health impact of restricting less-healthy food and
beverage advertising on UK television between 05.30 and 21.00 hours: A modelling study. PLOS Medicine
2020;17(10):1003212. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1003212

White M. Population Approaches to Prevention of Type 2 Diabetes. PLOS Medicine 2016;13(7):e1002080. doi:
10.1371/journal.pmed.1002080

Soergel B, Kriegler E, Weindl |, et al. A sustainable development pathway for climate action within the UN
2030 Agenda. Nature Climate Change 2021;11(8):656-64. doi: 10.1038/s41558-021-01098-3

24. White M, Aguirre E, Finegood DT, et al. What role should the commercial food system play in promoting

health through better diet? BMJ 2020;368:m545. doi: 10.1136/bmj.m545
25


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30752-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jand.2017.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13409
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13171
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30026-9

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Dimbleby H. National Food Strategy: The Plan, 2021:290.

Burgaz C, Van-Dam |, Garton K, et al. Which government policies to create sustainable food systems have the
potential to simultaneously address undernutrition, obesity and environmental sustainability? Globalization
and Health 2024;20(1):56. doi: 10.1186/s12992-024-01060-w

Adams J, Mytton O, White M, et al. Why Are Some Population Interventions for Diet and Obesity More
Equitable and Effective Than Others? The Role of Individual Agency. PLOS Medicine 2016;13(4):e1001990.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001990

Rose GA, Khaw K-T, Marmot M. Rose's strategy of preventive medicine: the complete original text: Oxford
University Press 2008.

Jones C, Worthington H. The relationship between water fluoridation and socioeconomic deprivation on tooth
decay in 5-year-old children. British dental journal 1999;186(8):397-400.

Meadows DH. Thinking in systems: a primer: Chelsea Green Publishing 2008.

Nobles JD, Radley D, Mytton OT, et al. The action scales model: a conceptual tool to identify key points for
action within complex adaptive systems. Perspectives in public health 2022;142(6):328-37.

Dorninger C, Abson DJ, Apetrei Cl, et al. Leverage points for sustainability transformation: a review on
interventions in food and energy systems. Ecological Economics 2020;171:106570.

Bolton KA, Whelan J, Fraser P, et al. The Public Health 12 framework: interpreting the ‘Meadows 12 places to
act in a system’for use in public health. Archives of Public Health 2022;80(1):1-8.

Sawyer AD, van Lenthe F, Kamphuis CB, et al. Dynamics of the complex food environment underlying dietary
intake in low-income groups: a systems map of associations extracted from a systematic umbrella literature
review. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2021;18:1-21.

Bafunno D, Catino A, Lamorgese V, et al. Impact of tobacco control interventions on smoking initiation,
cessation, and prevalence: a systematic review. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2020;12(7):3844-56.

Parsons K, Barling D. England’s food policy coordination and the COVID-19 response. Food Security
2022;14(4):1027-43.

Parsons K, Barling D. Identifying the policy instrument interactions to enable the public procurement of
sustainable food. Agriculture 2022;12(4):506.

Monticone F, Barling D, Parsons K, et al. Identifying food policy coherence in Italian regional policies: The case
of Emilia-Romagna. Food Policy 2023;119:102519.

Fesenfeld LP, Wicki M, Sun Y, et al. Policy packaging can make food system transformation feasible. Nature
Food 2020;1(3):173-82.

Barrett CB, Benton TG, Cooper KA, et al. Bundling innovations to transform agri-food systems. Nature
Sustainability 2020;3(12):974-76.

Parsons K, Barling D, Lang T. UK policymaking institutions and their implications for integrated food policy.
Advances in Food Security and Sustainability: Elsevier 2018:211-51.

Parsons K. Who Makes Food Policy in England?: A Map of Government Actors and Activities. In: Sharpe R, ed.
Rethinking Food Governance. London: Food Research Collaboration, 2020.

Hovmand P. Community-Based Systems Dynamics. New York: Springer 2013.

Estrada-Magbanua WM, Huang TT-K, Lounsbury DW, et al. Application of group model building in
implementation research: A systematic review of the public health and healthcare literature. PloS one
2023;18(8):e0284765.

Gerritsen S, Harré S, Rees D, et al. Community group model building as a method for engaging participants
and mobilising action in public health. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health
2020;17(10):3457.

Parsons K, Headings R, Doherty B, et al. Principles for translating evidence on diet shift for people in the real
world. Promoting healthy and sustainable diets: How to effectively generate and translate evidence.: Report
for the Food Standards Agency. London: Food Standards Agency, 2022.

Sutherland WJ, Taylor NG, Aldridge DC, et al. A solution scan of societal options to reduce transmission and
spread of respiratory viruses: SARS-CoV-2 as a case study. Journal of biosafety and biosecurity 2021;3(2):84-
90.

Walsh JC, Dicks LV, Sutherland WJ. The effect of scientific evidence on conservation practitioners’
management decisions. Conservation Biology 2015;29(1):88-98.

Headings R, Doherty B, Parsons K, et al. Shifting toward healthy and sustainable diets: How to optimise
evidence use for policy and practice.: Technical Report. London: Food Standards Agency, 2022.

26



50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Ogilvie D, Adams J, Bauman A, et al. Using natural experimental studies to guide public health action: turning
the evidence-based medicine paradigm on its head. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health
2020;74(2):203. doi: 10.1136/jech-2019-213085

Public Health Intelligence. Obesity, diet and physical activity, 2021. St Helier, Jersey: Government of Jersey,
2022.

Public Health Intelligence. Obesity, Diet and Physical Activity 2023 St Helier, Jersey: Government of Jersey,
2024:27.

Public Health Directorate. Jersey’s Big Health and Wellbeing Conversation: Director of Public Health Annual
Report 2022. St Helier, Jersey: Government of Jersey, 2023:76.

Government of Jersey. Economic Framework for the Rural Environment 2022. St Helier: States of Jersey, 2022.

Webster S. A brief review of Jersey’s Food Security. St Helier: Delta Innovation, 2018.

Government of Jersey. Rural Economy Strategy 2017-2021. In: Economic Development T, Sport and Culture,
ed. St Helier: States of Jersey, 2017.

States of Jersey. Increase in revenue expenditure for agriculture and fisheries (P.74/2023): Second
Amendment. In: Government of Jersey, ed. P74/2023. St. Helier, Jersey: Government of Jersey, 2023.

Government of Jersey. A Food & Nutrition Strategy for Jersey 2017-2022. In: Unit SPH, ed. St Helier: States of
Jersey, 2017.

Strategic Public Health Unit. A Food and Nutrition Strategy for Jersey 2017-2022. In: Unit SPH, ed. St Helier,
Jersey: States of Jersey, 2023.

Government of Jersey. Carbon Neutral Roadmap. In: Environment, ed. St Helier: States of Jersey, 2023.

Government of Jersey. Action Plan to support Organic Farming 2014. St Helier: States of Jersey, 2014.

Government of Jersey. Achieving carbon neutrality — report of Jersey’s citizens’ assembly on climate change.
St Helier: States of Jersey, 2023.

Government of Jersey. Food and Nutrition Discussion Groups Report. St Helier: States of Jersey, 2023.

Candel J, Parsons K, Barling D, et al. The relationship between Europeanisation and policy styles: a study of
agricultural and public health policymaking in three EU Member States. Journal of European Public Policy
2021;28(11):1748-69.

Maitland N, Wardle K, Whelan J, et al. Tracking implementation within a community-led whole of system
approach to address childhood overweight and obesity in south west Sydney, Australia. BMC Public Health
2021;21(1):1-11.

Dimbleby H. National Food Strategy: Part One., 2020.

Parsons K, Hawkes C. Embedding food in all policies. Rethinking Food Policy: A Fresh Approach to Policy and
Practice. London: Centre for Food Policy, 2019.

Den Hertog K, Busch V. The Amsterdam Healthy Weight Approach: A whole systems approach for tackling
child obesity in cities. European journal of public health 2020;30(Supplement_5):ckaal65. 516.

Sawyer A, den Hertog K, Verhoeff AP, et al. Developing the logic framework underpinning a whole-systems
approach to childhood overweight and obesity prevention: Amsterdam Healthy Weight Approach. Obesity
Science & Practice 2021;7(5):591-605.

Santo R, Yong R, Palmer A. Collaboration meets opportunity: The Baltimore food policy initiative. Journal of
Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 2014;4(3):193—-208-193-208.

Bedore M. The convening power of food as growth machine politics: A study of food policymaking and
partnership formation in Baltimore. Urban Studies 2014;51(14):2979-95.

Swartz H, Santo R, Neff RA. Promoting sustainable food system change amidst inequity: A case study of
Baltimore, Maryland. Advances in food security and sustainability: Elsevier 2018:135-76.

Malhi L, Karanfil O, Merth T, et al. Places to intervene to make complex food systems more healthy, green,
fair, and affordable. Journal of hunger & environmental nutrition 2009;4(3-4):466-76.

Johnston LM, Matteson CL, Finegood DT. Systems science and obesity policy: a novel framework for analyzing
and rethinking population-level planning. American journal of public health 2014;104(7):1270-78.

Parsons K, Hawkes C. Connecting food systems for co-benefits: how can food systems combine diet-related
health with environmental and economic policy goals?: European Health Observatory 2018.

Parsons K, Barling D. Policy and governance questions about the National Food Strategy. Hertfordshire:
University of Hertfordshire, 2021.

Parsons K. Written Evidence Submission to the EFRA Food Security Inquiry 2022. London: Environment Food
and Rural Affairs Select Committee, 2022.

27



78. Environment FaRAC. Food Security. Seventh Report of Session 2022—-23. Great Britain: House of Commons,
Parliament, 2023.

79. Parsons K. Mechanisms for connecting food policy. In: Sharpe R, ed. Rethinking Food Governance. London:
Food Research Collaboration, 2022.

28



Appendices

Sources of Dietary Data in Jersey

212)

8 810, 72% Y12)

Data source Frequency |Adult/child Type of information collected |Inequalities data Sampiling (response rate) | Method of collection
Jersey Opinicn and Lifestyle Survey (JOLS) ) )
Health Activity and Wellbeing Survey (HAWS) (2021)° Anrual Adult Height and weight Ape B sex, self-reported health Random (28%) Self report
Jersey Opinicn and Lifestyle Survey (JOLS)Y )
Health Activity and Wellbeing Survey (HAWS) (2021)* Annual Adult Waist measurement Meone Random [28%) Self report
Portions of fresh fruit and
vegetables eaten in previous
Jersey Opinion and Lifestyls Survey (JOLS)/ Annual Adult 24 howrs (Le. 5-2-dny), § Sex, housing tenure Random (28%) Self report
Health Activity and Wellbeing Survey (HAWS) (2021)° questions relating to
importance of healthy eating
and facilitators/barriers
2-week self-completed
Living Costs and Household Income Survey S-yearly |Adult Household purchases thc Random (tbe, in progress)|spending diary, supported
by interviewer
; I Census of patients )
J lity | nt F k (JaIF A | Adult [16+ B Co-mordibit GP T
ersey Quality Improveme ramewaork (JQIF) nnua ult (16+) mordibities registered with GP registers
. . Age B sex, Fee-paying/non-fee- | o hildrenin
Jersey Child Measurement Programme [JCMP) Annual Child [R/Y&) B paying school, Rurality of parish of school (96%) School nurses
residence
Year group, self-esteem, lack of
) % ate 5-a-day yesterday, g. P Y ) Census of children in
) ] Child [¥4,6,8,10 ) material goods, rurality of parish )
Jersey Children and Young People’'s Survey Biannual awareness of importance of 5- ) ) school (96% Y6, =80% ¥4, |Online self-report
&12) of residence, fee-paying/non-fee-
a-day ) L 8 810, 72% ¥12)
paying school, ethnicity, gender
Child (¥4,6,8,10 Census of children in
Jersey Children and Young People’'s Survey Biannual ST 19 ate HFSS in previous 7 days |Year group, sex school (96% Y6, >B0% ¥4, | Online self-report

*MB the less comprehensive HAWS replaced the MOLS in 2021 due to Covid
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Figure A1: Photograph of connection circles created in Yellow breakout group
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Figure A2: Photograph of connection circle created in Blue breakout group




Figure A3: Photograph of connection circle created in Green breakout group
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Figure A4: Initial version of Jersey food system CLD (V1) generated during group model building workshop and refined by the Cambridge Team
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Figure A5: Version 2 of the Jersey food system Causal Loop Diagram
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Table A1: Leverage points and potential interventions identified during post-workshop analysis

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Lack of government focus on the
food system

Cross-cutting food strategy

Moderate to strong (if
appropriately implemented)

Examples exist but no evaluations
of effectiveness have been
conducted

Legislative approaches can be
used to support delivery and
mitigate vulnerability of strategies
to political changes/cycles:
Scotland has a Good Food Nation
Act which requires national and
local governments to produce
regular food plans . Food Bill
approach was recommended in
National Food Strategy
Independent Review (NFSIR) to
enable longer-term approach to
food system policymaking

Best argument is probably that
Jersey has sub-optimal systems
driving important externalities for
health, economy, society and
environment, that can only be
addressed via a cross-sector
strategy.

Strategies require other
complementary governance
interventions to support delivery

Data Curation/Monitoring
Dashboard. Could include Quality
Food Basket Price Monitoring. [see
below on data]

Moderate to weak

Good evidence of the value of data
in driving quality of health care
(e.g.
https://www.health.org.uk/news-
and-comment/blogs/helping-the-

Quality Food Basket Price
Monitoring could address the
potential issue of ‘greedflation’, as
highlighted in the UK (e.g.
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/site

nhs-use-data-better-to-improve-

s/default/files/2023-

patient-care

09/TFF PROFIT%20BRIEFING Final.

pdf)
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https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/12-tools-for-connecting-food-policy-a-typology-of-mechanisms/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/food-and-drink/good-food-nation/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/food-and-drink/good-food-nation/
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/blogs/helping-the-nhs-use-data-better-to-improve-patient-care
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/blogs/helping-the-nhs-use-data-better-to-improve-patient-care
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/blogs/helping-the-nhs-use-data-better-to-improve-patient-care
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/blogs/helping-the-nhs-use-data-better-to-improve-patient-care
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/sites/default/files/2023-09/TFF_PROFIT%20BRIEFING_Final.pdf
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/sites/default/files/2023-09/TFF_PROFIT%20BRIEFING_Final.pdf
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/sites/default/files/2023-09/TFF_PROFIT%20BRIEFING_Final.pdf
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/sites/default/files/2023-09/TFF_PROFIT%20BRIEFING_Final.pdf

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system

Supportive evidence and

Feasibility and other

leverage examples considerations

Policy coherence tools — to assess | Moderate Coherence assessment is Requires a commitment to act on
food policies against food system embedded in Sustainable incoherence rather than simply
goals. Could include aligning food Development Goals and progress identify it.
policies with dietary monitoring, but evidence of Tool could be applied to existing
guidelines/reference diet application in food policymaking is | policy landscape (requiring a

limited. Some evidence of limited policy audit) and for ex ante

impact of Health in all Policies assessment of new

framework policies/interventions.

Reference tool for policy

coherence was proposed in the

NFSIR

UN Food & Agriculture

Organisation has proposed

improving food system policy

coherence using more systemic

dietary guidelines
Further system mapping and Unclear Some evidence on the value of Could provide GoJ understanding

group model building, or
knowledge exchange on existing
with government

group model building in food
system governance (e.g.
https://www.frontiersin.org/journal
s/public-
health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2023

.1103834/full)

of rationale for joined-up
approach. Health minister could be
a useful advocate. Not sure that
further mapping would be needed,
but would be interesting to know
the extent to which this has acted
as a stimulus. Mapping of policy
responsibilities and activities
across food system could underpin
strategy and support cross-
government delivery
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https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/186491002.pdf
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/186491002.pdf
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/186491002.pdf
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/20b9fd77-47f5-46f0-bdd9-94f798620368/content
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/20b9fd77-47f5-46f0-bdd9-94f798620368/content
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/20b9fd77-47f5-46f0-bdd9-94f798620368/content
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1103834/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1103834/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1103834/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1103834/full

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Government body for
food/systems with ministerial
leadership

Moderate to strong

Examples exist but no evaluations
of effectiveness have been
conducted on food-specific bodies

Scotland has introduced a non-
governmental independent
Scottish Food Commission to
provide oversight of its Good Food
Nation policy Expansion of Food
Standards Agency remit to cover
healthy and sustainable food
recommended in NFSIR (as an
alternative to creating a new body)

There are pros and cons of internal
government vs external bodies. If
internal, needs to be considered at
highest levels of power e.g. make
it ministerial. If external needs
oversight role combined with
sanctions for non-delivery (e.g.
lessons from UK Climate Change
Committee). Potential to focus on
coordination across government
and/or inclusivity/participation of
stakeholders (both were
embedded in Brazilian food
bodies). This links to strategy — if it
can be achieved, then evidence
suggests it may be best not to
make it one department’s
responsibility but try to make it
central (though this challenging to
do on long-term basis/post-
strategy development)

Dedicated resources - staff,
budgets —for food system action

Unclear

Examples of dedicated staff exist at
national and local government
levels, but no evidence of
effectiveness available. Some
evidence from local level that a
dedicated team enables
embedding of food across
departments/policies

No identified examples for shared
budgets exist in cross-cutting food
policymaking, but this mechanism
has been proposed in climate field
to support cross-government
working on interventions with
benefits for multiple sectors (e.g.
climate and health)

Part of the strategy — a Cabinet
level/treasury decision. Possible to
develop a ‘food systems fund’ with
contributions from multiple
departments Such teams have
proved fragile and subject to
political and project cycles
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https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/12-tools-for-connecting-food-policy-a-typology-of-mechanisms/
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/strategy-plan/2024/01/national-good-food-nation-plan/documents/national-good-food-nation-plan/national-good-food-nation-plan/govscot%3Adocument/national-good-food-nation-plan.pdf
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Learning exchange with other
countries, or cities

Unclear

Learning exchange less developed
at national level, but strong
emphasis at local government
level, e.g. Milan Urban Food Policy
Pact City network, C40 cities

Need to consider which would be
viable comparators. Guernsey for
sure. Other small island states?

Lack of accessible food systems
data

Improved data collection and
monitoring, including reporting of
food companies

Moderate

Examples exist but no evaluation
of effectiveness identified.
Mandatory reporting on sale of
products and food waste, and
National Food System Data
Programme recommended in
NFSIR and in House of Lords
Committee on Food Diet and
Obesity

Food Data Transparency

Partnership being implemented by
UK Government

Food Systems Dashboard is a
global level example of a food
systems data dashboard which can
inform policymaking

Need to identify what is currently
being generated. What is the data
problem? How might it drive GoJ
policy? (e.g. extent big businesses
are selling junk food, Kantar or
Nielsen data for the Island, which
could provide basis for policy
actions to reduce). Also, what data
could be available from large
companies (e.g. supermarket with
leading market share on Jersey).
And what data does GoJ have on
imports/exports, land use,
planning, retail etc.

Food Labelling

Grocery retail labels

Moderate to weak

Unclear what best option is — Latin
American countries making claims
about black front of pack warning
labels and efficacy. Not clear if
culturally acceptable in other
countries such as Jersey

(e.g. https://data.europa.eu/doi/1
0.2760/932354)

FOPL in Jersey reflect schemes in
UK. Would be challenging to get
consistent/mandatory approach in
Jersey given UK/Global companies
supplying. Would increase costs
for companies of repackaging —
but worth considering. It would
say to companies - if you want to
do business here, these are our
conditions. An unintended
consequence could be a reduction
of products on sale from
multinationals, unless food labels
align with label used to in other,
larger markets.
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https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.thegrocer.co.uk/politics/explained-the-food-data-transparency-partnership-and-how-it-works/676409.article
https://www.thegrocer.co.uk/politics/explained-the-food-data-transparency-partnership-and-how-it-works/676409.article
https://www.foodsystemsdashboard.org/
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/932354
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/932354

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Out of home menu labelling

Unclear

Operates via 2 modes of action —
informing public (weak evidence)
and incentivising reformulation
(moderate evidence)

Good learning from recent NIHR
evaluation

Area in need of further systematic
evidence synthesis

School meals

School food standards

Moderate

See: early evaluation of school
food standards

Jersey School Food Standards
currently in place for primary
schools. Menu planning by school
food caterer in partnership with
public health dietician.

Tap water only in schools policy

Moderate to weak

Trialled in London, by London

Obesity Taskforce

Evidence from Austria shows
increased consumption of tap
water

Straightforward in principle, may
be some practical barriers to
overcome. Important not to
replace bottled soft drinks with
bottled water.

Universal free school meals

Moderate

Evaluation evidence suggests
positive impacts, e.g. London
Borough of Newham UIFSM
Evaluation

UK Government Evaluation of Free

School Meals Pilot
Cost-Benefit-Analysis of FSM
Expansion

FSM not universal in Jersey but
there is a universal subsidy to
reduce cost to families to
£2.50/child. Eligibility for FSM
determined by household Income
Support, with additional discretion
for headteacher to prioritise other
families. In place in primary
schools. Being extended to
secondary schools.
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https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/file?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0222773&type=printable
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/file?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0222773&type=printable
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/public-health-nutrition/article/school-food-standards-in-the-uk-implementation-and-evaluation/88EEABD3080F1D41DC307D69515041FF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/public-health-nutrition/article/school-food-standards-in-the-uk-implementation-and-evaluation/88EEABD3080F1D41DC307D69515041FF
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wateroschools_toolkit_mar2021.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wateroschools_toolkit_mar2021.pdf
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/public-health-nutrition/article/evaluation-of-the-h2noe-water-schools-programme-to-promote-water-consumption-in-elementary-schoolchildren-a-nonrandomised-controlled-cluster-trial/E1706F59B8F690C4AF4C78C1750B6BC2
https://www.newham.gov.uk/downloads/file/315/schoolmealevaluationreport
https://www.newham.gov.uk/downloads/file/315/schoolmealevaluationreport
https://www.newham.gov.uk/downloads/file/315/schoolmealevaluationreport
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/184047/DFE-RR227.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/184047/DFE-RR227.pdf
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/FSM-Report-Technical-Appendix-1.pdf
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/FSM-Report-Technical-Appendix-1.pdf

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Direct provision of (non-lunch)
healthy foods including breakfast
clubs, school fruit and veg, milk

Moderate to weak

UK School F&V Scheme Evaluation

Review and meta-analysis from
2021 suggested positive effect of
free or parent-subsidised
distribution of F&V snack on
children’s F&V consumption

Doubling of school F&V Scheme
provision, and changes to
administration, linking to local
supply, recommended in NEFSIR

School fruit pilot underway in
Jersey. Breakfast clubs (paid for by
family) provided for children
requiring pre-school childcare.
Some schools supported to make
switches to healthier breakfast
options. Possibility of local
sourcing being explored.

Training of catering staff Moderate Some anecdotal evidence from Could enhance quality of FSM —
schools in UK especially if scaled up
Training recognised as important
enabler of healthy sustainable
food procurement policy success
in Denmark
Dedicated advisory and knowledge | Weak Evidence exists on School Food Requires assessment of current
sharing network Trust example in UK approach and how could be
implemented
Create healthy sustainable-focused | Moderate Evidence of existing examples in Important link to economic

catering company (could be local
authority-owned, or schools-
owned)

UK:
Local Authority-owned — Newham,

London
School-owned

strategy — government subsidy to
kick start might be game changer
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https://www.nfer.ac.uk/further-evaluation-of-the-school-fruit-and-vegetable-scheme
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980021001683
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.mdpi.com/2304-8158/12/10/1975
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1467-3010.2011.01914.x
https://www.juniperventures.co.uk/
https://www.juniperventures.co.uk/
https://foodforthoughtschools.co.uk/our-story/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Government or individual
institution food procurement

policy

Moderate

Evidence of positive impacts from
Copenhagen Food Procurement
Policy and Brazilian policy among
others

Improving and mandating
Government Buying Standards for
Food, and making accreditation
schemes mandatory
recommended in NFSIR

https://www.gov.uk/government/p
ublications/sustainable-
procurement-the-gbs-for-food-
and-catering-services

Could cover schools, and other
institutions. Could be bespoke or
off-the-shelf framework, e.g. Food
for Life Served Here Standards.

Whole school food approach

Moderate to strong

Recommended in NFSIR, including
linking to existing accreditation
schemes e.g. Food for Life.

Food for Life Evaluations

Sensory Education recommended
in the NFSIR. Taste Education UK
Example; Evidence from Nordics

Food Dudes Evaluation

Food Dudes programme operating
in select Jersey Schools. Needs
investigating and an approach
recommending. Would provide a
valuable context/package for the
above interventions

School food awards or rating Weak Example from_Netherlands (needs | Would present implementation
Scheme further review of effectiveness) and enforcement challenges
Food Education, in school Unclear Evidence of multiple examples, but | Need to see what there is

curriculum

evidence on impacts unclear.
Changes to food education
recommended in NESIR

presently. Undoubtedly having
some focus on food from the
earliest age would help. Links to
the Jersey Food Campaign idea,
and part of a whole school
approach.
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https://www.who.int/europe/publications/i/item/WHO-EURO-2022-6178-45943-66333
https://www.who.int/europe/publications/i/item/WHO-EURO-2022-6178-45943-66333
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sustainable-procurement-the-gbs-for-food-and-catering-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sustainable-procurement-the-gbs-for-food-and-catering-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sustainable-procurement-the-gbs-for-food-and-catering-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sustainable-procurement-the-gbs-for-food-and-catering-services
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.foodforlife.org.uk/about-us/our-impact/evaluation-reports
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.tasteeducation.com/
https://www.tasteeducation.com/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0195666321004888
https://www.fooddudes.ie/research/
https://www.gov.je/News/2022/pages/fooddudeslaunches.aspx
https://www.gov.je/News/2022/pages/fooddudeslaunches.aspx
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7468849/
https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/19/4/2019
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system

Supportive evidence and

Feasibility and other

Entrenched business models

leverage examples considerations
Investor action Unclear Some evidence that investor action | Requires alternative (e.g. triple
has resulted in small changes, but bottom line) business models.
approach is in its infancy Potentially beyond Jersey control:
(https://www.sciencedirect.com/sci | big players are transnational
ence/article/abs/pii/S03069192240 | corporations. But Jersey is a hub
00319). Concerns that investor for the finance industry, so there
action leads to disingenuous may be local interest. Jersey
actions by companies (e.g. businesses could potentially be
corporate social responsibility influenced by Gol.
claims)
Example of Share Action campaign
on food in UK
Development of alternative Unclear Theoretically important, but Unknown. Would require
businesses (with more ethical strength unknown. Enhancing concerted effort by GoJ, perhaps
balance of priorities) demand for healthier and more via Chamber of Commerce or
sustainable food will be needed if | similar, to market the proposition,
regulatory and fiscal measures are | and then explore ways to
used to down-regulate unhealthy implement (e.g. seed funding for
and unsustainable elements of the | new enterprises meeting key
food system criteria)
There are a few larger-scale
examples of disruptors (e.g. LEON
the healthier takeaway food chain
in out of home sector, Riverford in
the farming/retail sector), and
many smaller examples of ethical
retailers and manufacturers
Tariffs on importing supermarkets | Strong Examples of import tariffs include Precedent in place with regulation

Could be the proposed food tax
regime above — or a separate
import tariff on unhealthy/less
sustainable foods.

islands of Fiji, Samoa, Tonga, but
evidence of effectiveness unclear

on selling only Jersey-produced
milk. Will require GoJ discussion
on the range of taxation-related
options.
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919224000319
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919224000319
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919224000319
https://shareaction.org/news/shareaction-expands-with-new-programme-on-food-and-health
https://shareaction.org/news/shareaction-expands-with-new-programme-on-food-and-health
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leon_Restaurants
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leon_Restaurants
https://www.riverford.co.uk/seasonal-veg-boxes?variant=xmas&utm_source=google&utm_medium=cpc&utm_campaign=HD_RIV_RIV_PPC_GGL_BA_TR_UK_EN_TXT_NA_BRA_Keyword&utm_content=167128793667&utm_term=riverford%20organics&gad_source=1&gclid=CjwKCAiAxKy5BhBbEiwAYiW--ys2cRFMKmGPDlMqt-Ttv8SoAr8EzJ_kx0tasfzENk6uBilmLmPevRoCijgQAvD_BwE
https://betterfoodtraders.org/become-a-better-food-trader/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5689196/
https://globalizationandhealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12992-021-00788-z

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system

Supportive evidence and

Feasibility and other

leverage examples considerations
Subsidies to Jersey food business— | Strong Strong evidence from modelling Could be linked to subsidies for
either in combination with taxes or studies and trials in retail settings; | local production, incentivising
as a stand-alone measure healthy food subsidies already diversification of local agriculture
used in various countries (e.g. and horticulture, boosting the local
https://doi.org/10.1016/52468- economy
2667(20)30116-X) GoJ now subsidises local
ecologically sustainable agriculture
via a 3-tier system, using pre-
established quality standards, from
Red Tractor etc through to
Organic/LEAF. An equivalent
subsidy to catering (using e.g. Soil
Association Food for Life and retail
(no known existing standards)
could be powerful.
Increased wholesale (non- Unclear Unclear Requires analysis of scale of

supermarket supply chain; to
provide an alternative to reliance
on supermarket importing)

imports of different foodstuffs to
get clear picture of current system.

Business Rates: Incentive for
companies selling
healthy/sustainable food, e.g.
lower interest rate if they achieve a
year-on-year improvement in
environmental, social and
corporate governance (ESG)
targets

Moderate to weak

No identified evidence of usage
for targeting health and
sustainability, mainly used for
encouraging new enterprises.
Newham and Bristol Councils are
said to be exploring

Could apply just to businesses
registered in Jersey to foster local
food system.
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https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30116-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30116-X

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Cost of food Taxation (import or other food tax | Strong Tiered Sugar and Salt Treasury will likely be most
increase or waiver) Reformulation Tax was attracted by (a) possibility of
recommended in NFSIR revenue raising, (b) tax regime that
Some evidence of impact on level | is simple to implement, (c)
of imports (but impacts on avoiding taxes on people (as
consumption unclear) - import opposed to businesses), (d)
tariff waiver on fruit and veg avoiding taxes on Jersey
policy. See example from Fiji businesses. This suggests
something like the tiered Sugar
and Salt tax proposed in the NFS
Plan — has added advantage that
relevant modelling has already
been done by Institute for Fiscal
Studies. (largely tax on importers,
given the nature of the food
supply in Jersey). See also import
tariffs below.
Taxation of healthy foods at same | Tax on unhealthy foods [see Strong See below See below

rate as unhealthy foods

above]

Household Food Budget

Regulation to ban price
promotions (which lead to
increased spending on unhealthy
foods)

Moderate to strong

Regulation already planned but
delayed in England. Sainsbury’s
and Tesco independently removed
price promotions already and
discount supermarkets have never
used them

Learning will be available from UK
experience - implementation
expected in 2025.

Increased offers on healthier and
more sustainable food

Unclear

Widely used to shift surpluses of
fresh produce by UK supermarkets
already. Some examples of
everyday discounts on fresh
produce

Some evidence of positive impact
in UK supermarket trial

Need to consider who would fund,
and the economics more broadly
need thinking through
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https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31547897/
https://igdwebfiles.blob.core.windows.net/websiteassets/Portals/0/downloads/Healthy%20Sustainable%20Diets_Driving%20Change_November%202021.pdf

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Regulation to ban advertising of
unhealthy food

Strong

Evidence of positive impacts on
encouraging the purchase and
consumption of unhealthy food
and drink (without negatively
impacting revenues) from TFL Ad
Ban Evaluation

9PM watershed regulations
already proposed for UK and will
be implemented by October 2025

Potential to be the most powerful
industry regulation in the world —
could Jersey be the first to
implement? The problem would be
that Jersey media mostly comes
from external sources (e.g. UK) —
but it could be made to work.
Much stronger would be a
complete ban on HFSS food and
brand advertising.

Improved food provision targeting
food insecurity, via measures such
as:

e Food banks

e  Other community food
provision

e  Welfare support

e Food vouchers (Healthy Start;
Alexandra Rose)

e Social prescribing.

e Connecting local
producers/growers/
allotments with food relief
projects to increase access to
fresh surplus food.

Moderate. Universal schemes (such
as FSM) have wider benefits

Numerous examples but evidence
of effectiveness not well
established

Some evidence on food vouchers.
Increased funding and roll out of
Healthy Start recommended in
NFSIR

Example of linking food vouchers

to local supply — evaluation of NYC

health bucks

Social Prescribing recommended
in the NFSIR. More evidence of
effectiveness required:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc
/articles/PMC7675025/

Healthy Start food vouchers for
pregnant women and families with
children aged 0-4 who are in
receipt of Income Support, with
planned expansion to reception
age. No food on prescription
scheme. Social prescribing on
Island very limited. 3 food banks
on Island (working independently).
Grow is a community project that
uses food to address multiple
social issues.

Potential for a surplus food
network linked to the Dynamic
procurement (See Table 2— could
utilise the same logistics).

Free school food provision (meals,
breakfast club, holiday activities &
food schemes)

Moderate

Evaluation of HAF Programme by
UK Government suggests positive

impacts

Currently school meals in a small
number of Jersey schools based on
a pilot scheme run by a charity?

Some free breakfast clubs
operating — led by schools
individually. Needs reviewing
carefully — and a case made for
universal provision, as well as
economic assessment (see above)
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https://sphr.nihr.ac.uk/research/places-communities/evaluation-of-the-removal-of-hfss-junk-food-advertising-in-public-transport-networks-on-junk-food-awareness-and-purchasing-in-london-natural-experiment-study-wsb-ws1-wp1/
https://sphr.nihr.ac.uk/research/places-communities/evaluation-of-the-removal-of-hfss-junk-food-advertising-in-public-transport-networks-on-junk-food-awareness-and-purchasing-in-london-natural-experiment-study-wsb-ws1-wp1/
https://www.alexandrarose.org.uk/report-exploring-the-power-of-fruit-veg-on-prescription/
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2013/13_0113.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2013/13_0113.htm
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7675025/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7675025/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1065868/Evaluation_of_the_2021_holiday_activities_and_food_programme.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1065868/Evaluation_of_the_2021_holiday_activities_and_food_programme.pdf
https://www.gov.je/News/2023/pages/schoolmealsprogress.aspx
https://www.gov.je/News/2023/pages/schoolmealsprogress.aspx
https://www.gov.je/news/2022/pages/%C2%A31.6millionRingfencedForHealthierSchoolMeals.aspx
https://www.gov.je/news/2020/pages/BreakfastClub.aspx

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

More affordable food provision Moderate Some examples, such as Northern | Opportunity to target multiple
models (Cooperatives, Social Ireland pilot of social supermarkets | leverage points (food budget;
Supermarkets) and Company Shops, Wales barriers to local food; viability of
Community Food Cooperative livelihoods in food system)
Programme, food coops project in
England. Evidence of impacts
unclear
Insufficient income Welfare reforms. Not addressed N/A Strong evidence for the Higher-level economic lever,
due to feasibility barrier association between access to within GoJ control, but challenging
resources and dietary quality, to justify on grounds of improving
access to healthy foods etc diets (a hard sell to the politicians
and media), but sensible from
social policy point of view
Prioritise social good — health, Campaign Intervention [see above] | Unclear Theoretically important, but Requires analysis of externalities as
sustainability and equity untested they apply to Jersey. Could
undervalued in food system undertake a conversation with
Jersey businesses on their views on
social good, are they interested?
Could be used to justify actions,
including taxation on imports
Unavailable or unsuitable housing | Housing policy reform. N/A Strong evidence for the Not addressed due to feasibility
association between quality of barrier. Higher-level economic
housing and health outcomes. lever, beyond Public Health
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi | control. Challenging to justify on
/pdf/10.4073/csr.2013.2) some grounds of improving diets (a hard
evidence on the importance of sell to the politicians and media),
access to domestic kitchen but sensible from social policy
equipment point of view
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi
/pdfdirect/10.1111/jhn.12615)
Availability of unhealthy takeaway | Aggregator technology measures Moderate Some evidence of potential Would be undermined if

food

to change algorithms in favour of
promoting healthier and more
sustainable options

(https://www.scienceopen.com/ho
sted-
document?doi=10.14236/ewic/HCI
2021.16)

voluntary-only measure. Likely to
need regulatory measure. Some
independent Jersey aggregators
exist, plus Deliveroo, Just Eat,
UberEats (as listed by KFC).
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http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/raise/deposited-papers/2020/dp1641.pdf
http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/raise/deposited-papers/2020/dp1641.pdf
https://www.companyshopgroup.co.uk/community-shop/
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/statistics-and-research/2019-08/120628communityfoodfinalen.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/statistics-and-research/2019-08/120628communityfoodfinalen.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/statistics-and-research/2019-08/120628communityfoodfinalen.pdf
https://www.city.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/167138/MLFW-final-report-Food-Co-ops-Evaluation-2012-Feb-2013.pdf
https://www.city.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/167138/MLFW-final-report-Food-Co-ops-Evaluation-2012-Feb-2013.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.4073/csr.2013.2
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.4073/csr.2013.2
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/jhn.12615
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/jhn.12615
https://www.scienceopen.com/hosted-document?doi=10.14236/ewic/HCI2021.16
https://www.scienceopen.com/hosted-document?doi=10.14236/ewic/HCI2021.16
https://www.scienceopen.com/hosted-document?doi=10.14236/ewic/HCI2021.16
https://www.scienceopen.com/hosted-document?doi=10.14236/ewic/HCI2021.16
https://www.jerseyeveningpost.com/morenews/uknews/2022/04/12/deliveroo-enjoys-boost-in-sales-but-spend-per-order-falls/
https://www.kfc.co.uk/kfc-near-me/jersey-st-helier

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system

Supportive evidence and

Feasibility and other

leverage examples considerations
Regulation of portion sizes Moderate No evidence of an effective Need to think about what an
regulatory measure. Some choice intervention might look like (e.g.
architecture experiments involving | could GoJ set a calorie limit on
caterers voluntarily reducing sizes | single person portions of food,
such as for a main meal, for a
snack etc.)
Regulation of healthiness of foods | Moderate No regulatory evidence. Use of Any regulatory measure likely to

for sale (e.g. using an NPM)

mandatory calorie labelling and
voluntary front of pack labelling
suggest small effects on
reformulation and minimal effects
on purchasing. Mandatory
reporting has been proposed in
the UK (in NFSIR and House of
Lords Committee on Food, Diet

and Obesity)

result in reformulation, which does
not reduce consumption of
processed foods.

Menu labelling (calories, or
nutrition facts)

Moderate to weak

UK evidence for mandatory calorie
labelling (see above) — main effect
on reformulation rather than
consumer choice.

Useful as part of a package of
measures. Multiple
implementation and enforcement
challenges.

Planning policy restrictions (can
target (1) new openings; (2)
opening hours)

Moderate to weak

Some evidence of positive impacts
of planning policy restrictions in
UK

Work needed to investigate Jersey
planning laws and how they
incentivise businesses (start-ups,
big food business e.g. McDonalds).
Mapping them out would help,
plus exploring available data.

Regulations on food vending Weak Some evidence on positive Need to prioritise vending

machines impacts of healthy vending from targeting children, e.g. in schools,
UKand in USA leisure centres etc.

Ban on the sale of energy drinks to | weak Included in list of UK regulatory Would present implementation

minors

measures developed (but not yet
implemented)

and enforcement challenges
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https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/698/food-diet-and-obesity-committee/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/698/food-diet-and-obesity-committee/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/698/food-diet-and-obesity-committee/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35724588/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35724588/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7505467/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7505467/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7505467/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30922073/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Standards/award schemes Weak Evidence that these have helped Significant implementation costs
with hygiene standards (‘scores on | (e.g. inspections/accreditation)
the doors')(
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/
impacts-of-the-scheme), but not
aware they have been properly
developed or evaluated for
health/sustainability (needs
review).

Mixed evidence on impacts
from examples of Healthy
Catering Commitment and Bristol
Eating Better Award

Training of Staff. Examples include | Weak Limited evidence from pilot Might make sense as part of a

‘Takeaway masterclass’; training wider package — but needs

linked to healthy catering properly developing and

commitment standards/award evaluating.
Lack of seasonal supply Diversification of food production | Moderate Unclear. Some evidence from Demands an analysis of current

(beyond potatoes and milk) Finland of strategy to switch land use, productivity per hectare,
production focus to healthy crops. | the nature of produce, its market

value etc. Modelling could then be
undertaken to explore the
economic and environmental
impact of changes in the
proportions of different produce.
This could then make the case.
Climate advantages could be
leveraged, longer growing season,
undercutting air freighted
asparagus, beans etc

Physical access to food-availability | Increase or improve delivery Moderate Unclear Need to identify current delivery

services (electric vehicles)

capability. Do supermarkets in
Jersey deliver? NB. some
supermarkets seem to use
Deliveroo. Morrisons did delivery

during Covid.
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https://www.food.gov.uk/research/impacts-of-the-scheme
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/impacts-of-the-scheme
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09581596.2013.769670
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09581596.2013.769670
https://www.bristol.ac.uk/policybristol/policy-briefings/bristol-eating-better/
https://www.bristol.ac.uk/policybristol/policy-briefings/bristol-eating-better/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/public-health-nutrition/article/feasibility-and-acceptability-of-a-takeaway-masterclass-aimed-at-encouraging-healthier-cooking-practices-and-menu-options-in-takeaway-food-outlets/68207F1B65BD64ADE5C98745D66AA6E1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/45153943
https://www.jstor.org/stable/45153943
https://www.facebook.com/food.je/posts/morrisons-are-now-accepting-online-orders-on-foodje-morrisons-food-boxes-are-des/2871332999582024/
https://www.facebook.com/food.je/posts/morrisons-are-now-accepting-online-orders-on-foodje-morrisons-food-boxes-are-des/2871332999582024/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Food logistics hub to distribute
local and imported food to local
businesses (B2B), which also serves
business to consumer (B2C)

Moderate to strong

Roll out of dynamic procurement
recommended in NFSIR

Some evidence from examples of
UK and US food hubs

As a Jersey-wide dynamic
procurement model for B2B this
seems to make sense and
appealed to workshop
participants. Could improve
efficiency and add value to local
economy, as well as have
sustainability benefits- also links to
Jersey food campaign

Increased or diversified direct sales
and short supply chains e.g. veg
boxes, CSAs

Moderate

Some evidence on existing short
supply chain initiatives and their
positive impacts

Need to identify local supply
available. Is it possible to possible
to import wholesale? [see above]
Need around increased
access/more diverse offer.
Participants mentioned
membership at SCOOP for organic
produce and Hedge Veg (side-of-
the-road farm shop stalls)

Increase or improve local food
markets

Moderate

Unclear

Could there be a B2C component
of the above? Is there sufficient
demand? Could this be created
through a Jersey food campaign?

Availability of nutritionally
adequate food

Food fortification by regulation

Strong

Good evidence for: Folic acid
supplementation (e.qg. in flour) and
Fluoridation of water supplies

Water fluoridation patchy in UK,
but less effective/necessary with
effective use of fluoridated
toothpaste

Folic acid fortification proposed
but not yet implemented in UK

Needs assessment of tap water
fluoride levels in Jersey to assess
need and cost-benéefit ratio of
implementation.

If folic acid fortification of flour
introduced in UK, Jersey might
benefit. Otherwise, could regulate
independently.
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https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/the-70-recommended-actions-in-the-national-food-strategy-independent-review-the-plan/
file:///C:/Users/kelly/Downloads/Food-hubs-dp.pdf
file:///C:/Users/kelly/Downloads/Food-hubs-dp.pdf
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/BFJ-06-2022-0463/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/BFJ-06-2022-0463/full/html
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1136866/full
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0258488
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0258488
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0749379715006911

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Barriers to local healthier and more
sustainable food

Support for local, healthier,
sustainable food supply (various)
Could involve a number of
different measures:

Incubator programmes for new
food enterprises.

Support for establishment/
expansion of producer
cooperatives

Support new food enterprises -
retail, food carts, mobile stall, in
underserved areas

Improving agricultural
extension/advisory services to
focus on sustainable food,
diversity/heritage crops
Redirecting agricultural
subsidies/strategy away from
monoculture/dairy towards
nutritious crops, grown sustainably
Land Use Mapping and Plan
Development of economic and
tourism policies supporting a
sustainable food economy. NB
need to consider through the lens
of a seasonal tourist trade]

Moderate

Some existing examples such as

fostering food coops in Italy;
mobile carts fresh food bus;
sustainable food tourism policy
being pursued by Nordic region

Various related recommendations
in NFSIR including:

Innovation strategy and fund
Improved subsidies linked to
environmental outcomes

Land Use Framework (currently
being developed by UK
government

Requires analysis of current
barriers. Analysis can be used to
inform a potential intervention on
local dynamic procurement/supply
system.

50



https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/58774993.pdf
file:///G:/My%20Drive/CEDAR/Jersey%20Project/Final%20draft%20of%20report/ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5690450/),
https://www.feedingliverpool.org/community-food-spaces/queen-of-greens-bus-stop-map/
https://nordicfoodintourism.is/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/NordicFoodInFutureTourism_Final-Report.pdf

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Unhealthy or unsustainable
consumer purchasing decisions

Nudging (e.g. choice architecture
interventions in retail outlets
(micro-food-environments))

Weak to modest

There is a huge literature on
choice architecture interventions in
food service and grocery retailing

Industry may favour these
approaches, as they represent
weaker levers. If this kind of lever
is what is considered most
politically viable, it should not be
dismissed on weakness grounds,
but needs to be thought about
carefully. Replicating UK proposed
policies on calorie labelling,
minimum unit pricing, price and
location promotions in retailing
would be possible, but their
potential should be analysed
carefully.
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Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Information or communication
campaigns (e.g. Jersey as a
'healthy island’)

Could include:

- Food events, celebration days
(e.g. Nordic 'restaurant day’)

- Chef-led public information
campaigns

- Local food culture strategy
(see Nordic example)

- Create food-focused planting
of public areas to celebrate
food via growing (Incredible
Edible Todmorden approach)

Weak (but could help support
other structural measures)

Generally weak evidence for public
health campaigns, but commercial
marketing campaigns can have
important impacts. Examples:

- Sugar Smart Evaluation

- Veg Power Eat Them to
Defeat Them Campaign
Evaluation

- Example of Chef-led
Campaign - Chef's Manifesto

- Example of Food Culture
Strategy: New Nordic Food
Manifesto

- Food Planting Campaign
example: Incredible Edible
Todmorden

Nature of the ‘campaign’ needs
thinking through carefully. A
campaign that is aimed at building
a sense of excitement and pride
(and taking control) about Jersey
food might work, given keen
stakeholder interest in Jersey as a
local food system. Needs market
research to develop.

Campaigns need to be
professionally developed and
tested (e.g. by an advertising
agency with experience of social
marketing). This has cost
implications.

Jersey is a relatively small and
closed population, so targeting
may be easier than in a larger
state.

Requires cross-cutting approach
where food is prioritised in other
strategies including tourism,
planning, and clear commitment
from food businesses to align their
offer.

Minimum unit pricing for alcohol Strong Introduced in Scotland, with Need to identify evidence on
promising results published June calorie contribution of alcohol to
2023 diet.

Warning labels at the point of sale | Weak Some evidence for impacts of Most drinks imported, so same

(e.g. 'high caffeine content, not
recommended for pregnant
women' for energy drinks)

Front of Pack Warning Labels from
Chile, Mexico etc.- see above

challenges as food labelling [see
above].
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https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7104521/
https://vegpower.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Eat-Them-to-Defeat-Them-2019-Report.pdf
https://vegpower.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Eat-Them-to-Defeat-Them-2019-Report.pdf
https://vegpower.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Eat-Them-to-Defeat-Them-2019-Report.pdf
https://sdg2advocacyhub.org/chefs-manifesto
https://www.norden.org/en/information/new-nordic-food-manifesto
https://www.norden.org/en/information/new-nordic-food-manifesto
https://www.incredibleedible.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Propagating-success-the-incredible-edible-model-Final-report.pdf
https://www.incredibleedible.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Propagating-success-the-incredible-edible-model-Final-report.pdf
https://publichealthscotland.scot/news/2023/june/minimum-unit-pricing-reduces-alcohol-related-harm-to-health/
https://publichealthscotland.scot/news/2023/june/minimum-unit-pricing-reduces-alcohol-related-harm-to-health/

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Regulation to ban advertising of
unhealthy food

Strong

TFL Ad Ban Evaluation

9PM watershed regulations
already proposed for UK and will
be implemented by October 2025

This has the potential to be the
most powerful industry regulation
in the world — could Jersey be the
first to implement? The problem
would be that Jersey media mostly
comes from external sources (e.g.
UK) — but it could be made to
work. Much stronger would be a
complete ban on HFSS food and
brand advertising.

Food Waste

Various food waste interventions
could include improving food
waste collection (business,
consumer); ban on sending
supermarket waste to landfill

Moderate (for sustainability)

Some evidence on potential of
interventions. See also WRAP

Requires analysis of where waste is
currently generated, hotspots, and
how it is dealt with, including
current infrastructure.

Knowledge, Beliefs, Understanding

Jersey Food Campaign [See above]

See above

See above

See above

New dietary guidelines, with
progressive approach covering
sustainability and eating
practices/UPF [Also a
governance/policy coherence
intervention — see above]

Moderate to weak

Evidence of national dietary
guidance in Canada, Brazil and

some other countries which
include processed foods

This could be a central plank
driving a range of policies, but
should not be invoked as a way of
delaying everything (industry will
say this). Could also link to a NPM,
which would help, and help drive
the ‘campaign’.

Dietary advice to women in pre-
conception, pregnancy

Moderate

Current gaps in advice have been
identified in the UK. Evidence likely
to be poor/equivocal

Could utilise existing interfaces
such as midwife/health visitor,
food banks.
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https://sphr.nihr.ac.uk/research/places-communities/evaluation-of-the-removal-of-hfss-junk-food-advertising-in-public-transport-networks-on-junk-food-awareness-and-purchasing-in-london-natural-experiment-study-wsb-ws1-wp1/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030691921830318X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030691921830318X
https://wrap.org.uk/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9818109/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9818109/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9818109/
https://www.magonlinelibrary.com/doi/full/10.12968/johv.2024.12.4.158

Feedback Loop, Problematic
Outcome or Leverage Point

Possible interventions

Estimated potential for system
leverage

Supportive evidence and
examples

Feasibility and other
considerations

Citizen food skills — preparation Cooking classes — linked to range Weak Evidence that eating home Could be beneficial if targeting
and growing of measures which can be used to prepared food is healthier certain vulnerable groups e.g.
increase public knowledge of food https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/ | widowed men. Could involve local
including support for food- articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0567- | chefs, e.g. Chefs in Schools (see
growing/initiatives (access to land, y above on school food).
resources, training etc). See also On cooking classes - Intervention
food campaign above evidence is poor:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/sci
ence/article/pii/S01956663163095
76
Food Growing — lessons from
London'’s Capital Growth campaign
Provision of Cooking Unclear Theoretically important where Requires needs assessment. Govt
Equipment/Slow Cookers absolute need, no evidence of subsidised, or Charity/NGO
effectiveness identified provision?
Subsidised Community Unclear Some evaluation evidence Requires needs assessment
Restaurants evaluation from Brazil
Proposal has been made to
introduce in UK
Community Kitchens Unclear Some evidence (quite old) of Requires needs assessment
positive impacts
Perception of value of food Campaign Intervention [see above] | See above See above See above
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https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0567-y
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0567-y
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0567-y
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0195666316309576
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0195666316309576
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0195666316309576
https://www.sustainweb.org/reports/growing_success/
https://www.sustainweb.org/reports/growing_success/
https://www.scielo.br/j/rn/a/6bNVNqPB7szGJ6NQpnb7DYx/
https://www.foodfoundation.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-09/Community%20restaurants%20policy%20briefing.pdf
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/public-health-nutrition/article/social-health-and-nutrition-impacts-of-community-kitchens-a-systematic-review/F593A382708988A9052950685358F08B

Box A1: Actions listed in the Jersey Food & Nutrition Strategy (2017-2022)

Healthy eating policies and standards, and requisite training, in early years care settings

Development and implementation of an evidence-based whole school nutrition programme

The development and promotion of consistent dietary messages based on agreed nutritional targets within the workplace and social media

Expanded support for breastfeeding policies

Roll out and monitoring of Jersey School Food Standards across secondary schools, and support expansion of standards to include early years settings
Increased access to breakfast clubs

Further development of healthy eating policies and healthy procurement policies across States of Jersey departments, in line with Health Promoting Hospitals and
Government Buying Standards for Food and Catering Services

Fiscal measures to improve access to a healthy balanced diet for key target groups, such as free school meals and co-operative food banks

Targeted subsidies to influence affordability and access to fruits and vegetables, particularly for key target groups, along with taxes to discourage the consumption of food
and beverage products high in fat, sugar and salt.

Planning measures to limit and regulate placement of fast food outlets, particularly with regard to proximity to schools, and to ensure minimum standards for cooking and
food storage in housing accommodation.

Development and adoption of food and nutrition standards for care homes and residential facilities, as part of the registration and inspection process.
Retailer promotion of healthier choices and consumer-friendly nutrition labels,
Hospitality and catering industry reformulation of menus

Introduction of a healthy catering award scheme to encourage the adoption of healthier cooking techniques, use of healthier ingredients, nutrient profiling and provision
and identification of healthier options for consumers.

Consideration of the nutritional content of products and encouraging reformulation
Development of legislation to ensure Environmental Health have power and capacity to enforce appropriate food hygiene standards and labelling requirements in catering

Training for health and education practitioners to make the most of brief intervention and nutrition counselling opportunities i.e. primary care settings, health visitors,
teaching staff and child care workers.

Increased provision of training in nutrition as well as food hygiene, for the catering industry
Community-based training in nutrition and cooking skills for targeted groups, such as new mothers, young adults leaving care, older men, carers and low-income groups.
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