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Executive Summary

This D5.4 Overall Validation Report concludes the validation reports in Work Package 5
(Validation Methodology and Lessons Learnt) of the Erasmus+ FoodSHIFT Pathways project. It
presents a combined analysis of the validation activities conducted in both Phase A and Phase
B, which tested the implementation of the FoodSHIFT educational materials in classroom
settings with students aged 10 to 16.

The purpose of the validation framework developed under WP5 was to assess the
effectiveness and relevance of the FoodSHIFT Pathways approach in real educational
environments, and to generate a set of insights and good practices that can guide similar
educational initiatives beyond the scope of this project.

This report builds on previous deliverables—D5.1 Quality Assurance & Validation Plan, which
defined the validation principles and tools, and D5.2 and D5.3 Integrated Validation Reports,
which presented findings from each respective implementation phase. While D5.2 focused on
initial deployment and usability testing (Phase A), D5.3 examined deeper teacher engagement
and school readiness (Phase B).

D5.4 integrates the findings of both phases to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
project’s impact. It compares outcomes across the two phases, identifies patterns of
improvement and persistent challenges, and highlights the evolving role of teachers in shaping
and adapting the materials. Drawing on feedback from teachers and students, the report
provides practical recommendations for policy-level integration and future implementations.
It also offers critical reflections on the enabling and limiting factors for scaling the FoodSHIFT
Pathways approach.

Ultimately, this report looks back on the project’s two main implementation phases and
shares the key lessons learned along the way. These insights can help guide similar projects in
the future that aim to use co-designed, systems-thinking approaches to support sustainable
food education in schools across Europe and beyond.
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1. Introduction

The FoodSHIFT Pathways project addresses the urgent need for more sustainable and healthy
food system education in schools in Europe. By providing practical tools and theoretical
insights through interactive educational resources, the FoodSHIFT Pathways project aims to
raise awareness among the school communities on sustainable food systems through the
exploration and development of innovative projects and activities for overcoming the food
crisis.

This overall validation report brings together findings from both implementation phases
conducted during the project. The report provides a comprehensive overview of how the
FoodSHIFT Pathways materials were deployed in real classroom settings, and how they were
received by both students and teachers.

This deliverable is structured as following:

1) It begins with a summary of the project’s two implementation phases.

2) It then compares the outcomes from Phase A and Phase B, highlighting improvements
and ongoing challenges.

3) Finally, it reflects on key lessons learned, outlines remaining barriers, and provides
recommendations for future adaptation and scaling of the approach.

1.1 Scope

This report aims to summarise the full validation process of the FoodSHIFT Pathways
educational resources. It reflects on both implementation phases, with a focus on how the
materials were used, adapted, and perceived in different school contexts. It also identifies
important lessons and ongoing challenges that can inform similar educational initiatives in the
future.

1.2 Audience

This document is intended for all the consortium members of the Foodshift Pathways project,
as well as the general public (e.g. practitioners in school education, policy officers and
sustainability researchers) that will access it from the project’s web portal.



2. Recap of Validation Phases

2.1 Phase A Summary

2.1.1 Objectives

The D5.2 Integrated Validation Report from Phase A aimed to assess the initial
implementation of the FoodSHIFT Pathways Interactive Videos and Open Learning Scenarios
(OLS), in school settings during the 2023/2024 school year. This first implementation phase
aimed to evaluate student engagement, measure learning outcomes, gather teacher
feedback, and identify barriers to effective integration in classroom environments. The
findings were used to formulate action plans to improve the implementation for the second
phase, as well as provide recommendations aimed at updating the Trainee’s Guide and
enhancing the overall support mechanisms.

2.1.2 Key findings

Phase A involved 84 school projects, engaged 2010 students and 83 teachers across Sweden,
Portugal, Greece, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Spain.

Figure 1. Photos from the first implementation period
The key findings from the first implementation period are presented below:

Students’ Evaluation: After implementation, students showed an increased understanding of
the OLS's specific topic. Most students enjoyed working with the material (87%) and felt that
they learned something from the project (92%). In addition, 81% reported that they would
recommend the project to their peers, pointing to an upscaling potential.

Teachers’ Evaluation: Many teachers recognized the value of the materials and believed the
project increased student awareness regarding the main theme of the OLS (96%). In addition,
92% reported that they would be willing to incorporate a similar OLS to their future teaching
plans. Although a general positive response from teachers, suggestions for improvements
were made regarding more support, simplified content, and stronger alignment with their
national curricula.

Common barriers from the first implementation phase:

e Lack of time among teachers to plan and implement the projects

e Limited teacher training on sustainability education and open schooling

e Curriculum saturation, making it difficult to integrate new content

e Communication and engagement issues to get schools involved, and students engaged



e Complexity of the assignments and language of the materials

Recommendations were made to enhance the materials’ accessibility and usability. This
included simplifying language, improving enhancement materials for teachers, creating
shorter versions of the videos, and strengthening teacher training and communication.

Overall, Phase A laid the groundwork for meaningful adjustments to the resources and
methods used in the project, preparing for a more teacher-driven and context-aware
implementation in Phase B.

2.2 Phase B Summary

2.2.1 Objectives

The D5.3 Integrated Validation Report from Phase B focused on the second implementation
phase during the 2024/2025 school year. Building on insights from Phase A, this phase focused
on teacher involvement in the co-design of OLS and aimed to explore school readiness. In
addition, the report explored how adaptations from the first phase influenced the outcomes
in the second phase and assessed progress on previously identified barriers.

2.2.2 Key findings

During Phase B, a total of 113 school projects were implemented, engaging 3066 students
and 108 teachers.

Figure 2. Photos from the second implementation period
The key findings from the second implementation period are presented below:

Students’ Evaluation: Majority of students were satisfied with their participation in the
projects and what they learned (81%) and expressed interest in participating in similar school
projects in the future (78%).

Teachers’ Evaluation: In general, teachers expressed that the teaching resources had a
positive effect on students’ awareness (88%) and critical thinking (90%) regarding the main
theme of the OLS. In addition, they expressed that the OLS effectively captured students’
interest (91%), and the material was considered valuable enough to be used again in future
educational settings (96%).

Persistent barriers: Lack of time for implementation was still the main barrier in most
countries. The other barriers from Phase A concerning curriculum limitations, lack of training,



communication & engagement issues and complexity of material, were still present in two
countries each.

Success of co-design approach: Teachers who participated in adapting and creating new
versions of the OLS found them more flexible and suitable for their students. The bottom-up
design process enhanced ownership and alignment with local needs.

Adoption and scalability remained uneven: While some schools showed high levels of
innovation and flexibility, others continued to face challenges such as time constraints,
curriculum overload, and expressed they needed more support for project-based learning.

In summary, Phase B showed the benefits of co-design, active teacher engagement and
contextual adaptations. Their active involvement helped improve the results and gave useful
input for the final recommendations in this report.

2.3 Summary of Performance Across Implementation
Phases

In this section, a summary of the performance across the implementation phases are
presented. The full list of the project’s key performance indicators (KPIs) can be found in
Appendix, Table Al. Below, Table 1 presents the KPIs directly connected to the implemented
projects during Phase A and B, where an overview of each KPI along with the degree to which
it has been achieved is presented.

Table 1. Key Performance Indicators (KPI) from Phase A and B

Reached in Reached UELEL

KPI Goal Achievement

Phase A in Phase B

(%)

School Projects using the produced FoodShift Pathways materials 120 84 113 164
Teachers involved in delivering the supported school projects 240 83 108 80
- Returns* - - 60 -

Students who participated in the supported school-based projects | 4800 2010 3066 106

* Returns refer to the teachers implementing a project in both Phase A and Phase B.

Overall, the majority of the KPIs have been met or even exceeded, reflecting a strong
performance throughout the project. As shown in Table 1 the specific KPIs related to project
implementations were exceeded: the number of school projects reached 164% of the target,
and the number of students involved reached 106%. However, the KPI for teacher
participation in delivering supported school projects was only 80% achieved, highlighting
some challenges in engaging teachers.

Despite this, the high number of students reached suggests that the teachers who did
participate were highly engaged and effective in delivering the materials. Additionally, 60 of
the 83 teachers from Phase A returned to the project for the second implementation period,
indicating a strong level of satisfaction and willingness to continue using the material.



3. Combined Results from Phase A and B

This section will analyse and compare the two implementation phases. The section starts by
presenting the development of the material through Phases A and B (3.1). Afterwards, a
comparison between the outcomes is made in section 3.2. Finally, the observed
improvements and persistent barriers are discussed in section 3.3.

3.1 Development of OLS and interactive video
throughout the project

Across both implementation phases, the OLS and interactive video materials underwent
significant adaptions. In Phase A, the focus was on testing the usability, structure, and
engagement potential of the initial OLS and video formats. Feedback revealed the need for
clearer guidance, flexibility, and better curriculum alignment. As a result, Phase B introduced
shortened video formats, simplified materials, and improved support for teachers on co-
design and adaptation of OLS, leading to increased relevance and stronger classroom
integration.

3.1.1 Interactive Videos

Already during Phase A, teachers in Sweden started to express that the video was too long for
especially the younger children to stay engaged and focused. Therefore, during the spring of
2024, Karolinska Institutet made an edit to shorten the video from 7 to 3 minutes. This shorter
version of the video was much more appreciated by the teachers, and were therefore solely
used during Phase B.

In addition, Phase A revealed that teachers expressed concerns regarding both the Dutch and
the Danish video. Since the political climate changed in the Netherlands, it was important to
include the farmers voices in the video, and therefore a new version of the was created during
the fall of 2024. The new version also reduced the method-heavy language since this was a
concern raised from teachers in Phase A. The updated video was used in the implementations
of Phase B in the Netherlands.

In Denmark, concerns were raised regarding the video including a scene where a cow is being
killed. Although some teachers saw value of showing this to the students, an alternative
version without the scene was made for teachers to choose which version were more suitable
for their students.

All adapted interactive videos are summarised in Table 2, with corresponding links to each
video.

Table 2. Summary of adapted interactive videos

Link to Video Adjustment

Food Advertisements A shorter version
Sustainable Food Systems for the New Generation Removed scene where animal is slaughtered
Land Use for Sustainable Food Production New edit with farmers voices added



https://drive.google.com/file/d/144-j0yF5GZhmCAXogkwn-TFzQpp4gz_i/view?usp=sharing
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YYzZz8YVkRo&t=129s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hvlMBtXFzAg&t=1s
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Figure 3. Adapted videos in Denmark, Netherlands and Sweden

Additionally, to the adapted versions of the videos, new videos was also created. A one-minute
teaser was created with the aim of promoting the project. The video was disseminated
through FoodSHIFT Pathways social media channels, and through emails to schools and
teachers working as a shorter introduction to the project. Moreover, videos have been created
during the project by students and during workshops. For example, one additional videos was
created during the spring of 2024, by the head of Department of English in EA along with her
students about the activities they had implemented regarding bees and honey production.
The video was delivered in a webinar in lerpetra the 29t of May 2024, for the Educational
Center for the Environment and Sustainability. In the activity the teacher also created an
EdPuzzle quiz based on an extract from the Greek video referring to bees. Another additional
video was created during the Food Seminar in the Netherlands the 28™ of March 2025. This
additional video was later used as promotion for the project.

(23 YouTube
How Do Bees
Help Us?

| By pollinating lots of different
plants, bees help plants and fruits

Honey bees also produce ‘
lots of honey.

Il » < o00/6as

Food Seminar Newman College

Figure 4. Additional videos created in Greece and Netherlands

3.1.2 Open Learning Scenarios

During both Phases A and B, teachers were encouraged to adapt the OLS they wanted to
apply/implement, to suit their specific classroom needs. Consortium countries employed
different strategies to support the teachers in the co-design and implementation of the OLS.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Tnd2ZM9KEDw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Tnd2ZM9KEDw
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1YivG4fAyqSCV0o2NPe1EaJg8w05WGzWq/view
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwM8B7uzlOY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwM8B7uzlOY

One approach focused on providing continuous teacher training and support. Teachers
received initial guidance on how to adapt the OLS before starting the project, followed by
access to additional materials upon request. This flexible and ongoing support model was
adopted in Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands.

The second approach involved more structured teacher training events and workshops
organized by the project partners. During these sessions, teachers were introduced to the
materials and worked collaboratively to adapt the OLS and/or co-create new ones using the
initial OLS as inspiration. They then implemented the adapted version in their classrooms
independently. This model was adopted in Portugal, Greece and Spain and partially in
Netherlands.

In addition, several events have been organized across the consortium countries to further
disseminate the OLS materials and engage more educators. For example, in January 2025, a
joint teacher webinar was hosted by all consortium partners/-countries, bringing together
teachers from different countries to collaboratively explore and adapt an OLS to their specific
classroom contexts. Similarly, educators had the opportunity to engage with the materials
during Summer Schools held throughout the project’s duration.

These user-generated scenarios offer valuable resources for teachers seeking to implement
these materials. By building versions that have already been tailored for real classroom use,
new educators may only need to make minor adjustments. To support broader dissemination,
several adapted OLS have been published on various platforms. For instance, versions
adapted/co-created from the events in Greece are available on SALL repository. In Portugal
adapted versions are available on Ciéncia Viva website, and in Sweden three adaptations can
be accessible via the “Unga Forskare" website. Additionally, three adapted OLS from each
participating country are featured in the A4.3 FoodSHIFT Pathways Toolkit.

p—"_— mmmmn: e o s A (8o a0 W UNDERSOK DEN LOKALA
MATMILJON

Figure 5. Adapted Scenarios available on Ciéncia Viva and Unga Forskare


https://www.schoolofthefuture.eu/en/sall
https://www.cienciaviva.pt/foodshift-pathways
https://skolmaterial.ungaforskare.se/undersok-den-lokala-matmiljon/

3.1.3 Enhancement Materials

Even before the start of Phase A, enhancement materials were developed within each country
to support the implementation (see A3.4 Content Enrichment Strategy and A3.5 Trainees
Guide). These initial resources laid the groundwork for educators by providing guidance and
supportive material that could enhance the original video and OLS.

However, during the implementations in Phases A and B, additional enhancement materials
were created in response to direct feedback and evolving needs expressed by teachers in the
consortium countries. These materials were developed to among others address practical
classroom challenges, improve student engagement, and facilitate more seamless integration
of the OLS into existing teaching routines.

For example, in Sweden, the research application Mobile Sense! was available from the
beginning of Phase A, enabling students to collect pictures of their food environment via their
mobile phones. In Phase B, following requests, the ArbiDash web portal®> was introduced for
data visualization. This platform allowed students to view and analyse the data collected via
the Mobile Sense application in a more intuitive and interactive way. The portal was adopted
not only in Sweden but also in Danish and Greek implementations, enhancing cross-country
applicability.
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Figure 6. ArbiDash web portal?

In Spain, the FoodSHIFT Pathways GitBook was developed specifically for Phase B as a digital
guide and interactive tool for teachers. This resource helped overcome communication and
outreach challenges encountered in Phase A by providing a structured, accessible format to
support teachers in adapting and delivering the OLS in their classrooms. It proved to be an
effective tool for teacher engagement and practical application of the materials.

1 Mobile Sense, Arbisense AB: https://arbisense.com/
2 ArbiDash webportal, Arbisense AB: https://olympus.arbisense.com/arbidash/



https://books.fablabbcn.org/foodshift-patwhays/
https://arbisense.com/
https://olympus.arbisense.com/arbidash/

F Foodshift Pathways

@ Introducction

e r—— This guide is dedicated to all teachers and the educational community who, day by day, inspire future
generations to imagine and build a more sustainable world. Thanks to their tireless work, they
transform every classroom into a space for reflection, experimentation, and action, planting seeds of
change in the hearts of their students. X
Sustainability is not just a concept; it is a way of understanding and transforming our role on the
planet. This guide emerges as a tool to help integrate circular practices into lessons, using food

| waste as a powerful educational and environmental opportunity. Through research, methods, and
collaborative activities, we aim to support you in the noble task of shaping conscious, responsible,
and empowered citizens to face the challenges of today and tomorrow.

To all educators who believe in the transformative power of education and the strength of collective
learning, this work is for you. May it serve as a beacon on your journey, an invitation to dream big,
and above all, to have fun like children while transforming the world. @

With gratitude and admiration,
Gat Pérez Alvarez »

Gabriela Pe
Your ally in building a more sustainable world through education.

FoodSHIFT Pathways: Reducing Food Waste Through Circular Education

@ Powered by GitBook

Figure 7. FoodSHIFT Pathways GitBook

These and other enhancement materials demonstrate the project's flexible, co-creative
approach to teacher support and resource development. To explore the indicative list of
enhancement materials and Open Educational Resources (OERs) developed during the
project, please refer to the A4.3 FoodSHIFT Pathways Toolkit.

3.2 Comparing Phase A and B outcomes

During both implementation phases evaluation forms have been used to gather standardized
feedback from students and teachers on the materials. Below the outcomes from the two
phases are compared with each other, starting with teachers’ evaluation.

3.2.1 Teachers’ Evaluation

This section presents a summary and comparative analysis of the teacher’s evaluation
outcomes from Phase A and B. The complete list of evaluation results from both phases is
provided in Appendix, Table A2. Where clear differences were observed between the two
phases, Chi? test were conducted to determine whether these differences were statistically
significant. The results of these tests are shown Appendix, Table A4.

Table 3 provides an overview of the number of teacher respondents who participated in the
evaluation process.

Table 3. Number of teachers participating in the evaluation process

Country Sweden Greece Portugal Denmark Netherlands Spain
Phase A 5 10 8 2 1 0 26
Phase B 5 13 15 2 4 11 50

Total 10 23 23 4 5 11 76




In both implementation periods most teachers believed that the material enhanced students’
awareness regarding the main theme. The perception that the material enhanced students’
critical thinking also remained stable across both phases. The responses regarding curriculum
alignment improved marginally, with stronger agreement in Phase B (from 80% to 84%).

Additionally, in Phase B, more teachers “Strongly agreed” (75%) that the material was possible
to replicate and implement in other classrooms, compared to Phase A (63%). However,
regarding the required resources being readily available there was a slight increase in the
“Disagreement” category (0% to 2%) in Phase B. This may point to growing concern over
resources or higher expectations for implementation.

Regarding student engagement, there was a statistically significant (p = 0.002) improvement
in Phase B in teachers reporting that the students were very engaged with the material (54%
to 71%).

How engaged were the students during the implementation of the OLS?

Phase A (n=24) Phase B (n=51)

4% 9%

20%

42%

mAlot mSome = Little s Alot mSome = Little

Figure 8. Comparison of Teachers Perception of Student Engagement

In addition, the willingness to implement an OLS again, rose slightly from 92% to 96%,
indicating a satisfaction with the materials.

3.2.2 Students’ Evaluation

This section presents a comparative analysis of student evaluations from Phase A and B. A
summary of the analysis is provided below, while the complete list of outcomes from both
phases is available in Appendix, Table A3. For outcomes where notable differences were
observed, a Chi? tests were conducted to assess statistical significance. The results from these
tests are presented in Appendix, Table A4. Table 4 shows the number of student respondents
for each phase.

Table 4. Number of students participating in the evaluation process

Country Sweden Greece Portugal Denmark Netherlands Spain
Phase A 72 131 229 48 0 0 480
Phase B 147 107 315 16 26 136 747

Total 219 238 544 64 26 136 1227




In general, the satisfaction remained high across both phases, but the “Very satisfied”
responses dropped slightly in Phase B (42% to 37%). Less students believed that they learned
“Much” in Phase B (49% to 40%), while “Little/Nothing” increased from 8% to 18%. While the
trend suggests that the students felt they learned less in Phase B, the Chi? test for this item
was not statistically significant (p = 0.087).

How much do you feel you've learned during this school project?

Phase A (n=480) Phase B (n=746)
60 60%
405 A%
209 200 I
Much Encugh Little Mothing Much Encugh Little Mothing

Figure 9. Comparison of Students Perception of How Much They Learned

Regarding the willingness to participate in a similar project in the future, there was a slight
increase in “Yes” answers, and a drop in “Maybe” answers in Phase B. More students also
answered that they would recommend the project to other students (81% to 86%), suggesting
greater student endorsement in the second phase. In addition, the students’ belief that the
OLS could be implemented in other schools improved significantly (p < 0.001) with the
proportion answering “Yes” increasing from 58% to 83%, and those answering “Maybe”
decreasing from 32% to 9%.

Do you think this school project could be implemented in other schools?

Phase A (n=480) Phase B (n=636)

9%

8%

58%

83%

mYes mNo mMaybe/Don'tknow mYes mNo = Maybe/Don'tknow

Figure 10. Comparison of Students Perception regarding Scalability of the Project

3.2.3 Opinions and attitudes

During both evaluation phases, open-ended questions have been used to collect qualitative
feedback from teachers and students on the material. The themes emerging from this
feedback, drawn from previous deliverables (D5.2 and D5.3), are presented in Table 5. For this
Overall Validation Report, selected quotes have been included based on feedback from 14 of
the teachers who participated in the multiplier event at the 2025 Summer School in Greece.



While these quotes were not part of the original integrated validation reports, they
complement the existing themes and support the previous findings. Below a summary of the
key takeaways from the qualitative analysis is presented, enriched with these additional
perspectives.

Table 5. Themes about teachers' and students' opinions and attitudes

Themes  Phase A Phase B
Relevance of the Topic & Methods Incrgase.d Student. /-_\wareness & Personal Engagement
Teachers Motivation, Creativity, & Autonomy Among Student
Time Constraints & Resources Time Constraints & Integration into the School Curriculum
Positive Feedback & Areas for Improvement | Suggestions for Improvement in Structure, Support & Logistics
Educational Value and Learning Increased Awareness and Learning
Students | |nterest and Engagement Challenges Enjoyment of Interactive Activities
Teamwork and Social Interaction Suggestions for improvement

Valuable Pedagogical Impact:

Both teachers and students have continuously throughout the implementation phases stated
that the project was meaningful, especially its emphasis on real-world relevance and hands-
on learning. This validates the core educational strategy of the project.

"The students got to participate in ‘real research’” about something that is relevant and close to
them."

Teacher, Sweden

“All schools should build a garden because you learn a lot about nutrition and the project is good
and allows learning outside school.”

Student, Portugal

“The content of the OLS is great, since it raises awareness about a really important service that
pollinators provide to us. But the contact with honey producers and evolving students in the round
table discussions as “equals” sounded really interesting, since it enhance confidence and sense of
responsibility over the topic.”

Teacher, Summer School 2025
Need for Structural Adaption:

From the teacher feedback, it became clear that it is important to build in structural supports,
such as adaptable modules and time-efficient formats, to reduce friction with teachers’
existing responsibilities.

"The school calendar of activities... you do not have enough space to incorporate new ones."
Teacher, Spain

“Some difficulty in managing time between the activity and the obligation to teach the lessons
that will be included in the national exam."

Teacher, Portugal

Adjusting complexity after level:



Some students found the content too easy or disengaging, while others thrived. Offering
different levels of complexity or optional extension activities could address this gap. During
the summer school it was suggested that with some adaptions to the material, it could even
be extended to higher education which would further increase the outreach of the material.

"We were finished very quickly and didn’t have much to do."
Student, Netherlands

"I think the topic would be for more suitable for children a little younger than us... maybe for 7th
or 6th grade."

Student, Portugal

“I found the OLS interesting. We could adapt this OLS scenario to university students by teach
them the importance of including plants and natural elements that offer resources for honeybees
in landscape projects, such as nectar, pollen, shelter, etc.”

Teacher, Summer School 2025
Improved Implementation Support:

Addressing teacher feedback around logistics, translations, and clarity in the project timeline
were important suggestions for improvement. Even enthusiastic teachers struggled with these
practical barriers.

“Some videos were not translated into Greek and the students had difficulty with the
terminology."

Teacher, Greece
"The students had problems understanding the OLS at first."

Teacher Netherlands
Student Enthusiasm for Hands-on/Experimental Learning:

The most successful elements, expressed by both teachers and students, were the interactive
and hands-on components. This indicates that further enriching these components, and using
them as the core of the material, may increase impact and appeal.

"Mixing the ingredients... waiting a few days and seeing the flexible bioplastics... the whole
project was incredible.”

Student, Spain

“I believe it would be interesting [for other students to participate in a similar project], given that
nowadays many students are demotivated with school due to always having the same routine of
sitting and learning with books. In this way, | think they would be happy with more relaxed but
equally important classes. Not learning only from books but also from life!”

Student, Portugal

“The students experienced co-determination and were given responsibility in a new way. They
were creative and reflective in their choices.”

Teacher, Denmark



3.2.3 Assessment of own awareness, by students

In both Phase A and Phase B of the project, a pre-post questionnaire method was employed
to evaluate shifts in students’ awareness, perceptions, and behaviours concerning food
advertising. The surveys were conducted before and after the implementation of OLS, aiming
to capture changes resulting from the intervention. Digital tools such as MentiMeter® were
used to administer the surveys interactively in the classroom. In both phases this method was
applied to the OLS working with digital advertisements and outdoor advertisements. In Phase
B, the OLS regarding outdoor advertisements in different neighbourhoods was also included
in the analysis. The number of students participating in the pre- and post-questionnaires
differed between the two phases, with 230 students answering the questionnaire in Phase A,
and 157 students in Phase B. Despite these differences, both phases aimed to assess students’
self-reported exposure to advertisements, their trust in these messages, and the extent to
which such advertisements influenced their food choices.
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Figure 11. Photo from MentiMeter session during Phase A

In both Phase A and Phase B, students demonstrated increased awareness of advertising, with
a notable decline in trust toward both online and outdoor ads following the implementation
of the OLS. However, their responses to ad-driven purchasing behaviours diverged. In Phase
A, the number of students who reported making food-related purchases based on social media
ads increased significantly (from 14% to 28%), while in Phase B, these figures remained stable
or slightly declined. This contrast suggests that while both groups became more conscious of
advertising, students in Phase A may have been realising for the first time how often ads had
already influenced their choices, leading to more honest self-reporting. In contrast, students
in Phase B appeared to move beyond awareness into critical reflection and resistance,
guestioning the role of advertising in their daily lives. Taken together, the outcomes indicate
that the OLS successfully supported the development of media awareness across both phases,

3 MentiMeter: https://www.mentimeter.com/



https://www.mentimeter.com/

with Phase A reflecting the emergence of awareness and Phase B demonstrating a deepening
of critical thinking and media literacy.

3.2.4 Objective measures

In both Phase A and Phase B, objective measures were used to assess student engagement
with the OLS, primarily through the collection of image-based data in the implementations
using the Mobile Sense research app. Examples of pictures collected can be seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Examples of student-collected images used in the objective measures

Phase A included three OLS activities: “Food advertisements on social media”, “Raising
awareness about digital food advertisement” and “Food advertisements around us”. The
analysis showed a significant difference in engagement across the three activities, with a lower
engagement in those related to outdoor advertising compared to digital advertising.

Phase B built on the same three OLS and added two more: “Raising awareness about outdoor
food advertisements”, and “Food advertisements across different neighbourhoods”.
However, the latter was excluded from the comparative analysis due to its shorter data
collection period (one day compared to two weeks). The analysis showed again a significant
difference in engagement across the activities, with digital advertising-related activities
generating higher engagement levels than those focused on outdoor advertising. Overall,
engagement levels were slightly lower in Phase B compared to Phase A across the OLS
activities (Table 6).

Table 6. Objective measures from phase A and B

Il
e TS Collected data (per student & day)

Phase A Phase B
Food advertisements on social media 6 5
Raising awareness about digital food advertisement 4 3
Food advertisements around us 2 2
Raising awareness about outdoor food advertisements - 1

These quantitative indicators offer insights into how actively the students interacted with the
learning content, followed instructions, and applied their understanding in practice. The
collected data not only reflects the level of participation but also supports the evaluation of



comprehension and involvement in the learning process. Overall, these measures contribute
meaningfully to understanding student engagement and the effectiveness of the educational
activities.

3.2.5 Exit interviews

According to A5.1 Quality Assurance and Validation Plan, exit interviews were planned to
gather feedback from students who concluded their participation in the project. However,
during both Phase A and Phase B, no exit interviews were conducted. This was primarily
because the project activities were implemented by teachers within their regular classroom
settings, making it difficult for the project team to identify individual student dropouts. To our
knowledge, no dropouts were reported, and participation appeared to be consistent
throughout the implementation. As a result, the exit interview was not held, and no related
data was collected for these phases.

3.3 Observed improvements and persistent challenges

In Phase A, several barriers to implementation were identified. In response, action plans were
developed to address these challenges, which showed moderate effectiveness in Phase B.
Table 6 presents the number of countries experiencing each barrier during both phases.

Table 7. Barriers present in Phase A and Phase B

) Number of countries facing the barrier
Barrier

Phase A Phase B
Lack of Time 6 5
Lack of Knowledge/Training 3 2
Curriculum Limitations and Excess of Material 3 2
Communication and Engagement Issues 4 2
Complexity of Materials 2 2
Total 18 13

3.3.1 Improvements

Between Phase A and Phase B, several improvements were made to address the
implementation barriers and enhance overall effectiveness. These changes focused on
providing more flexible support, increasing teacher engagement, and adapting resources to
better meet user needs.

1. Enhanced Support and Training

To address gaps in teacher knowledge and confidence, various support mechanisms were
introduced. These included a combination of online training, hands-on workshops, and virtual
modules, as explained in section 3.1.3. Assistance in planning classroom activities also played
a critical role in building teacher confidence and improving student engagement.

2. Greater Flexibility in Implementation

While the co-design approach was already part of Phase A, it became more prominent in Phase
B, helping educators better recognize their ability to adapt the OLS to their local context. This
emphasis also opened new ways of working with the OLS, such as school visits and flexible



planning models, which helped reduce time pressure on teachers and made it easier to
integrate the program into a variety of school settings.

3. Strategic Outreach and Communication

Efforts to improve communication and engagement were strengthened through national
promotional campaigns and participation in high-visibility educational events. Early
involvement of teachers in the planning stages also improved teacher engagement and
contributed to a smoother implementation.

4. Improved Integration into Existing Structures

By identifying and connecting with schools that were not already saturated with teaching
materials on sustainable and healthy food systems, the resources could be more easily
integrated into their existing curriculum. In addition, participation in teacher-led initiatives
and events further reinforced the relevance and usability of the materials.

5. Refinement of Materials

Improvements were also seen in overcoming barriers related to the complexity of the
materials. This may be due to the adaptions and additional support materials introduced in
Phase B, which made the content more accessible and easier to use in the classroom.

3.3.2 Persistent challenges

Phase B demonstrated on several improvements regarding communication strategies,
training, and material simplification. However, deep-rooted structural challenges, such as
time constraints, curricular rigidity and training gaps, remain beyond the project’s scope.
Addressing these effectively will require action at the policy level, such as revising curriculum
frameworks to allow greater flexibility, ensuring adequate instructional time, and investing in
continuous professional development for educators.

1. Systemic Time Constraints

Time remains the most common barrier. It is deeply embedded in curriculum structures and
school routines. Even well-designed support actions, such as flexible modules or workshops,
cannot fully compensate for the lack of time. Teachers have throughout the project showed
great engagement with the material but expressed the issue of not having enough time to
plan and implement the project due to packed curriculum and heavy workload. This calls for
policy-level changes, such as integrating OLS themes into core curricula or providing schools
with extra project time.

2. Sustainability of Teacher Support Beyond the Project

While the teacher training sessions and webinars provided during the project significantly
increased teachers’ confidence and readiness to implement OLS projects, this level of direct
support will not be feasible to maintain after the project ends. However, to ensure continued
engagement with OLS themes post-project, it is essential to expand the range of high-quality,
user-friendly support materials. The goal should be to embed support within the teaching



tools so that teachers can confidently navigate and adapt OLS content without external
facilitation.

3. Curricular Rigidity and Resource Saturation

The presence of existing curricular materials in some schools made it difficult to justify
adopting OLS resources. Without clear curriculum links or official endorsement, teachers may
choose to work with already existing and well-integrated materials.

4. Need for Contextual Adaptation

Experiences from the two implementation phases highlight the importance of ensuring that
OLS materials align with both the academic level and socio-cultural context of students. Some
concepts were found to be too complex for younger learners or included terminology that had
not been adapted for local use. To address these challenges, materials should be designed
with flexibility in mind, clearly indicating the appropriate age group and offering
straightforward adaptions to simplify the OLS where needed.

5. Engagement Barriers Linked to Control and Familiarity

Some teachers expressed discomfort with the trial-and-error nature of experiential learning.
To address this, it is important to provide step-by-step support, share examples of what has
previously worked well and facilitate for teachers to try new teaching approaches.



4. Lessons Learned

Throughout the two implementation phases, several key lessons emerged from both
qualitative and quantitative findings, that are essential for guiding future educational
initiatives:

1. Importance of Co-Design

Engaging teachers in the design and adaptation of materials significantly improves their
willingness and ability to integrate new tools into their teaching. Co-design leads to better
contextual fit, more innovative lesson delivery, and stronger student outcomes.

2. Simplicity Supports Scalability

Materials that are flexible, easy to adapt, and clearly structured are more likely to be
implemented across diverse school systems. The shift to shorter videos and practical guidance
in Phase B demonstrated how simplification can increase both teacher uptake and student
engagement.

3. Continuous Support is Essential

Ongoing communication, support, and pedagogical guidance were repeatedly highlighted by
teachers as important for success. To be able to reach out for guidance and support, together
with the additional material was important for teachers to feel confident in teaching new
material and new topics.

4. School Context Matters

Differences in school autonomy, curriculum flexibility, and teacher workload had a significant
impact on the success of implementation. To be effective, it is essential to understand how
schools operate in each country, for example identify which ones have room for
extracurricular activities or already address these topics in their curriculum. Where clear gaps
exist, there is a greater opportunity to engage and involve teachers with testing new materials.

5. Evaluation Needs to Be Streamlined

While feedback tools are essential, evaluation forms that are too long or complex might just
lead to lower response rates. Streamlined, low-burden evaluation methods are needed to
ensure more consistent data collection.

Continuous
Support is
Essential
Simplicity School
Supports Context
Scalability Matters

Evaluation
Needs to be
Streamlined

Importance
of Co-Design

Figure 13. Lessons Learned from FoodSHIFT Pathways



5. Final Recommendations

Based on the full validation process, the following recommendations are offered to support
policy integration, educational practice, and future project design.

5.1 For policy and curriculum integration

Recognize open schooling approaches as a valid and valuable component of national
curricula, particularly in sustainability education.

Encourage policy frameworks that grant teachers flexibility to adopt co-designed
materials aligned with curriculum objectives.

Support teacher training programs that include sustainability topics, interdisciplinary
collaboration, and digital tools for classroom use.

Consider targeted reforms, such as providing more flexible learning schedules,
modernizing curricula, and investing in ongoing professional development, to build on
the project’s gains and ensure long-term impact.

5.2 For future implementations in class

Prioritize teacher co-creation and adaptation of materials to fit local and cultural
contexts.

Ensure educational resources are modular, accessible, and concise, allowing teachers
to implement them without major structural changes.

Offer sustained support mechanisms through digital platforms, national hubs, or
project mentors to assist teachers before, during, and after implementation.

Address systemic barriers such as limited time and digital access through institutional
collaboration and funding where possible.

Adopt flexible evaluation tools that collect feedback without overburdening users.



Conclusions

This final validation report marks the conclusion of the FoodSHIFT Pathways project’s two
implementation periods. It documents the progressive development of the educational
materials, including additional videos, adapted OLS, and additional enhancement materials.
These additional resources reflect an iterative, responsive approach informed by feedback and
ongoing collaboration with educators and students.

Phase B demonstrated a notable increase in student engagement and a growing willingness
from both teachers and students to implement similar initiatives in the future. It also
highlighted several improvements over the initial phase, particularly in communication
strategies, training delivery, and the simplification of materials to better meet classroom
needs. While the project has achieved meaningful improvements, certain structural
challenges remain, such as time limitations, rigid curricula, and gaps in teacher training, that
lie largely beyond its direct influence and require political will to address.

The project generated several key lessons learned:

e Co-design is essential to relevance and ownership.

e Simplicity enables scalability across diverse school contexts.

e Continuous support is critical for sustained teacher engagement.

e Local school context shapes outcomes and must be considered from the start.

e Evaluation tools need to be streamlined to avoid adding administrative burdens.

Finally, the report puts forward the final recommendations. For policy and curriculum
integration, it advocates for recognizing open schooling approaches within national curricula,
supporting teacher autonomy, and embedding sustainability in teacher training programs. For
future implementations, it emphasizes the importance of modular, culturally adaptable
resources, sustained support structures, and flexible evaluation tools.

As a whole, this validation process has demonstrated both the potential and the complexity
of embedding open schooling in real educational settings, offering a pathway forward for
more inclusive, sustainable, and participatory learning experiences.



Appendix

Table A1. Full list of the project's KPlIs

KPI ‘ Goal ‘ Reached ‘ Achievement
(%)
Interactive videos produced 6 6 100
Experts/researchers in the videos 18 23 128
Training modules based on the produced videos 6 6 100
Original Open learning Scenarios 60 60 100
Additional Open Education Resources produced to be used in complement to
. 60 60 100
the produced videos
\I/Dizg\éztlve (user-produced) Open Learning Scenarios for use of the produced 120 82 68
Realised School Projects using the produced FoodShift Pathways materials 120 197 164
Teachers involved in delivering the supported school projects” 240 191 80
Returns* - 60 -
Students who participated in the supported school-based projects 4800 5076 106
Personnel tralne.d to functions as trainers for other teachers in using the 60 160 267
produced material
Curriculum deve.lopers/pollcy advisors/policy makers exposed to the 24 121 504
produced materials
Schools involved in the supported projects 30 56 187
Stakeholders within the Food system domain that were directly exposed to
. 100 88 88
the produced material
Average hits per month on project website 1000 1160 116
Conference presentations 6 5 83
Papers published*” 2 3 105
New users on social media 500 328 66
Interactions on social media™” 1500 6741 449
Posts about the project in social media - 70 -
Multiplier events (hybrid format, 1 in each country)
e  Local Participants 150 120 80
e International Participants 10 22 220
National conference (hosted by IAAC along with final project meeting)
e Local Participants 30 20 67
e International Participants 10 10 100

* Returns refer to the teachers implementing a project in both Phase A and Phase B.

" Manuscripts are expected to be published during the fall of 2025.

" The reached KPIs for this one are based on the numbers for impressions and views, in addition we had around 300 comments.

Table A2. Teacher's Evaluation Form Phase A and B comparison

Question Answer Phase A (%) Phase B (%)
[1  Strongly agree 54 55
The OLS implementation in the classroom enhanced [1  Agree 42 33
students’ awareness with regards to the main theme [1  Neutral 4 10
of the implemented OLS [1  Disagree 0 0
00  Strongly disagree 0 2
) o [1  Strongly agree 21 26
The OLS implementation in the classroom enhanced
. . . 1 Agree 50 45
students’ actual behaviour (e.g., buying choices &
. . . . [1  Neutral 16 29
dietary habits) with regards to the main theme of the )
. []  Disagree 13 0
implemented OLS
[  Strongly disagree 0 0




[1  Strongly agree 46 45
. L [0 Agree 46 45
The OLS implementation in the classroom helped the
. Lo . [J  Neutral 4 10
students to develop critical thinking skills .
[J Disagree 4 0
0  Strongly disagree 0 0
[1  Strongly agree 42 53
o . L . [0 Agree 38 31
The OLS is alinged with the existing curriculum and
. TR [J  Neutral 17 14
learning objectives in the classroom
[J  Disagree 3 2
0  Strongly disagree 0 0
[J  Strongly agree 63 75
. . L1 Agree 33 23
The OLS can be replicated and implemented to other
. . . [J  Neutral 0 2
classrooms and schools with children of similar ages .
[J Disagree 4 0
[ Strongly disagree 0 0
[J  Strongly agree 38 43
The resources required for the successful execution of [0 Agree 58 43
the OLS (including time, materiasl and technology) [J  Neutral 4 12
were readily available during the implementation [l Disagree 0 2
[ Strongly disagree 0 0
1 Alot 54 71
How engaged were students during the OLS [J Some 42 20
implementation in the classroom? [ Little 4 9
[l Notatall 0 0
o } o , 0 Yes 92 9%
Would you be willing to incorporate a similar OLS into 0N 8 0
o
your future teaching plans?
[J  Prefer not to answer 0 4
Table A3. Student's Evaluation Form Phase A and B comparison
Question Answer Phase A Phase B
(%) (%)
[l Very satisfied 42 37
o . S ] Somewhat satisfied 45 44
How satisfied are you with your participation _ . o L
i , Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 11 16
in the OLS and what you've learned? _ o
[l Somewhat dissatisfied 2
[l Very dissatisfied
7 Much 49 40
How much do you feel you’ve learned during [l Enough 43 42
this project? 0 Little 8 14
71 Nothing 0 4
Would you be interested in participating i - Yes 7 78
ould you be interested in participating in a
y be . p pating 7 No 15 19
similar OLS in the future? B
T Maybe/Don’t know 8 3
] T Yes 81 86
Would you recommend this OLS to your peers? B
No 7 11
1 Maybe/Don’t know 12 3
Do you think this OLS could be implemented in [l Yes 58 83
other schools? Would your peers be interested [l No 10 8
in participating? 1 Maybe/Don’t know 32 9




Table A4. Summary of Chi? Test Comparing Phase A and Phase B Responses

Question Chi2vValue df p-value

How engaged were students during the OLS implementation in the classroom? 12.042 2 0.002
How much do you feel you’ve learned during this project? 6.558 3 0.087
i i i i ?
Do you think this OLS could F)e |mplemgnted |r1 _oth(_er schools? Would your peers 17 557 ) <0.001
be interested in participating?




