report of FSA Pilot Shop INTERVENTION

BACKGROUND

This report summarises approaches and findings of the recent pilot intervention undertaken as part of the Food Standards Agency (FSA)’s regional Sandwich Shop Initiative (SSI). 

The overall purpose of the SSI is to investigate how small sandwich shops might influence food choices towards healthier options without impacting (negatively) on bottom line sales. 

METHODOLOGY/DATA COLLECTION
Pilot shop: 

All Filled Up, a small Bristol based sandwich shop owned and managed by Lisa Zeinali (LZ), agreed to participate in the pilot following an initial meeting with Toni Smith (TS) / Nicole Redhead (FSA). Appendix 1 gives background to the shop. At this meeting, to encourage the shop’s participation, the FSA (with funding from DH) offered to provide fruit for the shop to give free of charge to customers for the duration of the pilot.

Approach & data collection:

Gemma Heiser (GH, nutritionist overseeing the SSI) subsequently met with LZ and her assistant. At the meeting a brief chat took place on healthy eating and the important role food businesses can play in providing healthier options to customers.  

GH proposed changes the shop might adopt for the month-long pilot, basing these on the FSA’s guidance for sandwich shops
 as well as feedback from the FSA’s initial meeting. 

Appendix 2 provides qualitative baseline data from this meeting and an outline of agreed changes for the pilot. 

In addition to data collected at these meetings, LZ agreed to provide quantitative data by:

· Weighing filling sizes before and during the intervention

· Monitoring stock and sales used during the pilot (using weekly sales figures and weekly shopping bills) to help identify any additional costings to implement changes and any changes to bottom-line sales
Additionally LZ agreed to collect any feedback from customers.

Start and finish dates were agreed. GH monitored implementation of changes during the pilot through email and telephone contact with LZ. 

GH/Toni Smith attended a meeting with LZ following the pilot to obtain feedback.

FINDINGS

Changes trialled:

To follow is a detailed account of the changes trialled during the pilot and feedback from LZ / customers. To summarise these changes: 

- Free fruit offered to all customers (1 x piece per customer)

- No butter added to sandwiches/baguettes with wet fillings 

- No salt added to any food sold (salt cellar removed from the shop)

- Filling sizes reduced including using less slices of meat

- Offering the option of wholemeal bread (in addition to white and granary)

- Reduced fat mayo used in place of full fat; halved the amount of mayo in fillings

- New choices: a mayo-free tuna filling and vegetable and cous cous dishes

- Chocolate bars moved from till point to the chilled cabinet

1. Free fruit for customers

LZ purchased fruit from a local market (oranges, apples, bananas, pears and plums):

( The majority of customers happily accepted free fruit with their lunch each day. 

( LZ noted a comment from a customer that they generally did not eat fruit hence this initiative increased that person’s intake by one portion a day. 

2. Not adding butter to ‘wet filling’ sandwiches/baguettes

Butter was no longer added to ‘wet filling’ (e.g. egg mayo, chicken mayo) sandwiches/ baguettes but was still added to meat-only (e.g. ham) sandwiches/baguettes:

( Most customers did not comment on the lack of butter; a very small number complained so the butter was added back for those customers when requested. 

( LZ noted that whereas the shop previously used 1 tub (1 litre) of butter weekly, they had only used 1 tub for the whole 4 weeks of the pilot.

( The staff felt it was much quicker to prepare sandwiches/baguettes without butter.

( The shop will continue with this practice after the pilot.
3. Not adding salt 
LZ removed the salt cellar so that they did not add salt when preparing sandwiches etc: 

( A minority of customers asked for salt but were told it was no longer available.

( One or two commented they would add salt themselves when back at the office.

( The shop will continue with this practice after the pilot.
4. Reduced filling sizes 

This was a very successful change which resulted in significant cost savings: 

( Previously 3 slices of meat (ham/beef/corned beef/turkey) was used per sandwich but during the pilot only 2 slices was used (also reduced from 4 to 3 slices per baguette).

( The quantity of ‘wet fillings’ was reduced for sandwiches/baguettes from approx. 2 spoons to 1 spoon, i.e. halving the quantity of filling. Appendix 3 gives precise quantities.

( Customers neither commented or complained about the reduced filling sizes.

( The shop will continue with this practice after the pilot.
5. Offering wholemeal bread
LZ purchased wholemeal bread from her usual bakery supplier and reported:

( The wholemeal loaf was too small in size (the supplier could not provide a farmhouse size, as per the white and granary bread used in the shop).

( As such, they will not continue to offer wholemeal bread.

6. Switching to reduced fat mayonnaise and using less overall

There were some initial issues around sourcing a reduced fat mayo (see ‘potential barriers to change’ p.6), however on finding a product that was acceptable in both price and taste (Turnpike Food’s Lite Mayo) this change proved successful:

( LZ estimated they used approx. 50% less mayo in fillings during the pilot and overall reduced weekly consumption from approx. 30 litres (normal) to 10 litres (reduced fat). 

( The reduced fat mayo was initially more costly at approx. £1.50 per 10 litre tub. 

( But reducing the quantity used overall gave a cost saving of approx. £17 / week.

( Customers did not comment on the use of less mayo. Some commented they preferred the taste of the new reduced fat product. 

( The shop will continue with this practice after the pilot.
7. New filling/food choices 

New fillings/dishes were trialled:

( The mayo-free tuna filling was popular (with red onion / peppers but not sweetcorn).

( Roasted vegetable and cous cous dishes were not popular so will not be continued.

( The usual chilli dish was made lower in fat by dry frying the mince, using extra lean mince and using less mince overall (bulking out instead with chickpeas and kidney beans). Remained a popular choice and provided a low-fat option for customers looking for one.

8. Re-positioning chocolate

In addition to the agreed changes, LZ changed the position of chocolate bars, moving them from the till point to the chilled counter (where sandwich fillings are kept):

( Customers purchased fewer chocolate bars during the pilot. LZ felt this may have been because whereas previously customers could ‘sneak’ a bar of chocolate into their order at the till point, now they had to ask for it. 

( The shop will continue this practice after the pilot. Whilst it resulted in a small loss of revenue, approx £15 in the month, LZ felt the savings made elsewhere allowed for this.

Overall impact on costs/sales:

LZ reported some additional costs and minor loss of revenue due to changes implemented: 
- Approx. £8/week for fruit [to be reimbursed by DH]
- Purchase of ingredients for new dishes (approx £11 total)

- Reduced sales of chocolate (approx £15 total)

However, LZ estimated that the shop made a total saving of around £400 during the month of the pilot due to: 

- Lower purchasing costs for meat (e.g. saved approx £30/week for chicken)

- Lower purchasing costs for mayonnaise/butter (approx £17/week saved on mayonnaise)

- Lower purchasing costs owing to lower quantity of fillings used 

[A precise net saving was not provided]

LZ reported there was no obvious impact on bottom line sales.
Summary:

The changes trialled mostly proved very successful and will be continued in the future. They represented a significant cost saving to the shop and the introduction of healthier options for customers. The only changes that did not work well were the attempted introduction of wholemeal bread and two new dishes. These were due to issues with supply (wholemeal bread) and customer preference (new dishes). 

LESSONS LEARNED
Approaches for getting shops involved: 

It was felt that this shop was not primarily motivated to get involved due to the prospect of improving health outcomes for their customers (although LZ did support this) rather it presented an opportunity for them to re-evaluate their menu and look at money-saving options (e.g. reducing the quantity of filling used).   

Based on experiences from this pilot and a separate project working with sandwich shops in Tewkesbury
 it is felt that whilst there is some interest in healthy eating, many sandwich shops are concerned about changing their food (e.g. using a reduced fat mayo) for fear of losing customers (independent sandwich shops often see the same loyal customers day in day out). As such a better approach might be to initially present the project as an opportunity to trial some simple ‘healthier’ changes that we know from experience (the pilot shop project) can be favourable both in terms of customer feedback and boosting profit margins. E.g. “a sandwich shop we worked with in Bristol found a reduced fat mayo that their customers really liked and which saved the shop £x per week because they used much less of it overall”.
It should be noted that LZ felt it was not necessary to promote their participation in the pilot since she felt it might potentially put some of their customers off (e.g. promoting ‘low fat’ might not be appealing to some of her male customers who might, for example, question the taste of low fat products). However some shops may feel it would be beneficial to promote their participation (e.g. with a poster in the shop) so this should be considered for roll-out. 

Time considerations:

At the end of the project LZ was asked how much time she spent implementing the agreed actions of the pilot. She reported it was not time intensive, just three 1-hour round trips to purchase fruit from the local market and a few minutes on the phone to speak to suppliers about switching mayonnaise. In addition, around 2.75 hours for three meetings (see below).

In terms of the amount of time the FSA and GH spent on the project: 

	Action
	Approx time involved

	3 phone calls by TS to get interest from 1 shop
	30 mins

	TS/FSA meeting with LZ to seek participation in the project
	45 mins (plus travel)

	GH meeting with LZ to negotiate changes to be trialled
	1 hour (plus travel)

	GH drafting action plan for LZ
	1 hour

	GH/TS meeting with LZ for feedback on pilot
	1 hour (plus travel)

	2 phone calls/2 emails by GH during pilot to check all ok
	30 mins

	2 emails/2 phone calls by GH for info to feed into evaluation
	30 mins

	Total
	5 hrs 15 mins


Potential barriers to change:

In addition to the notes on each change trialled, additional barriers to change were observed:

1. Supply issues
LZ encountered an issue in purchasing reduced fat mayonnaise – many suppliers charge significantly more for this as compared to normal mayonnaise. This necessitated that she spend a lot of time contacting suppliers to find a brand sold at reasonable cost.

Also, as previously mentioned LZ was unable to buy wholemeal bread of an acceptable size.

2. 
Taste – reduced fat mayonnaise

A second issue arose around switching to reduced fat mayonnaise in that initially LZ purchased a brand that tasted a bit odd. LZ switched brands again and finally found a product with both an acceptable taste and cost.

3. 
Little control over positioning of products in drinks/snack units

All Filled Up has two large display units in the shop, one for crisps/snacks and a second for cooled drinks. Each is a branded unit, supplied free of charge by Walkers and Coca Cola respectively. Many independent shops use them as they are expensive to purchase and maintain otherwise. In providing such units these commercial companies exercise the power to restrict which products can be sold from them and precisely how they can be displayed. For example, it would not be possible for LZ to switch the position of a non-diet Coca Cola drink at eye level with a diet Coca Cola drink. Regular checks are carried out and products are moved if not displayed as specified by the companies. LZ has a very small amount of space in the units to sell products of her own choice however only on the bottom shelves.   

4. 
Motivating staff to get on board

Prior to the pilot commencing LZ had two assistants, one of whom left before the pilot began (not because of the pilot!). Prior to leaving this assistant had expressed she felt the intervention was a ‘waste of time’ and she wasn’t willing to participate. This is an issue of the shop’s overall management and training – not easy to address for roll-out.

Evaluation:

With regards to data collection, it is necessary to produce a template to ensure that sufficient data is provided by each shop to enable evaluation of precise cost savings/expenditure.
Dr Bruce Bolam (Bristol University) commented that the evaluation should pay particular attention to capturing issues/barriers to healthy options resulting from normal industry practice (e.g. such as the issue over crisp stands). He suggested that (with the retailers’ permission) EHO’s take photos of the shop interiors before and during the intervention. 

Thought also needs to be given to collecting customer feedback. Despite repeated requests for this information, only a handful of comments were fed back during the pilot intervention. Again, perhaps producing a template to collect this data.
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APPENDIX 1 – BACKGROUND: ALL FILLED UP
· All Filled Up sells around 100 sandwiches per day (Monday to Friday)

· Customers are predominantly male manual workers from the local docks

· The shop has seen a recent downturn in sales and increased costs of some items e.g. flour, bread, chicken – cost cutting is a high priority

· The shop’s menu has not changed for 10 years (since the shop opened)

· Majority of customers choose the same lunch item each day

· Several customers purchase both a sandwich and a sausage roll or pasty

· Most popular sandwich filling is chicken mayo (on its own or with added bacon/cheese)

· Most popular ingredient is cheese (often requested to be added to other fillings e.g. tuna)  

· Butter is always added to sandwiches/baguettes unless customers request otherwise

· Salad is automatically offered to all customers purchasing a baguette or sandwich, most customers opt for it

· The shop is well known for its large portions – fillings are packed in (the few female customers they have sometimes complain the fillings are too large) 

· Bread type is white or granary for sandwiches and white only for baguettes – their supplier has ceased to offer granary baguettes due to low demand

· Drinks and snacks are sold in the shop including crisps, pastries, chocolate

APPENDIX 2 – BASELINE DATA & AGREED PILOT INTERVENTION CHANGES

	Pre-intervention
	Agreed intervention change

	Butter added to all sandwiches/baguettes (unless requested otherwise)
	No butter to be added to sandwiches/ baguettes with wet fillings (e.g. those with mayonnaise)

	Salt generally offered to all customers for all sandwiches etc
	No longer adding salt (even if requested by customer) – salt cellar removed from counter

	Large quantities of fillings added – often patted down to get more into a sandwich/baguette
	To reduce filling size and standardize portion sizes

	Only white or granary bread offered for sandwiches
	To offer wholemeal bread (subject to suppliers)

	Only use normal (‘full fat’) mayonnaise in sandwich fillings
	To switch to using reduced-fat mayonnaise as standard, to reduce the amount used and to consider mayonnaise-free fillings (e.g. mayo-free tuna option)

	Offer a range of freshly made sandwiches/ baguettes, pasta salad and hot option (e.g. chilli & baked potato) 
	To consider increasing the range of non-sandwich options e.g. a vegetable cous cous dish


APPENDIX 3 – FILLING SIZES BEFORE AND DURING THE INTERVENTION

	Sandwich or baguette
	Quantity of filling pre-pilot (g)
	Quantity of filling during the pilot (g)
	Reduction in filling quantity (g)

	Chicken baguette
	180
	110
	70

	Chicken sandwich
	175
	85
	90

	Tuna baguette
	105
	85
	20

	Tuna sandwich
	80
	60
	20

	Cheese baguette
	90
	60
	30

	Cheese sandwich
	75
	55
	20

	Cheese as an extra filling – baguette or sandwich
	45
	25
	20

	Sausage baguette
	120
	80
	40

	Sausage sandwich
	100
	70
	30

	Bacon baguette
	70
	50
	20

	Bacon sandwich
	60
	45
	15

	Egg baguette
	105
	85
	20

	Egg sandwich
	85
	60
	25


� The guidance for sandwich shops used for the pilot intervention was a preliminary guidance document produced by the Food Standards Agency. At the time of writing the document had not been published and was subject to evaluation and change.


� Count Me In! initiative working with small food businesses in Tewkesbury





