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Cost of healthy food

Data sources

National Diet and Nutrition Survey (NDNS) 2019 - 2023

WWE 2011. Livewell: a balance of healthy and sustainable food choices

Analysis of the Office for National Statistics (ONS) Consumer Price Index (CPI) continuous dataset;

Analysis by the MRC Epidemiology unit at the University of Cambridge

Methodology

The MRC Epidemiology Unit at the University of Cambridge built on food price research first conducted in 2014
and matched price data for food and drink items that have been tracked by the Office for National Statistics’
Consumer Price Index (CPI) between 2014 and 2025 to food and nutrient data from the National Diet and
Nutrition Survey. Price per 1,000 kilocalories in each quarter of each year was calculated for each item as well
as the mean price across all quarters in each year. Using price per kilocalories is a helpful way to understand the
relative prices of foods which make up diets and meals, rather than comparing individual products within
specific food categories. Each item was categorised as either ‘more healthy’ or ‘less healthy’ using the nutrient
profiling model developed by the Food Standards Agency (FSA). Outlier items (those priced significantly above
the mean) were excluded.

Foods were mapped onto Eatwell Guide food groups using the appendices in the WWF report ‘Livewell: a
balance of healthy and sustainable food choices’.

Affordability of a healthy diet

Data sources

Dr Asha Kaur and Prof Peter Scarborough (2023), ‘The cost of achieving the Eatwell Guide diet 2023 update’.
Department for Work and Pensions, Households below average income:— part of the Family Resources Survey
FRS).

Analysis by London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine.

Methodology

The Households below average income (HBAI) dataset was used in conjunction with an estimate of the daily
cost of adhering to Eatwell Guide to calculate the average proportion of unequivalised household disposable
income (after housing costs) that would be used up by the estimated household Eatwell cost, by income
quintile.

The cost of the Eatwell Guide was estimated using a methodology based on modelling published by

Scarborough et al., 2016. The updated methodology uses a more comprehensive database of food items and
prices (13,912 food and drink items for the 2022 analysis vs. 7,575 items which were used in the 2016
modelling). The cost of the Eatwell Guide was estimated to be £7.48 per adult per day, based on food price data

for 18,441 products from May 2022. To take inflation into account, the £7.48 figure was therefore adjusted
based on the headline CPI inflation figure for ‘food and non-alcoholic beverages’ inflation from May 2022 to
October 2025, taking the Eatwell Guide cost to £9.53.

A secondary analysis of the FRS was then conducted, in which the estimated cost of an ‘Eatwell’ diet was
considered in relation to UK household disposable, building on the methodology set out in The Food
Foundation’s 2018 report, ‘The Affordability of the Eatwell Guide’.

Weekly Eatwell cost per household was determined based on household composition. To consider different
dietary intakes of children under 19 years, as well as economies of scale that would likely affect the overall
Eatwell cost for a household, the McClement’s equivalence scale was used to adjust the per-person cost.

Although a crude method, the McClement’s scale was chosen over alternative equivalisation scales (e.g. OECD)
because it better captures age group differences. This approach was also chosen over adjusting the adult cost
based on recommended energy requirements (EAR) by age group/sex because it considers economies of scale
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with increasing numbers of household members, which an EAR approach would not.

Disposable income was defined as the amount of money available for spending and saving after direct taxes
(such as income tax, national insurance and council tax) and after housing costs (AHC) are removed. It includes
income from earnings and employment, private pensions and investments, and cash benefits provided by the
state. Disposable income in the HBAI also includes the value of Free School Meals. Housing costs removed from
disposable income included: rent; water rates, community water charges and council water charges; mortgage
interest payments; structural insurance premiums; and ground rent and service charges.

To analyse the cost of adhering to the Eatwell Guide for each income quintile at the population level, we
examined the average proportion of disposable income that would be allocated by households to the Eatwell
Guide costs across different quintiles. Within these population-level income quintiles, we further broke down
the analysis to compare households with children to those without children, providing a nuanced view of how
the cost burden varies depending on household composition. The cost of achieving the Eatwell Guide was
estimated using a methodology that is comparable to the findings in The Broken Plate 2025: Technical Report
Broken Plate 2022 and 2023, but not directly comparable to the figures provided in Broken Plate Reports from
2019, 2020 and 2021 which used a different methodology.

Price of sustainable protein alternatives
Data sources
Food Foundation internal data collection from Tesco webshop
Methodology
Food Foundation compared frequently eaten and purchased meat products with plant-based alternatives
available to buy in the UK. The five most commonly consumed types of meat in the UK are chicken, chicken
breast, sausages, bacon and beef steak (Food Foundation, 2024) but given the lack of plant-based alternatives
that directly replicate whole cuts of meat (e.g. roast chicken, beef steak) we decided to focus our analysis on
commonly eaten types of meat with close plant-based equivalents. In total we first looked at 104 products
currently available for UK citizens to buy at Tesco - which has the largest retail grocery share in the UK. We took
the average cost per 100 calories of the products within each category.
Category Product
Meat, Mince Beef lean steak mince 5% fat

Tesco Beef steak mince 15% fat

Tesco Beef mince 20% fat

Tesco Lamb mince 10% fat

Tesco Lamb mince 20% fat

Tesco Pork lean mince 5% fat

Tesco Chicken mince 5% fat
Alts, Mince Beyond meat plant based mince

Linda McCartney Vegemince

Quorn Mince

Tesco Plant chef meat free

THIS Mince

Vivera Veggie mince

Organic Gluten Free Soya Protein Mince 250g
Meat, Bacon Tesco Unsmoked thick cut back bacon

Tesco Smoked thick cut back bacon

#8: The Food 4
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Alts, Bacon

Meat, Sausage

Alt, Sausage

Meat, Burger

Alt, Burger

Meat, Meatballs

Alt, Meatballs
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Tesco Smoked streaky bacon rashers 14
rashers

Tesco Unsmoked streaky bacon 14 rashers
Mattessons 6 Turkey Rashers Lightly Smoked
Najma Smoked Turkey Rasher Slice

La Vie Plant-Based Smoked Bacon

This Isn't Bacon Plant-Based Rashers
Richmond 8 Meat Free Vegan Streaky Bacon
Vivera Veggie Bacon Pieces

Tesco Finest 6 Pork Sausages

Richmond Thick Pork Sausages 12 Pack
Tesco British Pork Sausages 8 Pack

Heck 6 97% Pork Sausages

Finne Brogue Naked Ultimate Pork Sausage
Tesco 8 Turkey Sausages

Tesco British Chicken Sausages 6 Pack

Jolly Hog Porky Black Sausages

Heck Simply Chicken Chipolatas

Cauldron Foods Lincolnshire Sausages 6 Pack
Richmond 8 Meat Free Vegan Sausages

This Pork sausage

Linda McCartney Vegetarian sausages
Quorn Sausages

RICHMOND 8 VEGGIE TASTY SAUSAGES
Tesco Plant Chef 6 Cumberland Style Meat-
Free Bangers

Tesco 4 Quarter Pounder Beef Burger

Tesco 4 Smash Burger

Heck Minted Lamb Burgers 2 Pack

Tesco Finest Aberdeen Angus 2 Beef Burgers
This Burger

Linda McCartney Vegetarian Quarter Pounder

Beyond Meat Burger

All plants Veggie Burger

Tesco PB burger

Tesco Finest 12 Beef & Herb Meatballs
Tesco 12 Beef Meatballs

Tesco Finest 20 Mini Meatballs
Tesco 12 British Pork Meatballs
Tesco British Turkey Meatballs
Beyond Meats Meatballs

Quorn Meatballs

Tesco Plant Chef 12 Meat Free Balls

foodfoundation.org.uk | @ @Food_Foundation
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Meat, Chicken fillets Tesco Mini Chicken Fillets
Tesco 2 British Chicken Breast Fillets
Alts, Chicken fillets Vivera Plant chicken breast

Beyond Meats Chicken fillets

Quorn Crispy Fillets

This Chicken

The Vegetarian Butcher Chicken Breast
Meat, Chicken nuggets Hearty Food Co. 28 Breaded Chicken Nuggets

Tesco 72 Breaded Chicken Nuggets

Birds Eye 44 Chicken Nuggets With Golden
Wholegrain

Jahan Breaded Chicken Nuggets
Alts, Chicken nuggets Quorn Crispy Nuggets
Tesco Plant Chef No-Chicken Nuggets

Places to buy food

Data sources

Data from Ordnance Survey and analysed with the MRC Epidemiology Unit at the University of Cambridge. ©
Crown copyright and database rights 2025 Ordnance Survey. This product includes data licensed from PointX ©
Database Right/Copyright (2025) and OS © Crown Copyright (2025). All rights reserved.

Methodology

Data on the proportion of fast-food outlets out of the total number of food outlets for each local authority was
obtained from Ordnance Survey’s Points of Interest (OS POI) dataset. OS POl data for June

2025 contains information from over 170 suppliers and is one of the most complete sources of food outlet
locations available in England.

Data were extracted for the locations of cafes, convenience stores, restaurants, supermarkets, specialty and
takeaway food (‘fast food’) outlets. OS POI classes ‘fast food and takeaway outlets’, ‘fast food delivery
services’, ‘fish and chip shops’ and ‘bakeries’” which were combined as fast-food food outlets. Though fast-food
outlets are not necessarily unhealthy, they are typically associated with highly calorific meal options and are
used as a proxy for unhealthy food outlets in this metric.

Fast-food outlets as a proportion of all food outlets (%) within local authorities was then calculated. This
method is consistent with the method that has been used in previous Broken Plate reports.

Local authority deprivation scores were from the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2025. Local authorities were
divided into quintiles in equal proportions according to their IMD ranking. The average density of fast-food
outlets for each quintile of deprivation was then calculated.

Sugar and fibre in children's breakfast cereals

Data sources

Action on Salt and Sugar

Methodology

Action on Salt and Sugar collected full nutritional data of breakfast cereals following strict inclusion and
exclusion criteria for what would be deemed ‘child friendly packaging’ based on previous surveys for the Broken
Plate. Products were collected between 12" November and 10t December 2025 from Aldi, Asda, Boots, the Co-
operative, Iceland, Lidl, Marks and Spencer’s, Morrisons, Sainsbury’s, Tesco and Waitrose.

Inclusion criteria:

; ‘; The Food 6
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e Child friendly imagery (such as cartoon characters)
e Child friendly style (such as bright colours, animated)
e Child friendly brand character (such as Tony the Tiger)
e Child friendly font (such as balloon letters and child friendly fronts) e Child friendly media partnerships (such
as Disney)
e Child friendly offers (such as a free game)
¢ Child themed language (such as ‘made for kids’)
e Child friendly activities (such as word searches on the back of pack) Exclusion criteria:
¢ Animations that are part of company logos
¢ Non-child themed lifelike drawings (such as pencil like drawings or sketches)
¢ Duplicates of the same product, in but in different packaging sizes
Products that met the inclusion criteria were assessed against the Government’s Front-of-Pack Nutrition
Labelling Guidance to note how many products were high, medium, or low in sugar. Nutrition information was
gathered for products that met the inclusion criteria and were available in store for sale at the time of data
collection. Cereal that were collected the previous year but not found in-store were then sought online, and if in
stock on any retailer’s website (including Ocado) and still meeting the inclusion criteria, they were included in
the final dataset.

Table 1 = Sugar labelling criteria for 100g of food

Low Medium High
Colour Code Green Amber Red
(Total) Sugars <5.0g/100g <5.0g to_<22.5g /100g >22.5g /100g

There are differences in the total number of products surveyed each year due to factors such as: new product
development, changes in product packaging which falls in or out of scope of the inclusion criteria, and the
availability of products in-store and online at the time of data collection.

Nutrient Profiling Model scores were calculated based on the on the current 2004/2005 model which is
currently used for policy, and estimates made based on the consulted 2018 version of the model.

Food promotions on unhealthy food

Data sources

Questionmark Foundation

Methodology

The Food Foundation worked with Questionmark Foundation, an international non-profit think tank, to look at
what type of foods are included as part of multibuy and price reduction promotions.

Data was collected for the period 17 - 22 November 2025. We looked at food and drink promotions available
across six of the major UK retailer’s webshops ; ASDA, Iceland, Morrisons,

Sainsbury’s, Coop and Tesco. Questionmark identified a total of 22,321 promotions, and 19,848 products.
Where multiple promotions were detected for the same product, price reduction promotions were selected
over multibuy promotions. Nutritional information was scraped for each of products on promotion, and we
used the 2024 Government’s Nutrition Profiling Model (NPM) to assess the healthiness of offers. Using these
criteria foods scoring 4 or more points, and drinks scoring 1 or more points, are classified as high in

sugar, salt and/or fat (HFSS). Note that the Government’s NPM and its definition of HFSS were applied to all
products and categories, not just the limited categories within scope as per the government’s definition for the
restriction of location-based and volume promotions of HFSS foods. Products where nutrient information is
missing online, which makes it difficult to calculate an (accurate) NPM score and determine whether the
product is HFSS or not, were categorised as “unknown”. Vitamins, medicines, and other non-food products
were excluded, as were alcoholic drinks and baby/toddler foods. In the case of soft drinks, whether a product

‘ The Food 7
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was categorised as HFSS or not depended on the sugar content — only products which contained less than 4.5g
of sugar/100ml (0 score NPM) were categorised as non-HFSS.

We calculated the total number and proportion of multibuy and price reduction promotions for each NPM
category.

For the additional sweeteners and emulsifiers analysis, we used the below list based on the NHS and FSA UK-
approved sweeteners and emulsifiers, with a few additions. Additives that can be used both as a sweetener and
for other functions, e.g. dextrin, isomalto-oligosaccharide, some forms of starch, were not included.

For emulsifiers, promotions including the word “emulsifier” in the ingredients were filtered in Excel.

NHS: Acesulfame K, aspartame, erythritol, saccharin, sorbitol, steviol glycosides, sucralose, xylitol, E950, E951,
E968, E954, E420, E960, E955, and E967.

FSA: E420, E421, E950, E951, E952, E953, E954, ES55, E957, E959, E960a, E960b, E960c, ES61, E962, E964, E965,
E966, E967, E968, E969, sorbitol, sorbitol syrup, mannitol, acesulfame K, aspartame, cyclamic acid and its
sodium and calcium salts, isomalt, saccharin and its sodium, potassium and calcium salts, sucralose,

thaumatin, neohesperidine DC, steviol glycosides from stevia, steviol glycosides from fermentation,
enzymatically produced steviol glycosides, neotame, salt of aspartame-acesulfame, polyglycitol syrup, maltitol,
maltitol syrup, lactitol, xylitol, erythritol, advantame, E322, E400, E401, E402, E403, E404, E405, E406, E407,
E407a, E410, E412, E413, E414, E415, E416, E417, EA18, E425, E426, E427, E432, E433, E434, E435, E436, E440,
E442, E444, EA45, EA60, E461, EA62, E463, E464, EA65, E466, E468, E469, E470a, E470b, E471, E472a, E472b,
E472c, EA72d, E472e, E472f, E473, EA74, E4T5, E476, E477, EA79b, E481, E482, EA83, E491, E492, E493, E494,
E495, E1103, lecithin, alginic acid, sodium alginate, potassium alginate, ammonium alginate, calcium alginate,
propane-1,2-diol alginate, agar, carrageenan, processed eucheuma seaweed, locust bean gum, guar gum,
tragacanth, acacia gum (gum arabic), xanthan gum, karaya gum, tara gum, gellan gum, konjac, soybean
hemicellulose, cassia gum, polyoxyethylene sorbitan monolaurate, polyoxyethylene sorbitan mono-oleate
(Polysorbate 80), polyoxyethylene sorbitan monopalmitate, polyoxyethylene sorbitan

monostearate, polyoxyethylene sorbitan tristearate, pectins, ammonium phosphatides, sucrose

acetate isobutyrate, glycerol esters of wood rosins, cellulose, methyl cellulose, ethyl cellulose, hydroxypropyl
cellulose, hydroxypropyl methyl cellulose, ethyl methyl cellulose, carboxy methyl cellulose, crosslinked sodium
carboxy methyl cellulose, enzymatically hydrolysed carboxy methyl cellulose, sodium, potassium and calcium
salts of fatty acids, magnesium salts of fatty acids, mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, acetic acid esters of
mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, lactic acid esters of mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, citric acid esters
of mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, tartaric acid esters of mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, mono-

and diacetyltartaric acid esters of mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, mixed acetic and tartaric acid esters of
mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, sucrose esters of fatty acids, sucroglycerides, polyglycerol esters of fatty
acids, polyglycerol polyricinoleate, propane-1,2-diol esters of fatty acids, thermally oxidised soya bean oil
interacted with mono- and diglycerides of fatty acids, sodium stearoyl-2-lactylate, calcium stearoyl-2-lactylate,
stearyl tartrate, sorbitan monostearate, sorbitan tristearate, sorbitan monolaurate, sorbitan monooleate,
sorbitan monopalmitate, invertase, carob gum, and polysorbate.

Food Foundation additions: Fructo-oligosaccharide, xylose, thaumatin, cyclamate, glycerol, sweetener (generic
term), and emulsifier (generic term).

Advertising expenditure on food

Data sources

Nielsen Ad Intel

WWEF 2011. Livewell: a balance of healthy and sustainable food choices

Methodology

Nielsen measures advertising expenditure across all media channels. Nielsen's advertising expenditure is used
by advertisers and networks to shape the buying and selling of advertising.

Nielsen ran a report for use in Broken Plate for the two 12-month periods: August 2023 to July 2024 and August
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2024 to July 2025. The latter was used for analysis and tables, with the earlier dates only being used to check a
changing trend. This included data on advertising spend across seven different traditional media channels
(cinema, direct mail, door drops, outdoor, press, radio and TV). Analysis included 240 food and non-alcoholic
product categories.

The 240 food and non-alcoholic drink categories provided by Nielsen were mapped onto Eatwell guide food
categories using the WWF guidance in the appendices of the report ‘Livewell: a balance of healthy and
sustainable food choices’. Some products such as mixed snack items and ready meals, which some be high in
fast, salt and sugar, could not be mapped against an Eatwell guide food classification as their ingredients
spanned multiple Eatwell categories. Products were classified as ‘brand advertising’ if the product name
specified ‘brand building’, or if they were sport of other forms of sponsorship.

Marketing of infant food

Data sources

Action Against Salt and Sugar

Methodology

Action on Salt and Sugar collected data on baby and toddler snacks including nutritional content and claims on
the front of packaging. All products were initially collected in store and assessed against the inclusion and
exclusion criteria.

Products were collected between 12t November and 10t December 2025 from Aldi, Asda, Boots, the Co-
operative, Iceland, Lidl, Marks and Spencer’s, Morrisons, Sainsbury’s, Tesco and Waitrose.

1. Proportion of baby and toddler snacks with a claim and average total sugars, split between retailer
and manufacturer.

Number of Percentage of |[Number of Average /Average total
products products with aclaims number of sugars (g/100g)
claim* claims per
product
All 142 98.6% 659 4.6 17.8
Manufacturer |109 100% 564 5.2 19.9
Retailer 33 93.9% 95 2.9 11.0

*According to the World Health Organization’s prohibited compositional, health and marketing claim definitions
and allowed promotional messages. (Appendix 1)

2. Proportion of snacks with a front of pack claim, which are high, medium and low in sugar.

All products Retailer products Manufacturer products
Sugar — n (%) Sugar — n (%) Sugar — n (%)

High 30 (21%) 4 (13%) 26 (24%)

Medium 74 (53%) 17 (55%) 57 (52%)

Low 36 (26%) 10 (32%) 26 (24%)

*Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number causing a slight discrepancy of 101%

3. Types of promotional claim (according to WHO) and sugar levels in the product.

Claim heading Proportion of total sugars (n, %)

High Medium Low
Main Category - Composition and Nutrition Claims 29 (26%) 55 (49%) 29 (26%)
Sub-category Statements relating to the presence of 14 (21%) 40 (59%) 14 (21%)
absence of ingredients generally perceived to be harmful

&i% The Food 9
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or beneficial
Sub-category Statements relating to the natural or 24 (27%) 40 (45%) 25 (28%)
healthful nature of ingredients
Sub-category Statements implying nutritional idealism, 15 (44%) 15 (44%) 4 (12%)
high nutrient content or presence of nutrients generally
not considered in home-prepared foods

Main Category - Health Claim 8 (33%) 10 (42%) 6 (25%)
Statements relating to beneficial health or development 3 (43%) 2 (29%) 2 (29%)
resulting from the food or ingredients

Sub-category Statements relating to the general healthful |5 (29%) 8 (47%) 4 (24%)
nature of ingredients or recipes

Main Category - Marketing Claim 28 (22%) 64 (51%) 33 (26%)
Sub-category Statements relating to ideal taste 17 (40%) 19 (45%) 6 (14%)
Statements relating to high product quality 3 (23%) 4 (31%) 6 (46%)
Sub-category Statements relating to ideal food texture 9 (15%) 30 (51%) 20 (34%)
Sub-category Statements relating to convenience or 0 (0%) 22 (88%) 3 (12%)
lifestyle

Sub-category Statements conveying ideals 20 (22%) 48 (52%) 25 (27%)
on optimum feeding

Statements encouraging dismissal of public health 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
recommendations,

Sub-category Statements/labels implying product or brand|4 (57%) 0 (0%) 3 (43%)

support from experts and trustworthy or influential
individuals, groups or organisations

Statements conveying other idealistic or charitable 0 (0%) 0 (%) 0 (0%)
attributes of the product or brand

Main Category - WHO NPPM Excluded 11 (29%) 15 (39%) 12 (32%)
Sub-category Statements relating to common allergens 10 (42%) 8 (33%) 6 (25%)
Sub-category Statements relating to religious or cultural |1 (6%) 8 (44%) 9 (50%)

requirements
*Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number causing a slight discrepancy of 101%

5. Most frequently used claims (including duplicates of claims on products)

Categories Number of |Percentage of

claims total number of
claims

Main Category - Composition and Nutrition Claims 288 44%

Sub-category Statements relating to the presence of absence of |135 20%

ingredients generally perceived to be harmful or beneficial

Sub-category Statements relating to the natural or healthful 113 17%

nature of ingredients

Sub-category Statements implying nutritional idealism, high 40 6%

nutrient content or presence of nutrients generally

not considered in home-prepared foods

Main Category - Health Claim 25 4%

Statements relating to beneficial health or development resulting |7 1%

from the food or ingredients

&i% The Food
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Sub-category Statements relating to the general healthful nature (18 3%
of ingredients or recipes

Main Category - Marketing Claim 300 46%
Sub-category Statements relating to ideal taste 60 9%
Statements relating to high product quality 13 2%
Sub-category Statements relating to ideal food texture 85 13%
Sub-category Statements relating to convenience or lifestyle 27 4%
Sub-category Statements conveying ideals on optimum feeding [107 16%
Statements encouraging dismissal of public health 0 0%
recommendations,

Sub-category Statements/labels implying product or brand 8 1%
support from experts and trustworthy or influential

individuals, groups or organisations

Statements conveying other idealistic or charitable attributes of [0 0%
the product or brand

Main Category - WHO NPPM Excluded 46 7%
Sub-category Statements relating to common allergens 28 4%
Sub-category Statements relating to religious or cultural 18 3%
requirements

*Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number

Appendix: Prohibited compositional, health and marketing claims on promotional materials (pack labels and

other marketing materials) by WHO

perceived to be harmful or
beneficial

Category Subcategory Details / Examples
Composition and nutrition [Statements relating to the presence [‘no...”, “no added...”, “low in...”
claims or absence of ingredients generally |[[sugar, salt, condiments,

artificial flavour/colour,
maltodextrin, modified starch,
additives/preservatives, GMO, junk,
etc.]

“contains only naturally
occurring...” [sugars, salt, etc.]

Statements relating to the natural or
healthful nature of ingredients

“contributes one of your five-a-day
[fruit/vegetables]”

“contains three types of
vegetables”, “contains vegetables”
“organic

food”, “natural”, “fresh”, “100%
natural”, “real fruit/vegetables”

Statements implying nutritional
idealism, high nutrient content or
presence of nutrients generally
not considered in home-prepared
foods

No product should imply that
commercial foods are nutritionally
superior to home-prepared foods
or otherwise undermine important
public health recommendations.
for example:

“nutritionally balanced”,

‘aoe Foundation
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“perfect/unique balance of

n u

vitamins/minerals”, “ideal
nutrients”, “provides good
nutrition to children”
“contains...” “a source of...”
[minerals, vitamins, iron, vitamin
B1

, a host of nutrients, dietary fibre,
omega-3, probiotics, prebiotics,
protein, amino acids,
phospholipids, DHA, carbohydrate,
arachidonic acid, etc.]

Health claims

Statements relating to beneficial
health or development resulting
from the food or ingredients

n o«

“good for...”, “supports...”,
“improves...”, “...needed for...”
[healthy growth, development,
digestion, appetite, learning to
chew, learning to hold,
constipation, defecation, bones and
teeth, enteric flora, the brain, eyes,
vision, skin health, thyroxine
synthesis, red blood cell synthesis,
preventing iron deficiency anaemia,
collagen synthesis, metabolism,
cognitive development, immune

system etc.]

Statements relating to the general
healthful nature of ingredients or
recipes

“healthy”

“goodness of cereals”, “extra

goodness with wholegrain

oats”, “infant cereal is the ideal

foundation to a healthy and

balanced diet”, “perfectly

balanced to support growth”
“draws inspiration from the

Mediterranean approach to health

and well-being”

Marketing claims

Statements relating to ideal taste

“delight for tiny taste buds/tiny
tummies”,
"tasty/yummy/delicious”, “suitable
for picky eaters”, “in my home the
whole family loves them”,

“my flavours are a new journey for
tiny taste buds”, “exotic dishes are
full of variety and flavour”,

“simple flavour”

Statements relating to high product
quality

“picked at the peak of
ripeness”, “bursting with goodness

n u

and flavour”, “individually steam

cooked”, “we use over 27 different

foodfoundation.org.uk | @ @Food_Foundation
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n u

fruits and vegetables”, “we only
use specially selected ingredients”
Statements relating to ideal food “smooth”, “no bits/chunks”, “easy-
texture to-swallow texture that is great for
helping your little one as they start
to explore solid foods”, “perfectly
smooth texture has been specially
developed as an ideal first weaning
food”

“I'm textured”, “yummy crispy bits
will encourage your baby to begin
to chew”, “ideally suited to
promote exposure to textures”

” u

Statements relating to convenience [‘convenient”, “great for a busy and

”n u

or lifestyle active life”, “ideal for breakfast or
meals on the go”, “simply to top up
between meals”

“great way to make fruit fun”
“closest thing to homemade with
all of the goodness and none of the
guilt”

“inspired by my favourite home-
cooked recipes”

Statements conveying ideals ¢ “making the right feeding choices
on optimum feeding for you and your baby”

¢ “helps to build confidence and
enjoyment with food”

* “we’ve been pioneering research
into infant and toddler nutrition for
over 50 years to help you give your
baby the best start in life”

o “carefully prepared by our baby-
food experts”

e “grown by farmers we know and
trust”

¢ “nothing unnecessary”, “no junk”,
“nothing nasty”

* “encourages self-feeding”,
“perfect for small hands”

e “perfect/ideal/optimum... way to
feed/introduce foods”

* “breakfast is one of the most
important meals of the day”

¢ “we guarantee our products
provide the best possible start for

your baby”
Statements encouraging dismissal of [¢ “the government advises that
public health recommendations, you don’t need to wean your little

foodfoundation.org.uk | @ @Food_Foundation
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one until they are 6 months old.
Every baby is different!”

¢ “the Department of Health and
the World

Health Organisation recommend
exclusive breastfeeding for the first
six months. However, if you choose
to wean earlier, our ingredients are
suitable from 4 months”

¢ Any text or other representation
that is likely to undermine or
discourage breastfeeding, or that
makes a comparison to breastmilk
or that suggests that the product is
nearly equivalent or superior to
breastmilk;

Statements/labels implying product
or brand support from experts and
trustworthy or influential
individuals, groups or organisations

No product should convey an
endorsement or anything that may
be construed as an endorsement by
a professional or other body, unless
this has been specifically approved
by relevant national, regional or
international regulatory
authorities. For example:

¢ “quality approved by Mums’
* “approved by nutrition
experts/celebrities”

* “endorsed

by pediatricians/national child’s
association"

’

Statements conveying other
idealistic or charitable attributes of
the product or brand

¢ “committed to giving 10% of
profits to help fund food education
charities”

* B corporation certification, Hain
Celestial or other corporate
certification implying superior or
other ethical or charitable brand
attributes and

unrelated to product nutrition or
content

Allowed promotional messa

ges (packs, labelling and marketing) by WHO

No compositional,
nutritional, health or
marketing claims

Statements relating to common
allergens

(such as containing or being “free
from... [gluten, dairy/lactose, or
nuts]” etc.)

statements relating to religious or
cultural requirements

(such as “meat-
” n”n u

free”, “vegetarian”, “contains
meat”, “Kosher”, “Halal”, etc.)

foodfoundation.org.uk | @ @Food_Foundation
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descriptive words may be used (such as “organic carrots” and
within the ingredient list “wholegrain wheat flour”)
Promotion and protection of|Statement on the importance of "Breastfeeding is recommended for
breastfeeding continued breastfeeding forup to  [at least the first two years of life.
two years or beyond and the Complementary foods should not
importance of not introducing be introduced before six months of
complementary feeding before 6 age."
months of age "Our products are designed to
complement your baby's diet after
six months."

Childhood obesity

Data sources

Public Health Wales Child Measurement Programme Annual Report for 2023/24.

England National Child Measurement Programme (NCMP)

Scotland Primary 1 Body Mass Index (BMI) statistics

Methodology

The Child Measurement Programmes in the three nations are annual surveillance programmes that measure
the weight of children.

For England, the data reported is for children in Reception (age 4-5). Due to disruptions caused by Covid-19,
fewer children than usual were measured in 2020/21. Statistical weighting was therefore applied to data
collected to produce estimates of the prevalence of underweight, healthy weight, overweight, obese and
severely obese children at national level that can be compared to data from previous years. Deprivation is
measured by the 2025 Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and is based on postcode of the school. The Food
Foundation took the average of the two most deprived deciles to provide an estimate of the prevalence by
quintile of deprivation.

For Wales, the data refer to children aged 4-5 years. Due to pandemic restrictions, there were insufficient data
to produce an official statistics report for 2019/20, and limited data were available for 2020/21 and 2021/22
and therefore there is a gap in the data available. Deprivation is based on postcode area of the child’s home.
Postcodes are mapped to the Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation (WIMD), a relative measure that ranks 1,909
small geographical areas in Wales from least deprived to most deprived. The WIMD is derived from eight
domains: employment, health, education, access to services, community safety, physical environment, and
housing. For reporting purposes, the 1,909 areas are grouped into quintiles. Health board and local authority
figures use local fifths of deprivation, and no independent analysis was conducted by The Food Foundation.
For Scotland, the data are for children in Primary 1 (age 4.5-6.25). Similarly, Covid-19 disruption means that
fewer children than usual were measured 2020/21, and there was also variability in coverage within and
between areas. In view of this, detailed analysis was carried out to check whether the data submitted was
comparable to previous years, and at a national level, these analyses indicate that they are sufficiently
comparable to earlier years to provide meaningful trend data. Deprivation was measured by the Scottish Index
of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD). Data definitions are based on epidemiological categories (rather than clinical
categories) which defines obesity as a BMI greater than or equal to 95th centile. The data are presented as
published by Public Health Scotland and no independent anlaysis was conducted by The Food Foundation.
Northern Ireland report on children’s weight using international definitions of overweight and obesity rather
than the definitions used by the other three nations in the UK and therefore hasn’t been included as it is not
comparable to the other countries.

#8: The Food 15
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https://phw.nhs.wales/services-and-teams/child-measurement-programme/
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/announcements/national-child-measurement-programme-2024-to-2025-school-year
https://publichealthscotland.scot/publications/primary-1-body-mass-index-bmi-statistics-scotland/primary-1-body-mass-index-bmi-statistics-scotland-school-year-2024-to-2025/
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Childhood height

Data sources

England National Child Measurement Programme (NCMP)

Methodology

Data focuses on just England, as this has the best data availability for short stature. The data reported is for
children in Reception (age 4-5) and Year 6 (age 10-11). Due to disruptions caused by Covid-19, fewer children
than usual were measured in 2020/21. Statistical weighting was therefore applied to data collected to produce
estimates of the prevalence of underweight, healthy weight, overweight, obese and severely obese children at
national level that can be compared to data from previous years. Deprivation is measured by the Index of
Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and is based on postcode of the school.

Childhood dental decay

Data sources

National Dental Epidemiology Programme (NDEP) for England: oral health survey of children in Reception,
2024.

Hospital tooth extractions in 0 to 19 year olds, 2025

Methodology

The data presented are from the sixth National Dental Epidemiology Programme survey of children in Reception
(age 4-5) in England, 2024 conducted by the Office for Health Improvement and Disparities. The data was
collected during the 2023/24 school year. Deprivation groups are based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation
scores based on the home postcodes of the participants. Deprivation scores were used to allow weighting of the
data to more closely match the actual distribution of deprivation quintiles in the source population. The figures
are percentage with any dentinal decay ( d3mft>0). The data on hospital-based tooth extractions for individuals
aged 0 to 19 was sourced from the Admitted Patient Care (APC) records within the Hospital Episode Statistics
(HES) dataset, provided by NHS Digital. This dataset captures inpatient and day-case care from NHS hospitals
across England. Each recorded unit, known as a finished consultant episode, represents the time a patient
spends under the care of a single hospital consultant. The data are presented exactly as published by the UK
Government and are not independently analysed by The Food Foundation.

Healthy life expectancy

Data sources

Healthy life expectancy, UK: between 2011 to 2013 and 2022 to 2024

Methodology

Healthy life expectancy data is from the Office for National Statistics (ONS), and Food Foundation carries not

no additional analysis. It calculates healthy life expectancy using data collected as part of the Annual Population
Survey (APS) (PDF, 689KB). It also uses data from the 2011, 2021 (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) and
2022 (Scotland) censuses to obtain health state prevalence rates. The method requires imputation and
modelling because survey data are not routinely collected for those aged under 16 years, and only sparsely for
those aged 85 years and over. Healthy life expectancy estimates reported are period-based and estimated using
a tool known as a Sullivan life table (PDF, 928KB). A Sullivan life table is an extension to the abridged life table,
partitioning the years lived in "good" health and "not good" health in grouped ages.

Children’s diets

Data sources

National Diet and Nutrition Survey (NDNS) 2019 - 2023

Methodology

This metric analyses NDNS survey waves 12-15, collected between 2019 - 2023. It has only included participants
aged 1.5-18 years. Those with missing dietary information (n=281) were removed. All analyses are adjusted for
NDNS survey design so they are representative to the population. Nutrient variables used are all given as an

; ‘; The Food 16
e Foundation foodfoundation.org.uk | @ @Food_Foundation



https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/announcements/national-child-measurement-programme-2024-to-2025-school-year
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/oral-health-survey-of-5-year-old-schoolchildren-2024/national-dental-epidemiology-programme-ndep-for-england-oral-health-survey-of-5-year-old-schoolchildren-2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/oral-health-survey-of-5-year-old-schoolchildren-2024/national-dental-epidemiology-programme-ndep-for-england-oral-health-survey-of-5-year-old-schoolchildren-2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/hospital-tooth-extractions-in-0-to-19-year-olds-2025
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectancies/bulletins/healthstatelifeexpectanciesuk/between2011to2013and2022to2024
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/methodologies/labourforcesurveyuserguidance/volume6.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/methodologies/labourforcesurveyuserguidance/volume6.pdf
https://reves.wittgensteincentre.info/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/sullivan.guide_.pre_.final_.oct2014.en_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023
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average per person per day, using the “usual intake” metric in the new NDNS waves. See Appendix U in

the NDNS report for more details.

Nutrient intakes are reported as average daily “usual intake” per person, in line with NDNS methodology. Fruit
and vegetable intake is measured in 80g portions using the 5-a-day metric and is calculated only for children
aged 11 years and over. Saturated fat is reported as a percentage of total energy intake (excluding alcohol), and
free sugars as a percentage of total energy intake (excluding alcohol).

Micronutrient intake

Data sources

National Diet and Nutrition Survey (NDNS) 2019 - 2023

Methodology

This metric analyses NDNS survey waves 12-15, collected between 2019 - 2023. Those with missing dietary
information (n=281) were removed. All analyses are adjusted for NDNS survey design so they are representative
to the population. Nutrient variables used are all given as an average per person per day, using the “usual
intake” metric in the new NDNS waves. See Appendix U in the NDNS report for more details.

Nutrient variables used are all given as an average per person per day, using the “usual intake” metric in the
new NDNS waves. See Appendix U in the NDNS report for more details.

Lower Reference Nutrient Intake (LRNI) represent the intake level that would only be sufficient for 2.5% of the
population, it is therefore likely people consuming below the LRNI are not getting sufficient levels of the
nutrient.

Nutrient LRNI (Lower Reference Nutrient Intake) RNI (Reference Nutrient Intake)
. . Men: 0.9 mg/day Men: 1.3 mg/day
Riboflavin (B2) Women: 0.8 mg/day Women: 1.1 mg/day
Men & post-menopausal women: 3.7 Men & post-menopausal women: 8.7
Iron mg/day mg/day
Premenopausal women: 8.7 mg/day Premenopausal women: 14.8 mg/day
Zinc Men: 5.5 mg/day Men: 9.5 mg/day
Women: 4.0 mg/day Women: 7.0 mg/day
. Men: 40 pg/day Men: 75 pg/day
Selenium Women: 30 pg/day Women: 60 pg/day
Potassium No LRNI established 3,500 mg/day (Safe Intake, not an RNI)
lodine 70 pg/day

Emissions ‘foodprint’

Data sources

Analysis of Defra's UK and England's carbon footprint up to 2023 by Green Alliance

Henry Dimbleby (2021), “The National Food Strategy: The Plan”

Tara Garnett (2008), “Cooking up a storm. Food, greenhouse gas emissions and our changing climate”.
Methodology

Analysis was conducted by Green Alliance.

This analysis provides an updated assessment of emissions from the food system, building on the findings from
the National Food Strategy. The data presents the emissions breakdowns across the following categories:
agriculture, fertiliser manufacturing, food manufacturing, packaging, transportation, home-related, retail,
catering, and waste disposal for the years 2008, 2018, 2022 and 2023. Emissions data for 2008 were sourced
from Cooking up a Storm by Garnett, T. (2008), and subsequently updated for 2018 by the National Food
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023-report#appendices
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023-report#appendices
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey-2019-to-2023-report#appendices
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Strategy authors, and for 2022 and 2023 by Green Alliance for Broken Plate.
For consumption emissions analysis looked at data between 2016 to 2023 as the methodology was changed in
2016 therefore is incomparable to previous years.

Deforestation ‘foodprint’
Data sources
EI/JNCC (2025) Commodity Footprints Dashboard
Methodology
This metric estimates the area of deforestation associated with food commodities linked to the UK economy.
The data used in this dashboard are created within SEI's Input-Output Trade Analysis (IOTA) framework, built
around a hybridised physical-financial Multi-Region Input-Output (MRIO) model (described in Croft et
al. 2018, 2025). In this application, IOTA utilises commodity level production and trade data along with
monetary financial flows to provide estimates of the movement of goods from national-level points of
production through to final consumption, regardless of supply chain length and complexity. These supply chains
are extended via the application of environmental impact indicators, which in turn allow for the flows of
embedded impacts to be captured.
The Food Foundation did no further analysis of this data, only filtering out data for the following commodities:

e Canary seed

e Vetches

e Castor oil seeds

e Tung nuts

e Jojoba seeds

¢ Tallowtree seeds

e Kapok fruit

e Seed cotton, unginned

e Hop cones

e Pyrethrum, dried flowers

e Flax, raw or retted

e True hemp, raw or retted

e Jute, raw or retted

e Kenaf, and other textile bast fibres, raw or retted

e Ramie, raw or retted

e Sisal, raw

e Agave fibres, raw, n.e.c.

e Abaca, manila hemp, raw

e Coir, raw

e Other fibre crops, raw, n.e.c.

e Unmanufactured tobacco

e Natural rubber in primary forms

¢ Industrial roundwood
More information about methods can be found in the FAQ section of the website here.
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https://commodityfootprints.earth/
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