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Executive	Summary		
 
Background 
Despite abundant food supply, individual and household food insecurity affects nearly 9% of South 
Australian adults [1]. Through a Public Health Partner Authority Agreement between Wellbeing SA and 
The Department of Human Services, the Government of South Australia is progressing policy action to 
improve food security. This partnership seeks to implement the recommendations of the Improving 
Individual and Household Food Security Outcomes in SA report [2], to create a coordinated food relief 
sector, and support people to move out of food insecurity.  
The Social Supermarket (SSM) expansion project continue to explore the potential of a local-based 
blended food relief service model, featuring co-located social services, social enterprise components, 
and employment pathways – an embodiment of the key principles of the South Australian Food Relief 
Charter. Following a pilot at The Food Centre (TFC, Gepps Cross) in 2020, Wellbeing SA commenced a 
new project in 2021, to further pilot-test the SSM model and accompanying rubric. Three new sites (two 
existing emergency food relief services and one community food social enterprise) participated from 
Southern metropolitan Adelaide, and regional South Australia. Sites were guided to do a self-assessment 
of their organisation’s food relief practice against the SSM rubric elements and to explore the feasibility 
of implementing elements of the SSM model in their practice. 
This report presents evaluation of the three new sites expansion. 
 
Methods 
Researchers at the Centre for Social Impact (CSI) Flinders, who have extensive expertise in food relief 
services and system reform, were engaged to conduct an evaluation of the SSM expansion project. 
Specific aims of the evaluation were: 

1. To understand the feasibility of implementing the SSM model (according to the rubric) in 
additional sites (beyond the original site at TFC).  

2. To identify which elements are already in place; which elements are easier to implement and 
why; and which are more challenging to implement and why. 

3. To recommend improvements to the rubric and the model of SSM in SA. 
The evaluation methods comprised of a document audit and review to compare self-assessment 
documentation from each site using the SSM rubric; and retrospective expert interviews with key 
stakeholders from each site (semi-structured, according to the evaluation aims).  
 
Findings 
Overall finding 1: The SSM model according to the rubric is feasible to implement in food relief services 
(beyond the original trial site). However, the process of implementation needs stronger support and 
active facilitation. The SSM model and rubric: 

• Provides a good framework and benchmarks for self-assessment of practice. 
• Offers ‘language’ for a cultural shift within food relief services, as well as with external 

stakeholders. 
• Guides services on how to start moving towards the SSM model, and which elements need to be 

considered. 
• Requires induction/orientation and goal setting, and centralised guidance and support for 

coordinators implementing elements of the SSM. 
 
Overall finding 2: Some elements were implementable in a short timeframe, and future opportunities 
exist, that would need dedicated planning and resourcing. 
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• Easier to implement ‘small wins’ were: dignified, nutritious food provision; social connections, 
enhancing access by more people. 

• More challenging to implement were: changes to food/grocery supply and provision; services 
and supports beyond food/grocery provision (such as warm referrals to other services); 
elements that require approvals or coordination from the rest of organisation, and especially 
those requiring extra resourcing and capability, not covered by existing funding models.  

• An opportunity emerged to (in future) establish a SSM ‘hub’ through sector collaboration. 
Overall finding 3: The rubric can be improved by revising the element definitions, defining statements 
for practice, revisiting the content, and providing instruction and support to complete the self-
assessment.  
 
Implications for Policy, Practice/Service, and Evaluation 
This short-term ‘expansion project’ has delivered on its aim to further trial the SSM rubric in three 
different emergency food relief sites and has begun to explore the potential for replication of the SSM 
model in future. 
Policy 

• The SSM rubric and model is feasible to carry out in food relief services, but would benefit from 
stronger support, facilitation, and active implementation to support service models transitioning 
towards the SSM model. 

• This project has demonstrated the need for a facilitator role that could work across multiple 
food relief sites, providing mentoring with the rubric and the nutrition progress checker, and 
cross-service integration. 

• Government service procurement and funding rules for food relief need to be reformed to 
better align to the goals and activities of the SSM model. This will provide the needed resources 
(including staff) to shift the service and culture from just emergency food relief or emergency 
assistance (EA), to facilitate pathways out of food insecurity. This would make it easier to adopt 
the SSM model, enabling structural changes such as universal access (i.e., to remove strict and 
undignified eligibility assessment), adopting a social enterprise model, providing skill 
development and social connections opportunities through purposeful volunteering programs. 
Blending EA funding with community and neighbourhood funding could be a solution.  

• The SSM presents a novel service model that can capitalise on the ‘moment’ of food insecurity 
to engage with individuals and families to steer them on a pathway out of food insecurity. This 
approach has an opportunity to offer a sustainable solution to food insecurity in Australia and, 
therefore warrants further development. We observe that future opportunities and energy 
exists to explore a place-based ‘hub’ in the South of Adelaide – this could provide more 
coordinated food relief and wrap-around social support and services across a geographic area.  

Rubric tool 
• The rubric addresses all the key areas the services need to consider when transitioning towards 

a social supermarket model. It would benefit from further refinement through co-design with 
the sector (food relief agencies and community food social enterprises) and people with lived 
experience of food insecurity. Detailed suggestions are described in the report.  

Practice 
• The rubric is a powerful discussion tool for initiating and steering conversations about the goals 

and elements of a SSM in food relief services. Celebrating ‘small wins’, as captured by the rubric, 
is important, because integrating elements such as social support, social connection, capacity 
building and commensality, will take time and additional resources. The rubric helps to start off 
and steer this transition, and to shift the culture in the organisations. 

• Experiences shared and connections made during this project, and during completion of the 
rubric and nutrition progress checker, highlight the value of knowledge-sharing and 
collaboration. Ongoing exchange through the SSM community of practice or a similar forum 
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could be instrumental in supporting the services on their transitions, also offering more 
opportunities for sector collaboration and leveraging each other’s strengths. 

Evaluation/Research 
• The SSM is a novel, disruptive model that can be community-led and warrants further 

theoretically informed implementation and investigation in a longitudinal design. 
• Refinement of the rubric would strengthen its validity and repeat testing would strengthen its 

reliability as a tool for future planning and evaluation purposes.  
 
Conclusions 
South Australia has an exciting opportunity to be the first jurisdiction to establish a novel, disruptive model 
to complement charitable food relief. In the social supermarket (SSM) model, the ‘moment’ of food relief 
is used to offer engagement with social inclusion, commensality, and skill building to facilitate sustained 
pathway out of food insecurity for affected individuals and their families.   
The rubric elements and the language of the SSM offers a valuable framework and conversation-starter for 
organisations considering a transition from emergency food relief towards the SSM model.  
The SSM model can be replicated in SA through a physical ‘hub’, or an alliance of existing agencies working 
in an integrated way, to provide more coordinated food relief and wrap-around social support and services. 
This would be activated by partnerships, dedicated resourcing, and facilitation. 
SSMs have the potential to overcome the challenges associated with food relief, as they have the 
potential to create additional sociocultural capital through connecting with local communities, and a 
broader population through social inclusion and empowerment [3]. This presents promising solutions for 
sustained changes to the system, by orienting EA services beyond outputs (food provision) and towards 
outcomes (ending food insecurity). Implemented at scale, the SSM model will also help to enact the 
South Australian Food Relief Charter, through promoting and celebrating food relief models and social 
enterprises that engage individuals and communities and provide pathways out of food insecurity. 
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Introduction	
Background  
The Social supermarket (SSM) expansion project supports ongoing progress of recommendations of the 
Improving Individual and Household Food Security Outcomes in South Australia report. The report 
recommendations form a workplan that represents a long-term co-investment strategy arising from the 
Public Health Partner Agreement between Wellbeing SA (WBSA) and the SA Department for Human 
Services (DHS) signed in 2015 (renewed 2021). The two agencies have worked with the food security 
sector and academic researchers to develop a range of activities and resources including evidence 
gathering, policy tools (notably, the SA Food Relief Charter), nutrition guidelines, and engagement and 
capacity building initiatives.  
The Social Supermarket model forms one part of this workplan, addressing the recommendation: 

Blended service model: Explore the potential trial of a local-based blended service model 
featuring co-located social services, social enterprise components, and employment pathways, and 
aligning with the South Australian Food Relief Charter. 
In 2020, WBSA in collaboration with the DHS partnered with an established community food social 
enterprise (The Food Centre at Gepps Cross) to define, develop and implement a social supermarket 
model. In the initial pilot at The Food Centre (February 2020) a consensus was reached among the 
working group on key elements of a SSM in SA. As a result, the Social Supermarket in South Australia 
Best Practice Rubric was developed, to provide community agencies with a self-assessment tool to 
understand what components of their service might align with ‘developing,’ ‘on track’ and ‘best practice’ 
of SSM elements. This definition of the model was an important output of the 2020 pilot, as it was useful 
in guiding planning and implementation.  
 
Current project  
In 2021, WBSA commenced a new project with three new sites, to further pilot-test the SSM model and 
resources developed in 2020. One new site (organisation with an existing emergency food relief service 
and emerging supermarket-style food hub) and a local Government (involved in coordinating the local 
food security collaborative) were selected and offered organisational and financial support to review the 
rubric and SSM model within their services. The local government coordinator drew on their networks to 
identify two food relief services to engage within the project. The three food relief sites were: 
Regional site: 

• Uniting Country SA (Port Pirie Food Hub), Port Pirie SA 
Southern Metropolitan (City of Onkaparinga) sites: 

• Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA), Morphett Vale SA  
• Anglicare SA Outer Southern Hub, Christies Beach SA  

Project objectives were: 
1. To select three new sites (existing food relief services/social enterprises in diverse locations) and 

guide them on a journey of transformation of their operational models to achieve greater 
alignment with the best practice in SSM, as guided by the SSM rubric; 

2. To establish the feasibility of replicating the SSM model in three new settings; 
3. To test robustness of the SSM rubric; 
4. To evaluate the new sites’ service models against the SSM rubric, taking into account their local 

food ecosystem and community context; and  
5. To identify areas in need of extra support and improvement, thus further refining the SSM model 

for SA. 
Sites were provided with the rubric document initially, and then a session with a facilitator (SSM 
coordinator from TFC) to perform a self-assessment of current practice, to consider what elements of a 
SSM could be added, at their food relief service/social enterprise. Sites were also encouraged to use the 
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Nutrition Progress Checker tool (previously developed by Wellbeing SA Nutritionists in consultation with 
the food relief sector), to determine progress in achieving more nutritious food provision according to 
the Nutrition Guidelines for the Food Relief Sector in SA [4]. Sites were also guided on how to use the 
rubric self-assessment process to inform implementation planning for future SSM activities. This 
followed a similar process that was used in the initial pilot of the SSM model in 2020, at The Food Centre 
at Gepps Cross. 
 
Project evaluation 
Researchers at The Centre for Social Impact (CSI) Flinders were engaged to conduct an evaluation of the 
SSM expansion project to assist WBSA in achieving their project objectives. The CSI Flinders research 
team has a long track record of providing thought leadership in addressing food insecurity and efforts to 
reform the food relief sector in South Australia. This work has resulted in informing the development of 
the SA Food Relief Charter, the social supermarket model and rubric, interpretations of the defining SSM 
model elements, and evaluation of the initial SSM pilot project (TFC). Most recently the team has been 
awarded an ARC Linkage grant ‘Towards zero hunger: improving food relief services in Australia’ to 
continue their work in food relief reform. We produce this impact through collaborative partnerships, 
research engagement, and research co-production. 
For the current project evaluation, the research team contributed their experience with the food relief 
sector, in particular with SSM model and rubric conceptualisation and development; stakeholder 
engagement and co-development; program evaluation and pilot-testing; as well as our skills in primary 
and secondary data extraction and synthesis; qualitative and quantitative methods; and development of 
evidence products for decision-making. This experience is drawn from both former roles in policy, 
community development and knowledge brokering (TP, CD) as well as ongoing academic-policy thought 
leadership and collaboration (IGS, SB).   
 
Evaluation aims and scope 
Specific aims of the evaluation, aligned to the SSM project objectives are below:  
 
Table 1: Evaluation aims and project objectives 
 

Evaluation aims: Project objectives: 
1. Understand the feasibility of implementing 

the SSM model (according to the rubric) in 
additional sites (additional to TFC)  

1. To establish the feasibility of replicating the 
SSM model in three new settings.  

2. Identify which elements are already in 
place; which elements are easier to 
implement and why, which elements are 
challenging to implement and why 

2. To evaluate the new sites’ service models 
against the SSM rubric, taking into account their 
local food ecosystem and community context. 

3. Identify any improvements to the 
rubric/model for SSM in SA 

 

3. To test robustness of the SSM rubric. 
4. To identify areas in need of extra support and 

improvement, thus further refining the SSM 
model for SA. 
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Methods	
The evaluation methods comprised two parts: 

• Document review to compare self-assessment documentation from each site at start against the 
end of the project, using the SSM rubric; 

• Retrospective expert interviews with key stakeholders from each site, (semi-structured 
according to the evaluation aims), building on the document audit and the gaps highlighted, with 
a particular focus on: 

o Documenting the process of SSM implementation planning (including rubric self-
assessment) at each site; 

o Identifying areas that were already in place and/or were enhanced, what worked well 
and those that were challenging, with a focus on uncovering reasons and context of 
those strengths and challenges;  

o Developing preliminary comparative analysis across the three new sites, including metro 
and rural differences, and with the original The Food Centre site – to develop learnings 
for further refinement of the SSM Model for South Australia. 

Interviews 
An expert interview guide was developed to provide prompts centred on the key evaluation questions. 
This was designed to document:  

• the process of SSM implementation planning (including rubric self-assessment) at each site;  
• identifying areas that were already in place and/or were enhanced;  
• what worked well and those that were challenging, with a focus on uncovering reasons and 

context of those strengths and challenges; and  
• to develop preliminary comparative analysis across the three new sites, including metro and 

rural differences, and with the original The Food Centre site – to develop learnings for further 
refinement of the SSM Model for South Australia. 

Interviewees were selected purposively according to their role as the project coordinators within the 
individual sites (n=3) or their support/facilitation role (n=2) provided to the food relief sites. This 
included the City of Onkaparinga Healthy Lifestyle Officer who was providing support to the two 
southern sites, and The Food Centre SSM Coordinator who provided initial support to all three sites. 
Sampling was discussed with Wellbeing SA prior to seeing contact details for the five interviewees.  
Initially the interviews were planned to follow the document review. Following delays in contract 
establishment as well as discussion with each site, SSM coordinators preferred to participate in an 
interview at the end of the project, after the demanding time for food relief (Dec 2021), and after they 
had completed their final reports (Jan-Feb 2022). The evaluation team therefore scheduled interviews 
for February 2022, with document review followed directly after.  
Interviews were performed in person at and a mutually agreed site.  One interview was performed via 
Microsoft Teams. Duration of all interviews ranged from 45 minutes to 1.5 hours.  
 
Document review 
A document review was designed to extract relevant information from documents arising from the 
expansion project. The document review aimed to understand what elements of the SSM model were 
feasible to plan/implement, what elements were easier or more challenging, and how the rubric was 
interpreted and applied during the self-assessment and in planning/implementation of SSM elements. 
Documents included in the review were (for each site): 

• completed rubric template self-assessments at two points: project commencement (Sept 2021) 
and conclusion (Feb 2022) 

• SSM implementation plans 
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• completed Nutrition Progress Checkers, if applicable 
• any further reflections provided in the final reports by each site. 

Initially, one member of the research team reviewed all documents and tabulated a summary of the 
initial and final rubric self-assessment descriptions, extracting also the SSM sites’ rubric self-ratings 
(“Commencing,” “On track,” or “Best practice”). Any perceived discrepancies between how the sites 
used the rubric to ‘rate’ each element in their service, compared to how the reviewer interpreted the 
SSM rubric descriptions were noted and discussed among the team. Discrepancies were only noted to 
determine how sensitive and specific the rubric performed in practice, as a tool for describing SSM 
elements. Where any discrepancy was observed between a self-assessment rating and the rubric 
definition, an independent rating alongside the sites’ own rating was provided, to suggest specific areas 
where the rubric tool may require further refinement and validation, to increase its robustness in future 
use.  
Ethical approval was obtained from Flinders University Human Research Ethics committee (HETF5130-2). 
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Findings	
 
Evaluation Aim (1): Feasibility of implementing the Social Supermarket model 
according to the rubric 
Sources of data: Interviews, site final reports, site implementation plans  

Feasible aspects of carrying out the SSM rubric, including self-assessment of practice and planning for 
future implementation of the SSM model, are described below. Aspects that impacted feasibility are also 
described. 
 
Provides a framework and benchmarks for self-assessment of practice 
Overall, using the rubric was reported by sites as a valuable experience, in its use as a self-reflection or 
self-assessment tool, and for some, in turning that assessment into a plan for future implementation. 
Some positive experiences were highlighted from the process of considering the SSM model for their 
existing organisation:   

"I found it beneficial if for no other reason it was a way at looking at something that had been 
more formalised to see that oh wow, that's where our organisation actually sits, and that's what we 
strive towards and that's where we are heading to anyway."   

"A lot of it we were doing already - a few things came out that we could work on." 
Using the Nutrition progress checker was also a positive experience overall. Overall, sites found it to be a 
helpful and self-explanatory tool. One coordinator used the tool with a volunteer, and then on a second 
occasion, the volunteer was able to use the tool independently and with ease. Interviewees reflected on 
the value of having a self-assessment tool, especially after realising that their site showed satisfactory 
progress in meeting the nutrition guidelines overall:  

“It was confidence building.”  
“It was good to put yourself against a level - you are not being assessed against someone else.”  

 

Offers ‘language’ for cultural shift in food relief services 
Unexpected positive effects were reported from using the rubric and adopting the ‘language’ of the 
Social Supermarket model, particularly in relation to the organisational culture among staff and 
volunteers. In one site, a positive shift in organisational culture among staff and volunteers was 
reported, in terms of using the language of ‘social supermarkets’ or ‘social enterprise’ rather than 
‘emergency assistance’ (EA) or ‘emergency food relief’. Staff and volunteers were able to see the shift 
from a ‘handout’ and charitable service to an inclusive capacity building opportunity, with the emphasis 
on a pathway out of food insecurity. It was reported that the volunteers were having more confident 
conversations with the customers/clients and providing appropriate referrals. They saw the broader role 
they could play, rather than only providing emergency food relief. This helped them identify their service 
with the wider organisation staff and volunteers.  

“By using that simple change in language has really opened conversations within the 
organisation that went off the chart – it was amazing.”   

"...inclusive service, mainstream supermarket, so people aren't feeling like they are receiving 
something that's a charity... this is just to help them along their way." 

 
Requires induction/orientation and goal setting 
In the expansion project there was initially no induction or orientation about the SSM, despite the model 
and rubric tool being new to EA services, as was the Nutrition Progress Checker. This meant there was a 
delay in starting the project, as the coordinators were not sufficiently prepared until they had an 
opportunity to be better acquainted with the SSM model and rubric. This also contributed to some 
misunderstanding about the aims of the project, and what was expected of their site in the given time. 
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All sites found that the time given for the project was insufficient to be able to implement any changes 
in practice/service.  
Initially the sites had thought that they were expected to demonstrate a change in their service ‘ratings’ 
on the rubric, for example, from ‘commencing’ to ‘on track’ or to ‘best practice’. Naturally, this would be 
difficult to achieve in such a short time frame and may reflect a miscommunication as to what was 
expected of them in the allocated time and resourcing.  
 
Requires more time and resources 
The project timeframe included December and January, which are historically busy periods in EA 
services, with Christmas hampers and reduced staffing in January due to staff and volunteer annual 
leave.  
Constraints on time to dedicate to the project and to implement change were also reported. EA services 
were coordinated by either one staff member or a volunteer in one site, so the capacity to maintain 
their responsibilities as well as exploring and introducing new elements according to the rubric, was very 
limited. A further challenge was the funding requirements of EA, most notable in one of the sites. This 
limited scope for expansion into any activities that focused on pathways out of food insecurity/social 
services other than providing some ‘warm referrals’ to services, as any other activities were seen as out 
of scope of their EA funding agreement (Federal and State Government contracts). This constraint is 
discussed in more detail in the following section. 
 
Requires centralised guidance and support for SSM coordinators 
There was consistent recognition of the support provided by both funded facilitators (from The Food 
Centre’s former social supermarket coordinator, and City of Onkaparinga’s Healthy Lifestyle Officer) over 
the course of the project, particularly with respect to carrying out the rubric. This facilitation was viewed 
as critical in enabling the sites to understand the SSM model, the rubric tool and all of its elements, and 
the Nutrition Progress Checker. This guidance and support was also helpful for assisting in identifying 
areas to focus on to move towards best practice of a SSM.  
 
Unclear definitions and subjective interpretations in the rubric 
Although there was overwhelming interest and enthusiasm for the SSM, and the rubric was feasible to 
carry out eventually, all sites described initial challenges with its use. Understanding the rubric, 
identifying where their own services fit on the rubric, and where the gaps were, was difficult. This was 
due to the need to interpret each one of the rubric’s elements and defining statements for assessing 
‘best practice’. One interviewee found it “too wordy” or felt they were already at best practice, so was 
not able to identify much that needed to improve.  

“We are already ticking all those boxes.”  
“We were hitting all the milestones”.   

 
Overall finding 1: SSM model according to the rubric is feasible to implement, but 
needs stronger support  
Overall, these findings suggest that the SSM model according to the rubric, being a new tool to the three 
food relief sites, was feasible to use in that self-assessment could be carried out. The SSM model 
elements and descriptive statements provided in the rubric helped sites to provide a framework or 
reference point for self-assessment of existing practice, and, the language of the SSM model and rubric 
were useful in shifting understanding in the current service model. 
Insights on what would improve feasibility of using/carrying out the rubric included: stronger 
induction/orientation; guidance and support; and refinement of the rubric tool.  
Further details on the feasibility of using the rubric to self-assess and plan for SSM practice are provided 
in Table 2 and in detail in Appendix A (Table 3). 
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Evaluation Aim (2): Which aspects of the SSM are easier or more challenging to 
implement and why 
Sources of data: Document analysis (rubrics, reports, implementation plans); interviews 

Aspects that sites planned to implement (or were able to implement) are described in the summary 
provided in Table 2 (and in detail in Appendix A, Table 3). This provides a summary of each SSM 
element, as self-assessed by each site against the rubric, at two time points corresponding to the 
beginning and the end of the project timeframe.  
 
Easier to implement: dignified, nutritious food provision ‘small wins’ 
Elements that were easier or actually possible to implement were described as ‘small wins’. Sites were 
able to focus on small adjustments or enhancements to their existing services, rather than bigger system 
changes. The reason why these changes were easier to achieve, was generally because it fit within the 
sites’ time and resource constraints. Common examples were: 

• increasing the cost of some unhealthy (classified as ‘red’) food items and decreasing the cost of 
healthy ‘green’ items;  

• opening the pantry at a new time to coincide with the regular café meal in one site, to provide 
easier access for the target group;  

• offering more food choices within pre-prepared hampers. This was done to counter the loss of a 
self-serve ‘shopping style’ pantry (full choice), caused by COVID-19 restrictions.  

 
Easier to implement: social connections, enhancing access 
Other elements that were easier to implement related to building on existing systems/practices, 
especially if there was clear leadership and management support for making these changes. An example 
was one site who changed a question on the existing feedback forms completed by the 
customers/clients in the service, to ask ‘who do you want to connect with in the community?’  In 
response to this change, the site received many requests by customers/clients to be connected into 
various community groups, and support with financial support and budgeting. This was a new finding for 
the site, and it prompted them to expand their reach of wraparound services to focus more on social 
connections.  
Another example was a site who was able to work with their supportive leadership group to change the 
requirements to improve access to the food pantry. Previously, access to the pantry required eligibility 
assessment including presentation of a Centrelink card. Since these changes, the site has enabled 
universal access without requiring assessment of the individual’s circumstances. This site has a new 
Manager with previous experience with Social Enterprise, so this is an area that they are working on 
expanding.  
 
Future intention to implement: adopting the SSM model and rubric for future service 
planning  
Future intentions to change practice/implement elements of a SSM emerged through interviews, with 
evidence of the benefit of adopting the SSM model and rubric tool for planning future implementation. 
In some sites, as noted previously, there was a clear commitment to embracing the language of social 
supermarkets and social enterprise, which was seen to garner interest among others in the community 
and the broader organisation, with people wanting to learn more about the SSM model as a result. 
There was also commitment to continuing use of the language, which was perceived to build enthusiasm 
in the concept of a social supermarket.  
“There is definite interest in the concept, they can see why it exists and why it works”.   

Future intentions included: 
• developing social enterprises;  
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• building up the volunteer program including regular training opportunities for volunteers; 
• building staff knowledge of other local community services for possible warm referrals;  
• building external partners of food donations; healthy cooking classes (subject to funding and 

resources available). 
 

Opportunity to implement (in future): establish a SSM ‘hub’ through collaboration 
In the Southern suburbs of Adelaide, momentum and strong interest was reported in exploring the 
feasibility of a SSM hub. During the time that the expansion project occurred, the emergency food relief 
network, with support from the City of Onkaparinga took a tour of The Food Centre to establish a 
relationship. The group was impressed by the co-location of services such as food pantry, café, and op 
shop within the one site. This led to a ‘Think Tank’ workshop which brought together a total of 22 
agencies across the Onkaparinga local government area. Notably, there were community agency 
representatives that offer wraparound social services in attendance in addition to traditional emergency 
food relief organisations. The hub would focus on different but specific elements of the SSM model, and 
importantly – all organisations proposed to work together in a coordinated, integrated way. A short-
term recommendation involved resourcing and developing a pop-up Social Supermarket based on the 
experience of TFC (Gepps Cross). 
 
More challenging to implement: food/grocery supply and provision  
Some challenges related to food supply that are commonly experienced in the food relief sector, were 
reported by interviewees in this project. First, the limited food variety and availability from donations, 
which restricts customer/client choice. Second, there was concerns that fresh food increases cost to 
organisation, and that food becomes wasted if not taken by customers/clients. 
 
More challenging to implement: services beyond scope of government funding  
It was also apparent that the funding models and service models did not easily support 
planning/implementation for wrap-around social services and supports (pathways out of food 
insecurity). Funding models, resourcing and existing service models were described often. For sites with 
EA funding and associated deliverables for emergency food relief, there was generally fairly limited 
scope to explore the types of changes needed to become a SSM. For example, in one site, it was evident 
that the emergency assistance (EA) funding model determined the service model, meaning that 
emergency food relief remained the dominant service. Staff indicated that the EA funding model is 
restrictive and does not permit sites to easily move from the core focus of emergency food relief to also 
consider other elements of a SSM, such as wrap-around social services or universal access. Furthermore, 
the data required for reporting to EA funding bodies essentially contradicts the SSM values and 
principles. Another interviewee commented that the SSM is a totally different service, but could see EA 
being one part of it.  
Other challenges related to the lack of capacity for initiating and maintaining partnerships, and often, 
the reliance of a single volunteer for this work. Given the focus on service delivery in food relief services, 
there is a clear lack of time for more strategic work like partnership building.  
Some differences between sites were noted, due to the differences service model type and funding 
type – specifically, between sites that operated under EA funding compared with those that did not (but 
had alternative funding and/or grants). The site not receiving EA funding, but receiving other sources of 
financing from its parent organisation, had more flexibility and autonomy to make changes in their 
service model, as they were not constrained by external funding boundaries and deliverables.  
Similarly, differences in funding related to the size and scope of the service, were described in relation 
to the feasibility of applying the SSM model. The smaller site was able to see small ways to transition 
towards a SSM (despite their EA funding constraints) – examples included capacity building (e.g., training 
volunteers, involving volunteers in taking control over monitoring the healthiness of the food supplied), 
and social connections and supports, including referring clients to appropriate social services for their 
needs. This differed from the larger site, where the constraints of the funding deliverables and time 
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prevented the site from thinking more broadly as a SSM: 
“No, ‘cause we don’t do activities or any of that kind of thing...we don’t do that, nor have 

capacity, it's basically an EA service for food.” 

Indeed, reflecting on the rubric element of partnerships revealed that there will be a natural variation in 
‘best practice’ according to the scope and size of the service. For example, where food relief services are 
part of a larger organisation that has many different internal client-facing services and programs, there is 
potential for linkages and referrals across the different departments (e.g., housing, mental health, 
financial counselling, parenting support). For others, referrals will need to occur to other organisations 
elsewhere in the community. No single volunteer, staff, or even a single food relief service should be 
expected to facilitate client/customer pathways – instead, the whole ‘ecosystem’ of food relief outlets 
should be working together to deliver wrap-around social supports and services. 
Reflections on the dominance of volunteers as the workforce not only meant that capacity was limited, 
but also that this requires investment in recruitment, training, management, and culture building (and, it 
was indicated that while some staff costs are provided by federal EA funding, generally state-based EA 
funding does not provide overhead funding for staff and oncosts). 
Another difference was the reported capacity across sites, which may be related to the different project 
funding arrangements for the SSM expansion project specifically. One site which received project 
funding reported greater staff capacity to implement changes. The sites that received facilitator support 
only, rather than direct funding (or only received a token amount from the project), reported significant 
constraints in their staff capacity to enact any changes to the service. 
Differences between metropolitan vs regional sites were not obvious, except for the above example, 
where the smaller site was located regionally, and felt they had more freedom to become a SSM,  
compared to the larger metropolitan site which was reportedly more constrained by funding rules and 
resourcing. 
 
More challenging: engaging the entire organisation, not just the food relief service 
component 
All sites ran a community food pantry or EA service as part of a larger community-based service. This 
enabled the rubric element Sustainability/Viability to meet best practice – that is, the parent 
organisation’s stable funding and co-financing meant that time and energies were not diverted to 
finding funding to keep the service functioning. However, there was variability in the extent of 
engagement across levels of the organisation beyond the food relief service during the project. 
In one site it was made clear that EA coordinators/staff were not in a position to make decisions to 
expand the scope of the service to include SSM elements. This was noted as a way of explaining an 
inability to change the current service (an EA service focusing on food provision only). It was suggested 
that someone in a higher position made those decisions. When reflecting on whether any changes or 
activities had been introduced in line with the SSM model, the same challenge was described. There was 
limited elaboration about the leadership or management buy-in for the SSM model at the broader 
organisational level from this site, which warrants further investigation.  

“(I am) very grounds floor, and do not make any of the decisions.” 

“We don’t do that, nor have capacity, it's basically an EA service for food.... nor can we, nor 
would we have.”  

This contrasted with the apparent culture of another site, where the coordinator had generated many 
ideas for growth and opportunities to transition the service to be more in line with a SSM. This was only 
restricted by their own limited time available, as the service relied on a Volunteer Coordinator rather 
than paid staff. They had sufficient leadership/management support for growing the service. 

“...could see the need and the rationale about it but also having a committee that was willing to 
support that too”.  
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Overall finding 2: Some elements were implemented in a short timeframe, and future 
opportunities exist, that would need dedicated planning and resourcing 
Overall, these findings suggest that some elements of the SSM model were able to be implemented in 
food relief services. In particular, the sites were able to review and begin to improve dignified and 
nutritious food provision, social connections, and improved access to the food relief service. Some 
intended to use the SSM rubric in future. There was also a desire to harness emerging energy across a 
range of agencies to increase collaboration and integration, to form a partnership-based SSM hub in 
their geographic area.  

Changes to service elements were easier to achieve if they were ‘small wins’, and if there was support 
from leadership and management.  

Insights on what was more challenging suggests that existing emergency food relief funding and service 
models do not easily support a transition beyond food provision, towards the SSM model. This is 
particularly the case for building in wrap-around social services and supports (such as social connections, 
capacity building, reconnection with food, etc).  

Further details on what decisions/actions were implemented during the project are provided in Table 2.  
 
Evaluation Aim (3): How the Social Supermarket rubric/model for SA could be 
improved 
Sources of data: Interviews; document analysis – comparison between rubric self-assessments and the 
rubric tool, and implementation plans 

 
Improve rubric element definitions and descriptive statements  
Overall, the findings collectively suggest that the rubric could be clearer, more concise, and more 
specific. This relates to the 14 elements (definitions), and for each of the descriptive statements 
corresponding to ‘commencing’, ‘on track’, ‘best practice’.  
Ideally, the element definitions (first column) should match the ‘best practice’ descriptive statement 
(end column) to reduce ambiguity. Currently, there are over 20 statements accompanying the 14 
elements, which was confusing for end-users seeking to understand the important elements of a SSM.  
Also, the overall amount of information presented in the rubric could be edited – several interviewees 
found the detail overwhelming, which made it difficult to understand and carry out. Some parts of the 
rubric were reported to be repetitive and, in some areas, inconsistent. 
In addition, some suggestions were provided by sites regarding improvements to the Nutrition Progress 
Checker. One was to make clearer which sections needed to be completed i.e., if the service is pantry-
only, and not a hamper or a meal service, then they would need only complete that one section. The 
second suggestion was to make clear how to do the counting of stock, that is, what constitutes one 
product line. 
 
Suggestions for revising rubric content  
Refer also to Table 2 and Appendix A (Table 3).  

Sites suggested potential overlap between the elements of organisational model or target 
group/volunteer capacity as well as pathways out of food insecurity. For example, social connections and 
access to support to address underlying causes were perceived as very similar in their 
explanation/definition. 
A suggestion related to volunteers was that the rubric needed greater acknowledgement of what role 
their volunteers currently play, including ‘warm referrals’ for services or social connections. The 
definition of volunteers could be expanded to offer more ideas for building their workforce capacity and 
capability, including different kinds of discrete volunteer/work experience placements (i.e. placements 
through job-ready organisations, as well as general/altruistic volunteer opportunities). In contrast, 
another perception was that there was a disproportionate emphasis within the rubric of what volunteers 
could be expected to do. 
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Another suggestion was to be made clearer that time is an important value, and an organisational 
enabler, for SSMs. Time is needed to build relationships and trust, so that a customer/client relationship 
OR stakeholder partnership can mature. This is pivotal to address underlying determinants of food 
insecurity. 
Another interviewee emphasised the need to add the voice of the customer/ clients of food relief. This 
suggests that it was not obvious that the SSM model and rubric were indeed developed in response to 
previous work with food relief recipients. This could be captured better by re-naming or re-defining the 
element about ‘commitment to continuous improvement and service quality through data and client 
voice’. 

Further, it would be valuable to check whether the statements accurately reflect the intent of each 
rating. For example, in relation to ‘Commitment to continuous improvement and service quality through 
data and client voice’ – whether ‘Commencing’ is defined as open access service, whereas ‘On track’ and 
‘best practice’ are met by those with a member model or open access. Another element requiring this 
check for clarity relates to ‘Target group - Customers and volunteers’: it’s defining statement (first 
column) mentions ‘a stepping-stone for individuals between food relief and self-sufficiency', but this 
target group is not reflected clearly in the ratings of ‘Commencing’, ‘On track’ or ‘Best practice’. 
‘Accessibility’ was perceived as missing in the rubric, that is, the service being physically accessible 
through appropriate geographic location and reach to the target group. This could be incorporated into 
the element target groups ‘Customers and volunteers’. 
Another important observation made during document analysis was the potential lack of clarity in the 
rubric under the element on Principles and Values: for this element, the descriptive statement for ‘Best 
practice’ does not suggest key values that SSMs should aspire to enact, as in the element description 
itself. 
Detailed suggestions for refining the 14 individual rubric elements are provided in Appendix A (Table 3: 
Review of Rubric assessments in three sites Sept 2021 and Jan 2022) 

 
Improve process of completing the rubric 
One interviewee found that the detail in the rubric was “overwhelming” and struggled to match the 
tasks they were doing to what was stated in the rubric. This improved when they were assisted by the 
external facilitator (TFC SSM coordinator) to interpret the descriptive statements, receiving guidance 
and instruction on how to complete a self-assessment.  
Observations from participation in the working group meetings also suggest there was a need for earlier, 
clearer communication about the purpose of the rubric itself. That is, the tool has not been designed as 
an evaluation tool and therefore has not undergone validity testing to know it’s sensitivity to detect 
change over time. However, consistent with interview findings, (as well as findings from the 2020 TFC 
pilot) the rubric remains a powerful internal discussion tool for reflecting on existing practice, informing 
implementation, changing language, and developing views about the role of a SSM. 
 
Overall finding 3: The rubric can be improved by revising the element definitions, 
defining statements for practice, revisiting the content, and providing instruction and 
support to complete the self-assessment  
Comments on the SSM model elements and suggestions for refinements following document review   
are shown in summary in Table 2. This provides a brief insight into how the SSM model and rubric was 
experienced in the three sites.  
A more comprehensive account of the sites’ self-ratings and interpretations of the 14 elements, as well 
as examples of elements implemented, are provided in Appendix A (Table 3).  
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Table 2: Comments and suggestions following document review of rubric self-assessments in three sites  
Sources of data: Document analysis (rubric self-assessments), implementation plans and interviews 
Rubric element Comments on SSM model and suggestions for rubric refinements based on document 

analysis results 
FOOD AND GROCERY PROVISION 
Dignified food and 
grocery provision 

Barriers noted: 
- Limited time to plan and begin frozen meal service  
- Limited food variety and availability from donors restricts customer/client choice 
- Service changes were made due to COVID-19 restrictions, notably mini-supermarket style 
changed back to hamper/handout 

Access to 
nutritious food 

All sites used the Nutrition Progress Checker to audit quantity of nutritious food. 
 
Success noted with ‘best practice’ site stating that 2 volunteers who used the Nutrition Progress 
Checker with the coordinator have now agreed to drive the implementation and use of the 
checker tool in the future and any related tasks identified  
 
Barriers noted:  
-  Time constraints for volunteers to source additional food donors to help improve variety and 
reliability of healthy foods 
 - Concern that fresh food increases cost to organisation and increases possibility of food waste if 
not taken by customers/clients 

AGENCY/ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 
Organisational 
goals, principles 
and values 

Potential lack of clarity in the content of the rubric with the detail in best practice column not 
capturing some of the key values stated in the elements. Clarify if any particular values are 
needed for an organisation to align with best practice 

Sustainability/ 
Viability 

Potential for misunderstanding of this element: Is the funding related to the organisation itself, 
or to an EA/food provision service within the organisation?  
 
Barrier noted: 
From a site that has current EA funding: this does not provide scope to seek changes to become 
a SSM. In addition, the data to be collected for the funding body contrasts with the social 
supermarket approach. This was not elaborated on further 

Partnerships Most stakeholder relationships were either ad hoc or based on personal relationships rather 
than being embedded at an organisational level 
 
Implementation Plan for southern area included developing a strong referral system for 
Emergency food relief agencies 
 
Barriers noted:  
- Reliance on a single volunteer for maintaining partnerships and knowledge. Lack of time to 
embed this in the team  
 - Lack of time to build partnerships as focus is on own service delivery 
 - COVID vaccine mandates have ‘limited opportunities for building partnerships and working 
with volunteers’ (this was not explained further) 
 
Enabler noted: 
 - Service is part of a large organisation that has many internal services and programs that can 
provide strong linkages 

Organisational 
workforce/ 
capacity 

Consider clarity around how to interpret what best practice is for different size sites and 
organisations 
 
Typo in ‘on track’ description (principles) 
 
Barriers noted:  
- Time of project not long enough to put these plans into action, also considering Christmas and 
then increase in covid in community so changes to organisation  
- Lack of resources and high workload of one staff limits capacity to stretch beyond food relief 
- Lack of time resources as volunteer led service 
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Enabler noted: 
- The site with time restraints related to volunteer led service now has a new state leader who is 
supportive and looking towards future development including social enterprise 

Volunteers and 
placement-based 
positions as part of 
the workforce 

Barriers noted: 
-Barriers with conditions the agencies require for their clients (potential food pantry volunteers) 
to work within (Volunteer Coordinator is working through this) 
-Lack of time and resources and large workload therefore not able to focus on building volunteer 
capacity 
 
Enabler noted: 
-Being part of a bigger organisation so have a volunteer coordinator/manager to provide support 

Secure 
food/grocery 
supply 

This element in the rubric and explanations for each rating is clear 
One site’s implementation plan involves increasing range of local suppliers and food businesses 
to access food 
 
Barrier noted: 
-Time to build new partnerships with local suppliers 

Commitment to 
continuous 
improvement and 
service quality 
through data and 
client voice 

All sites interpretation of this element appeared to focus on the personal data captured from the 
customers/clients to ensure they fit the ‘target group’ to use the service more so than gaining 
feedback from the customer to hear their voice and develop the service. Check wording of 
element to ensure clarity of intent 
 
Check whether the statements reflect the intent of each rating. I.e., that Commencing is defined 
as open access service whereas the on track and best practice ratings are member model or 
open access 
 
Typo in commencing section – “Processes for volunteer engagement or not yet developed.” 
Suggest deleting ‘or’ or replacing with ‘are’ 
 
Heading of element uses the word ‘client’ and then throughout the section ‘customer’ is used. 
Suggest change client to customer in heading 
 
Consider whether splitting this element in two i.e., 1) systems to collect data, 2) processes in 
volunteer engagement would be more accurate - two sites rated each of these t separately in 
their own self-assessment reporting 
 
Enabler noted: 
- Organisation provides existing frameworks for client voice and continuous improvement, but 
this is not specific to the EA service 

TARGET GROUPS 
Customers and 
volunteers 

All sites did not address volunteers. Recommend reviewing this elements description to ensure it 
is clear this is referring to both volunteers and customers/clients 
 
In the description of the element (left hand column) it states - ‘aiming to provide a stepping 
stone for individuals between food relief and self-sufficiency'. This is not reflected clearly in the 
ratings comments of commencing, on track or best practice. Needs some clarification 
 
Open access is not expressed clearly as to whether this is a positive trait or not – not mentioned 
in the three ratings explanations but is mentioned in the description of the element 

PATHWAYS OUT OF FOOD INSECURITY/SOCIAL SERVICES 

Social Connections This appears to be one of the defining differences between an EA service and a Social 
Supermarket – i.e. access to social services and activities on site, in response to needs of 
customers/clients and volunteers 
 
The rubric focuses on activities offered on site rather than linking to outside activities (run by 
other organisations). Suggest determining whether it is integral for the SSM site to be the one 
offering the social activities or whether strong partnerships with external organisations offering 
social activities is equivalent. If so, make this clear in the rubric 
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Access to support 
to address 
underlying causes 
of food insecurity 
and poverty 

A note from one site is that they feel this aspect of the rubric is the same as the above section. 
Consider looking at wording to make sure it is clearly different, or combine the two. One 
suggestion is to take out ‘social support’ from this description and keep as ‘employment advice, 
budgeting’ (etc) 
 

Capacity building, 
skill development 

Two sites mentioned student placements. Suggest making it clear this element does not refer to 
students, but to volunteers 
 
Note from sites: 
“There is some duplication between two aspects of the Rubric; Volunteers and placement-based 
positions as part of the workforce and Capacity building skill development. Both focus on 
volunteers. If the Volunteer and placement-based positions specifically incorporated existing 
volunteers and volunteers that come through the organisations processes, then Capacity 
building, skill development could incorporate other volunteering opportunities specifically for 
customers/clients. This could help distinguish the two  
 
Clarify whether this element is focussed on providing opportunities for discrete volunteer/work 
experience placements through job ready type organisations compared with general volunteer 
workforce opportunities 

Reconnection with 
food 

Some scope such as existing facilities and programs (i.e., commercial kitchen and café) but 
additional resources are needed to support this element of the rubric or linking with an existing 
external stakeholder that can deliver a program at the site 
 
For example, two sites have some thoughts and plans around healthy cooking sessions and 
showcasing healthier option meal packs but have not yet actioned them. One site noted clearly a 
lack of space and capacity to offer a variety of activities 
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Discussion:	Implications	for	Policy,	
Practice	and	Evaluation	
 
This report has addressed the three key evaluation questions about feasibility of the SSM rubric, 
elements that were easier or harder to implement and ways to improve the model and the rubric. 
Implications are drawn from these findings, organised as relevant for future policy, practice/service 
delivery, and evaluation/research related to the SSM model. 
Our recommendations draw on these research findings, together with former knowledge from the TFC 
evaluation and related conceptual work, to highlight broader structural opportunities for the SSM model 
for South Australia. These implications are included below and offer a blueprint for future 
implementation of the SSM model in South Australia and elsewhere.  
 
Policy 

• The SSM rubric and model is feasible1 [5] to carry out in food relief services (beyond the original 
trial site). The process of implementation would benefit from stronger support and active 
facilitation. We recommend creating a dedicated position for facilitation/coordination which 
would provide induction/orientation, goal setting, ‘translation’ of the model elements into 
practical actions and tools, centralised guidance and support for sites transitioning from 
emergency food relief towards the SSM model. Longer time frame would enable further 
implementation and service evolution. This project has demonstrated the potential for a 
facilitator role that could work across multiple food relief sites, providing mentoring with the 
rubric and the Nutrition Progress Checker (as a reference, the successful TFC pilot had a 0.5 FTE 
SSM coordinator role over 12 months). 

• The current service procurement requirements and funding constraints for emergency food relief 
needs reforming to better align with activities and requirements of the SSM model. Currently, EA 
funding models do not easily permit adoption of the SSM model, particularly related to elements 
of universal access, social enterprise, skill development and social connections and collaborations 
across sector. Blending EA funding with community and neighbourhood funding could be a 
solution. Ongoing core funding through service agreements (not project grants) could better 
allow for longitudinal implementation and outcomes measurement of the SSM, particularly for 
EA services wishing to transition towards a SSM or similar community food social enterprise 
model. Staff oncosts are necessary for time on coordination and integration, nutrition guidelines 
implementation, volunteer management and partnerships development, building social 
connections and referrals, and doing self-assessments and progress checking (rubric, Nutrition 
Progress Checker) [6]. 

• The SSM is a relatively new model to intercept with the ‘moment’ of food insecurity and 
warrants further development. We observed that future opportunities and energy exists to 
explore a place-based ‘hub’ in the South of Adelaide – this could either be a ‘one-stop shop’, or it 
may involve less ‘bricks and mortar’ and more collaborations/alliances of existing agencies 
working in an integrated way. Either way, this model could provide more coordinated food relief 
and wrap-around social support and services across a geographic area. Both the TFC and current 
evaluation indicate that no single volunteer, staff, or even a food relief service can be expected 
to facilitate the entire client/customer pathways out of food insecurity (due to limited capacity). 
Instead, the whole ‘ecosystem’ of food relief outlets could be working together to deliver wrap-
around social supports and services. This would require dedicated planning and resourcing, 

 

 
1 Feasibility is the extent to which a new innovation can be successfully used or carried out within a given 
agency or setting (Proctor et al 2011) 
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skilled facilitation, and active knowledge exchange through a community of practice or similar 
mechanism. Further, the existing food relief sector will need support to reorient service culture, 
towards novel service models and new ways of working together to leverage each other’s 
strengths to avoid duplication, but, importantly, identify and fill gaps in services. 

Rubric tool 
• The rubric has provided a useful framework for how to start moving towards the SSM model, 

and which elements need to be considered. It can be improved by refining its definitions and 
descriptive statements. This would overcome lack of clarity and subjectivity. Detailed 
suggestions are provided for the SSM model and rubric content, and for how this process can be 
carried out. Refinement of the tool should be done through co-design with food relief agencies 
and community food social enterprises. 

Practice 
• The rubric is a powerful discussion tool for influencing ‘language’, developing views about the 

role of a SSM in food relief service, and guiding implementation through elements and 
milestones. We confirm the need for a tool like the rubric for future SSM planning and practice. 
However, transition from emergency food relief to a universal access social enterprise model, is a 
substantial leap. Celebrating ‘small wins’ as could be captured by the rubric is important, 
because it will take time to shift the culture and integrate elements such as social support, social 
connection, volunteering programs, capacity building and commensality. The rubric provides an 
organisational self-assessment of practice to start off this transition. 

• Experiences shared and connections made during this project, and during completion of the 
rubric and nutrition progress checker, highlight the value of knowledge-sharing and 
collaboration. Support and active facilitation would be beneficial to support actions across 
multiple levels of organisations and in geographic regions to allow the sector to learn about each 
other and to collaborate more closely. The SSM ‘community of practice’ could continue to 
connect emerging SSMs and existing community food social enterprises (e.g., hosted by sector 
representatives with a rotating chair). Alternatively, another mechanism introduced to enable 
information-sharing. 

• While the current project was not resourced for active implementation of the SSM model, sites 
found that they were able to implement some elements or ‘small wins’ – changes to dignified, 
nutritious food provision, facilitating social connections, and enhancing open access to 
affordable food/food relief. Services and supports beyond food and grocery provision were 
more challenging to implement, particularly in a short timeframe, and would require changes at 
larger organisational and/or government funding levels. 

Evaluation/Research 
• The SSM is a novel, disruptive model that can be community-led and warrants further 

theoretically informed implementation and investigation in a longitudinal design. 
• Refinement of the rubric would strengthen its validity and repeat testing would strengthen its 

reliability as a tool for future planning and evaluation purposes. This would ensure that services 
are self-assessing their practice accurately (and then implementing appropriately as a result). 
Following validity testing, the rubric may be sensitive to detect, and report change over a long 
duration of implementation time (e.g., as per the TFC evaluation). 
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Appendix	A	–	Rubric	Self-Assessment	and	Review	
 
Table 3: Review of Rubric assessments in three sites Sept 2021 and Jan 2022 
Sources of data: Document analysis (rubric self-assessments), implementation plans and interviews 

Rubric element Sites’ self-rating of rubric elements, September 2021 
(Commencing, On track, Best practice) 

Sites’ self-rating of rubric elements January 2022, including 
implementation plans or actions (Commencing, On track, Best 

practice) 
Food and grocery provision 
Dignified food and grocery 
provision 

One site: Best practice, noting it was “within their current 
capacity” (referring to service changes due to COVID-19 
restrictions, notably mini-supermarket style changed back to 
hamper/handout  
Two sites: On track 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
The site which self-rated as best practice appears to fit more 
closely to the definition in the rubric of commencing, because 
primarily hampers are given in a community pantry environment.  
The site did have a retail-like environment pre-COVID-19, so this is 
a structural (organisational) decision causing a retreat from best 
practice. 
One site: Commencing  
Two sites: On track 

Maintained 
One site: Best practice (“within current capacity”) 

Two sites: On track 
 

Reviewer comments/rating 

Summary of changes: Two sites focused on increasing choice.  
One added choice with vouchers in the hampers (supermarkets, 
butcher or Foodbank) to enable fresh food options. The other site 
began a plan of adding frozen cooked meals as an option.   
One site focused on ensuring food is culturally appropriate.   
Three sites: On track 

Access to nutritious food Two sites: On track  
One site: Best practice 
 
Reviewer comments/rating 
All sites used the Nutrition Progress Checker to audit quantity of 
nutritious food and are not yet meeting Nutrition Guidelines of 
70% green, 20% amber and 10% red.  Results for Green – 46%; 

Maintained 
Two sites: On track  

One site:  Best practice 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 

One site has a 6-month goal to reintroduce fresh food  
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50% and 63.63%.  Therefore, all three sites fall under the on track 
rating of the rubric.  
Three sites: On track 

One site moved from 63.63% Green to 75% green confirming a 
shift to best practice. This site also plans to implement a visual 
tool to display green, amber and red food in the food pantry. 
Two sites: On track 
One site: Best practice 

Agency/Organisational Model 
Organisational goals, 
principles and values 

Three sites: Best practice 
 
Reviewer comments/rating 
All sites have not for profit business model and documented 
mission statements linked closely to Christian ethos.  In the 
explanation of this element of the rubric (first column) a list of 
values are given. However, it is not defined in the rubric which, 
values are needed for an organisation to align with best practice.   
Three sites: Best practice 

Maintained 
Three sites:  Best practice 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
No changes made as already meeting best practice according to 
sites’ interpretation of rubric.  
Three sites: Best practice 
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Sustainability/Viability One site: On track 

One site: Best Practice 

One site: unsure 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
The best practice site has secured government funding for 3 years 
whereas the on track site has seed funding through their own 
organisation, topped up with grant funding. 
 
There is potential for misunderstanding of this element. Is the 
funding related to the organisation itself or to a particular service 
within the organisation? Ie EA funding.   
As the rubric states Best Practice to reflect “no need for grants or 
fundraising for core operations” then the two sites with ongoing 
EA funding would be best practice.  
Two sites: Best practice 

One site:  On track 

Two sites: On track 
One site:  Best practice 
 
Reviewer comments/rating 
One best practice and one on track both receive EA funding from 
government.   
Therefore, based on the rubric -  
Two sites: Best practice 

One site: On track 

 
However, note comments that although funding is secured it is 
specific to an EA model of service rather than a social supermarket 
model 

Partnerships Two sites: Commencing  
One site: between Commencing and On track 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
The evidence provided aligns to the same rating in the rubric, 
confirming the sites rating. Most stakeholder relationships were 
either ad hoc or based on personal relationships rather than being 
embedded at an organisational level.  
Three sites: Commencing 

Two sites: Commencing 

One site: On track 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
The site that moved from commencing to on track had in their 
implementation plan to raise awareness of the service and build 
partnerships with local business/external stakeholders to increase 
support.  It looks like the focus of partnerships is primarily for 
more food donations. 
Two sites: Commencing 

One site: On track 
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Organisational 
workforce/capacity 

Three sites: On track 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
It is interesting to note that all sites stated on track despite one 
site having only a volunteer running the food pantry and 
coordinating a small number of volunteers (ie. no paid staff 
directly in the food pantry) while another has the equivalent of 2 
FTE paid staff as well as 12 permanent volunteers. NB. There was a 
significant difference in the size of the service and number of 
customers/clients  
 
To be rated as on track, the rubric defines “minimum paid staff to 
manage operations of the agency, volunteers, staff and other 
resources.”  Therefore, our interpretation of the rubric is -   
Two sites:  On track 

One site:  Commencing 

Maintained 

Three sites: On track 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
One site’s implementation plan was to improve volunteer 
education and marketing of volunteering in the food pantry. 
This does not alter our rating of -  
Two sites:  On track 

One site:  Commencing 

Volunteers and placement-
based positions as part of 
the workforce 

One site:  no rating provided  
 One site: On track  
One site: Commencing 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
It is not clear in the description whether volunteers are there for 
altruistic reasons as well as potential clients/beneficiaries of social 
services. 
One site: On track 

One site: Commencing 

One site: Commencing or On track (more information needed) 

Two sites: On track  

One site: Commencing 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
One sites implementation plan has a focus on building volunteer 
workforce of potential clients of the service. However, this has not 
yet been implemented. 
One site: On track 

One site: Commencing 

One site: Commencing or On track (more information needed)  
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Secure food/grocery supply One site: Best practice  
Two sites:  On track 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
All sites dependent on Foodbank as well as other food rescue such 
as Oz Harvest and Secondbite. However, the best practice site has 
partnerships with multiple diverse sources of suppliers or 
redistributors. Our rating is in agreeance with the sites self-rating -  
One site: Best practice 

Two sites: On track 

Maintained 
One site: Best practice  
Two sites:  On track 

 
Reviewer comments/rating 
One site’s plan involves increasing range of local suppliers and 
food businesses to access food. Our rating remains -   
One site: Best practice 

Two sites: On track 
 

Commitment to continuous 
improvement and service 
quality through data and 
client voice 

One site: Best practice but also states On track for the volunteer 
training aspect.   
Two sites:  On track 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
All site’s interpretation of this element appeared to focus on the 
personal data captured from the customers/clients to ensure they 
fit the ‘target group’ to use the service more so than gaining 
feedback from the customer to hear their voice and develop the 
service. Therefore, our rating is - 
Two sites: Commencing 

One site: On track 

 

One site: Best practice 

One site: Best practice for the customer/client feedback part and 
On track for the volunteer training aspect 
One site: On track 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
Although reporting best practice, this site stated a barrier was that 
there was commitment to this but lack of resourcing limits the 
ability to spend time to actively seek feedback about customer 
experience.   Also acknowledged as an enabler was that the 
organisation provides existing frameworks for client voice and 
continuous improvement, but this is not specific to the EA service.  
Therefore, our rating is - 
Three sites: On track 

Target Groups 
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Customers and volunteers One site: Best practice 

 Two sites: Commencing 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
The best practice site focussed on its geographic location and that 
customers/clients accessing the service have been assessed as 
meeting the target of those in need. 
 
No sites commented on volunteers. The focus was on 
customers/clients.  
The two commencing sites stated no formal stepping stone to self 
sufficiency. One explained this as “funded as an EA service” 
Therefore our rating is -  
One site: On track 

Two sites: Commencing 

One site: Best practice 

One site: On track 

One site: Commencing 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
It is important to note that some high-risk volunteers were unable 
to work due to fears of COVID. 
One site is working on a social media strategy to promote the 
service to the target group. 
Our rating remains -  
One site: On track 

Two sites: Commencing 

Pathways out of food insecurity/Social services 

Social Connections Three sites:  Commencing 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
There is limited to no social connections on site.  Sites discussed 
their warm referrals to social activities offsite. 
Therefore, our rating is in agreeance with the sites self-rating -  
Three sites: Commencing 

Two sites:  Commencing 

One site: On track 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
There has been some work from one site to discover what 
customers/clients social needs are and what social activities are 
on offer in the community.  They will then advertise these 
activities to their customers/clients. However, the site itself is not 
offering activities regularly.  
Therefore, our rating remains -  
Three sites: Commencing 

Access to support to address 
underlying causes of food 
insecurity and poverty 

Two sites: Commencing 

One site: On track 
 

Maintained 

Two sites: Commencing 

One site:  On track 
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Reviewer comments/rating 
Referrals for on site services in two sites.  One site does not 
provide any on site services. Our rating is in agreeance with the 
sites self-rating -  
Two sites: Commencing 
One site: On track 

 

 

Reviewer comments/rating 
Main barrier to focus on in this area is the limitations of staff and 
volunteer capacity.   
One site planned to explore the role local community centres 
could play in a SSM through provision of wrap around services.  
Another site has identified customers would like education 
sessions on budgeting.  There are plans to provide these sessions 
with the internal Financial Inclusion team 
Our rating remains -  
Two sites: Commencing 
One site: On track 

Capacity building, skill 
development 

One site: Best practice  
Two sites:  Commencing 

 

 
Reviewer comments/rating  
The best practice site mentions volunteer skill development 
offerings and that volunteer opportunities have led to 
employment or further study but does not go into detail regarding 
formalised processes for training, mentoring, goal setting etc. 
Therefore, our rating is -  
Three sites: Commencing 

 

One site:  Best practice 
One site: On track 

One site:  Commencing  
 

 
Reviewer comments/rating  
One site’s implementation plan aims to build partnerships with 
local job service providers/employment agencies to encourage 
volunteering. This has not yet been enacted.   
The best practice site states they are now advising volunteers or 
training opportunities through the volunteer manager.  This does 
not seem to be in line with best practice explanation in the rubric. 
As there does not appear to be volunteer/work experience 
placements in place that differ from the general volunteer 
workforce at any site 
our rating remains -  
Three sites: Commencing   
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Reconnection with food Three sites: Commencing 

 

Reviewer comments/rating  
Two sites have had cooking classes in the past.  One site expresses 
the barrier of limited opportunity or capacity to be able to make 
any changes here. 
Our rating is in agreeance with the sites self-rating - 
Three sites: Commencing 
 

Maintained 
Three sites: Commencing 

 

Reviewer comments/rating  
Two sites have some thoughts and plans around healthy cooking 
sessions and showcasing healthier option meal packs but have not 
yet actioned them. One site noted clearly a lack of space and 
capacity to offer a variety of activities.  Our rating remains -  
Three sites: Commencing 
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