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Introduction

The state of school food in this country has improved substantially over the last fifteen years, not least with changes brought about through campaigning from Jamie
Oliver and others, and with the publication of the School Food Plan (and its associated policies and practice) in 2013. Every school day, over 100,000 school cooks

and caterers serve school meals to millions of children. Many schools have active breakfast provision, and every child in KS1 child can enjoy a fresh piece of fruit.

However, disruption caused by the Covid-19 crisis has brought school food policy and practice into sharp focus, especially around access and eligibility for free school
meals. Despite the heroic efforts of schools and their catering teams, Covid-19 has exposed challenges in providing healthy and nutritious school food, made even
more complicated by the sudden and rapid rise in free school meal entitlement since the start of the year. Current estimates are that take-up of school meals (both

paid for and free) have fallen by 10-30% from pre-Covid-19 levels. Some schools are still struggling to provide a consistent hot food offer due to ongoing operational
challenges.

This recent activity has highlighted that the school food landscape is increasingly fragmented and under great strain. There are many different types of food provision
in school, delivered through different policy and funding interventions. These exist at national and local authority level, as well as at individual school or academy
group level.

The purpose of this report was to map the current landscape of school food funding in the UK, to determine how effective the policies are in reaching their intended
outcomes, and to offer recommendations for improvement. The scope was deliberately narrow to understand and respond to how school food funding flows through
the supply chain. It was not a critique of the different types of school food provision nor an assessment of eligibility criteria and which cohorts of children should be
entitled to free school meals.

Whilst the project was coordinated by the charity School Food Matters, the work has been presented as a ‘white label” approach, to bring together the wide range of
players who all have a part to play in delivering school food. A working group was formed to build a positive consensus on the way forward, whilst acknowledging the

many differing views and opinions on how to apply the detail to the three broad recommendations presented in this report.

This report has been funded by Impact on Urban Health (part of Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity) as part of its wider childhood obesity programme. It links to the
charity’s other projects specifically focusing on school food which have been designed to close the gap in health outcomes between children from the lowest and

highest income households, recognising that there is a significant need to improve what and how children eat.



School Food Mapping - Review Scope

* The purpose of this report was to map the current landscape of school food funding in the UK, to determine how effective
the policies are in reaching their intended outcomes, and to offer recommendations for improvement.

* The scope was deliberately narrow to understand and respond to how government funding for school food interventions
flows through the supply chain.

* |t did not review how paid-for meals contributed to funding or accountability mechanisms.
* |t was not a critique of the different types of school food provision or governance models.

* It was not an assessment of eligibility criteria and which cohorts of children should be entitled to free school meals or other
publicly funded school food interventions.
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Executive Summary

The policy intention around school food interventions:

The current policy ambition is that school food should support health and learning outcomes for all pupils, as well as provide a nutritional safety net for those most
vulnerable to food insecurity.

The project working group has sought to understand how well existing school food funding mechanisms serve to meet this policy outcome. We have mapped
funding flows and existing accountability mechanisms and taken views from stakeholders across the school food system (and internationally) to investigate how the
approach could be improved.

We have drawn on government, school and commercial quantitative data, qualitative interviews and workshops with school leaders and caterers, and insights from
representative organisations with an interest in school food.

The current state of play:

The working group recognises that many improvements have been made in school food over the last decade, not least since the publication of the School Food Plan
in 2013. Millions more children are now eating a healthy school lunch, and thousands of new breakfast clubs and holiday provision schemes have been established.

A plethora of school food interventions exist at national, local authority and school level. They are supported through a complex mix of different funding
mechanisms: within the Dedicated Schools Grant, the block grant provided direct to schools (benefits related free school meals - FSM); separated grant funding
(Universal Infant Free School Meals - UIFSM, and the Universal Credit Supplementary grant); via third party organisations (e.g. National School Breakfast Programme
and Holiday Activity Fund); and direct procurement and provision of food (School Fruit and Vegetable Scheme - SFVS).

Each funding mechanism (whether at national or local level) has different guidance and conditions of grant for schools, and there is very little accountability as to
how funding translates to the provision and consumption of healthy food by eligible children.



Executive Summary (2

The emerging challenges:

Disruption caused by the COVID-19 crisis has brought school food policy and practice into sharp focus, around access and entitlement to free school meals, as well as
catering contracting arrangements.

Confusion exists amongst stakeholders, including school budget holders, about income streams and flow-through to expenditure and take-up by eligible children. For
school lunch funding, schools and caterers describe perverse incentives within the current system. Notably, schools receive ‘per-pupil’ income from government
based on census day take-up (UIFSM) and registration rates (FSM). School meal expenditure is usually based on the actual day to day take-up.

There is an increasingly fragmented and competitive school catering marketplace with a range of governance arrangements and types of provision (about 25% of
schools run their own catering in-house, the rest outsource to a range of providers). There has been a reduction in local authority run or commissioned group
contracts, and an increase in smaller, school led contracts. Catering procurement processes are often skewed to reducing meal costs rather than delivering

quality. Costs of provision have increased whereas government funding has not.

In the absence of statistically robust and independent data sets, the working group has gone out to gather take-up data from caterers and schools. There is a
consistent message coming through; that there are widespread variations between census day and actual take-up rates. These are particularly stark for benefits
related FSM eligible pupils, often 20% points lower than census day figures.

Quality assurance and monitoring mechanisms vary greatly between schools and catering contracts. In the absence of robust accountability processes, many
stakeholders question (whether fairly or not) how healthy and nutritious some food provision is.

Consequently, there is a risk that the existing school food funding arrangements are neither providing value for money nor delivering to their core purpose in feeding
children well.



Executive Summary (3

A potential solution - School Food Premium

* The working group has made three main recommendations: better funding mechanisms, better procurement, and clearer accountability mechanisms. We consider

that these could be packaged up under the introduction of a national School Food Premium. Doing this would also bring all school food interventions under one
statutory mechanism, enshrined in law.

* Asis the case for some other school premiums (such as the PE & Sports), the government funding guidance and conditions of grant would set certain stipulations to
ensure accountability, from funding allocation to catering procurement, all the way through to children eating a meal. This would provide clarity as to the
responsibilities for all those involved in delivering school food: national government; local authorities; school leaders; governors and caterers.

* Animportant matter is how the School Food Premium funding formula should be calculated and distributed, whether school allocations should be made based on
pupil eligibility, census take-up or actual take-up, and whether funding should be separated out from the Dedicated School Grant. (Currently, different funding
formulae and applications apply to respective school food interventions.) Preference has been given to funding being ring-fenced but issued as part of the Dedicated

School Grant, but in any case should be applied consistently for all school food interventions and for all schools.

Accountability within the School Food Premium:
* The working group is proposing that schools and their governors should demonstrate compliance with grant conditions through school policies and practices. This
could include a requirement to:
* Publish a school food policy, signed off by governors, which would include catering procurement specifications.

* Report annually on how funds were spent delivering school food policy and show progress against tangible school food objectives. This would likely detail
how the school was demonstrating compliance with the government’s school food standards through operational menus and record actual meal take-up as
an average through the school year, especially for pupils registered for free school meals.

* Be willing to be subject to an element of independent verification/audit to ensure quality assurance.



Executive Summary (4)

Additional resources in implementing the School Food Premium:

* We recognise that implementing the School Food Premium accountability mechanisms may have additional financial and resource costs for schools and their
caterers. However, advances in on-line payment mechanisms mean that nearly all schools (and their caterers) already hold actual take-up data for different school
cohorts.

The benefits of having a School Food Premium:
* The working group has considered the potential benefits of implementing a School Food Premium around the central theme of ensuring more children are eating
nutritious free school meals. These include:
° Caterers and schools are required to work in clear partnership with each other.
° Ability to ‘ring-fence’ school food money to the child, not for general school purposes.
° Clarity and accuracy of school food take-up rates, especially for pupils eligible for free school meals.
° Ability for parents and governors to see how money allocated for school food intervention is being spent on school food activity.

° Accountability mechanisms are clear at all stages of the supply chain and for all stakeholders.
How the School Food Premium links with future government policy on public sector procurement (through the National Food Strategy Part 2):

* The working group has recognised the importance of linking the introduction of the School Food Premium to revised public sector food procurement guidance and
regulations, especially in respect of championing quality over price, and improving guidance and skills. Close engagement is required with Henry Dimbleby and the
Defra National Food Strategy team in advance of the publication of Part 2 in Spring 2021.



School Food Premium: how interventions would be included in

funding allocation and accountability mechanism
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Taking the report forward — next steps

The Working Group agrees that, in order to take this work forward, the Department for Education should convene an advisory

group, to include those representing school caterers, headteachers, school business managers, governors, local authorities,
children’s food campaigners.

Together we can work through the detail and application of how the School Food Premium would work in practice.



Methodology: A collaborative approach

The project comes under the auspices of the School Food Plan Alliance. A working group of key stakeholders from the school
food and education sector was convened to guide the project. The members informed the development of research questions
and methodology and facilitated access to data and participants. They also advised on policy and practice

recommendations. Having the working group in place helped to secure a collaborative approach and build confidence in
findings and recommendations. The working group consisted of:

Catering/food supply chain

James Bielby, Federation of Wholesale Distributors
Mark Davies, ISS Food Service

Naomi Duncan, Chefs in Schools

Brad Pearce, LACA (The School Food People)

Leigh Powell, UNISON

Education

Bethan Cullen, Institute of School Business Leadership
Julia Harnden, Association of School and College Leaders
Sam Henson, National Governance Association

Academia
Greta Defeyter, Northumbria University & Feeding Britain
Suzanne Spence, GENIUS Network

Voluntary sector

Barbara Crowther, Children's Food Campaign at Sustain
Zoe Mclntyre, Food Foundation

Jeanette Orrey and Rob Percival, Food for Life

Alysa Remtulla, Magic Breakfast

Melanie Renowden / James Toop, BiteBack2030

Sam Royston and Azmina Siddique, The Children's Society
Stephanie Slater, School Food Matters

Local government
Vickie Hacking, APSE

Project team
Myles Bremner (Lead Consultant)
Abigail Page (Consultant)

Jackson Reynolds-Ryan, research team, School Food Matters

Amanda Shiach, research team, School Food Matters



Methodology: Aims and Research Questions

The aims of the project were to:
*  Map the current landscape of school food funding in the UK,

* Determine how effective the policies are in reaching their intended outcomes,

*  Offer recommendations for improvement
Based on these aims three main research questions were identified:
1. What is the current landscape of school food funding in the UK?
a.  What school food funding interventions are in place?
b.  What school food funding legislation is in place?
c.  What are the eligibility criteria and funding allocation models for government-supported school food interventions?
d.  How does school food funding flow from government through to eligible children?
2. How effective are these interventions (individually and collectively) in ensuring that funding flows are achieving their policy goals?
a.  What mechanisms are in place to ensure that school food funding is delivering intended policy outcomes, specifically:
* What are guidance and conditions of grant for school food interventions?
* What are the reporting and accountability mechanisms in place for school food interventions?
* Who is responsible for monitoring and reporting against school food funding?

3. What would be the key facets of an improved school food funding system?



Methodology: Research Approach

* Initial discussions with the working group, and a review of previous research, had identified the fragmented nature of the school food funding
landscape and subsequently the fragmented understanding of its operation and functioning.

* Aniterative and inductive approach to data collection and analysis was therefore used to enable us to build and test understanding of school
food funding policy, calculation and allocation, and accountability mechanisms as the project progressed.

* A mixed methods approach was adopted, using a range of quantitative and qualitative data and analysis in order to improve the validity of the
data and triangulate findings. After a preliminary phase of quantitative analysis of government data in order to frame the next phase of data
collection, quantitative and qualitative data collection was undertaken concurrently.

* Inorder to minimise bias in the findings, efforts were made to ensure quantitative data collection and participant recruitment were reflective
of the breadth of the school food landscape, particularly the supply chain and those ‘engaged’ and ‘unengaged’ in the school food agenda.



Methodology: Research Approach

2 options workshops

Engagement with representative bodies via
1:1 calls and presentations at board
meetings

Further calls and e-mail contact with
research participants

Working group review of final
recommendations

* Based on emerging themes, identification
of key facets of a revised school food
funding system covering calculation,
allocation and accountability.

* Use of working group to develop and test
initial thinking on recommendations

Quantitative data
gathering and
analysis

Testing
recommendations

Qualitative data
gathering and
analysis

Developing policy
and practice
recommendations

Data synthesis and
interpretation

* Inductive analysis of data to develop emerging
themes regarding strengths and weaknesses of
existing funding calculation, allocation and
accountability mechanismes.

* |dentification of data gaps and lines of enquiry

* Testing of findings with working group

Use of working group networks to
identify and gain access to quantitative
data sets

Collection and analysis of 25 confidential
data sets provided by caterers specifying
take-up rates

Analysis of government data sets (school
level characteristics and funding
allocations)

Use of working group and broader
networks to identify and recruit
participants

c.40 Semi-structured interviews with
stakeholders

Meetings with government officials to
build and test understanding of current
policy intent and functioning
Documentary analysis of UK and
international school food policy and
practice
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Methodology: School Food Funding Flow Mapping

In order to understand how school food funding flows from national government through to children, we first mapped the main stages in the supply chain.

We recognised that for all government interventions there are additional and differing schemes offered by local authorities, schools and other local organisations. The
additional contribution of these schemes is not recorded centrally (nor evaluated) so it proved difficult to map them completely, including total national spend via such

schemes, nor draw definitive conclusions to their effectiveness. The research therefore focused on the movement of funds via the English government-funded schemes. A

summary of other schemes operating in the policy area has been provided where possible.

Funding is further fragmented due to Multi Academy Trusts receiving funding direct through the General Annual Grant (GAG); and the Trust then determining distribution of

respective funds for the Trust’s individual schools.

We used the framework below to structure our data collection and presentation.

Government
Funding Stream

Policy objective
Eligibility criteria
Funding rate
Allocation
mechanism
Guidance and
conditions of grant
Direct procurement

Local Authority
(or MAT)

Un-altered transfers
of ‘hard’ funding
formula

Local funding rates
for national funds
Local distribution/
allocation of gov’t
schemes

Local grants/
schemes: eligibility,
allocation criteria
Procurement
(service/product)
Service provision

Education Setting

* Budget setting

* Service
commissioning
(service/product)
for national, LA,
NGO and school
funded
interventions

* Eligibility criteria
(where not set by
funder guidance)

* Service provision

Catering Provider

* Service provision

* Quality
management

* Financial
performance
management

Child/Young Person

* Registration for
eligibility-based
services

* Take-up of food
intervention offer




Methodology: Data Collection and Analysis (1)

Data collection and analysis included:

* Secondary analysis of government data sets: school census day (pupil numbers and UIFSM and FSM take-up); FSM Supplementary Grant and capital funding allocations.

* Collection and analysis of 20 confidential school food data sets, provided by caterers (in-house, commercial and LA), schools and local authorities. Data covered pricing and meal
take-up (UIFSM, FSM and paid for).

* Over 30 semi-structured interviews with those involved in school food. Key stakeholder groups were mapped and individuals from these groups were identified using researcher
and working group networks, as well as desk-based research and participant suggestions. Discussions were framed around participants’ understanding and experience of existing
food funding streams as well as their appetite for reform of the existing arrangements. As the research progressed specific recommendations were tested during interviews, and
with follow up communications.

* The table below summarises research participants:

Caterers LACA, In-house, Local Authorities, larger private sector, SMEs, Unison, individual school cooks and chefs
Headteachers & Governors NGA, Unions (ASCL & NAHT & NEU), Primary & Secondary Headteachers (both maintained and academies)
School Business Leaders ISBL, Secondary & Primary School Business Managers, Large Multi Academy Trust procurement teams
Local Authorities APSE, LGA, Individual LA’s (Education & Children Services, Public Health, Finance, Procurement)

Catering Consultants & Framework Litmus, AVL, Espo, Pelican Procurement, School Buying Hub

Providers

Government Depts for: Education, Health & Social Care, Defra,

Charities and Campaigners (both School Food Matters, Children’s Food Campaign, Food for Life (Soil Association), Magic Breakfast, Chefs in
Policy and Practice) Schools, The Children’s Society, Child Poverty Action Group

Academics Members of the GENIUS Network, plus other researchers



Methodology: Data Collection and Analysis (2)

* Documentary analysis of existing school funding policy, practice and guidance and conditions of grant. Both school food funding and non-food
‘premiums’ and grants were examined.

* Documentary analysis and e-mail and phone discussions with international examples of school food funding accountability mechanisms: case
studies from Scotland, Italy (Rome), Finland, Sweden, Japan, US (Austin, Texas).

* Two options workshops, one with school business managers (SBMs), and one with SBMs, headteachers and caterers.

* As new insights and questions emerged from our findings, we undertook additional data collection and analysis to test understanding,
triangulate findings, and add depth.

* To build confidence in our findings (as a research team and for the sector) we regularly tested them with stakeholders, via the working group
and 1:1 and group discussions. This served to test the validity of findings and minimise bias.

* Inline with good ethical practice, all participants were informed of the purpose of the research and how their data would be used. Due to the
confidential, and sometimes commercially sensitive nature of the information given by participants, all findings have been anonymised.



Methodology: Limitations

Data gaps: The research process revealed that there are gaps in data that is routinely collected and reported regarding school food funding. Notably,
there is no consistent data on actual take-up rates for free school meals (benefits-related and UIFSM). There are also gaps in the recording and reporting
of financial data regarding school food, at every level of the funding flow. These two factors limited our ability to provide definitive funding flow
analysis. Despite this, due to the consistency in the data we were able to collate from research participants, we have a good level of confidence in our
analysis and estimates.

* Differentiation between types of provision: Whilst the scope did not include an analysis of different types of provision, the working group recognised
that the study was limited in its analysis of funding and accountability flows in those schools that manage and deliver catering activities in-house without
any external provider support.

* After school and milk provision: We were unable to provide any meaningful data for after school club provision, so have omitted this from our
research. We received data for the government’s milk subsidy schemes but have not analysed further.

* Research design adaptations: Our key research participants were profoundly affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. Schools were grappling with managing
very real threats to the health and wellbeing of their staff and pupils. Schools and caterers were having to adopt radically different operational models in
a shifting landscape. For caterers, this also meant threats to their financial survival. We were therefore advised not to undertake certain elements of
our original research design, such as survey work, as participation would be limited, and it was thought unethical to divert resources from these
immediate challenges. This impacted on our ability to gain insights from quantitatively robust, representative samples of stakeholders. We are hopeful
that the measures we put in place to minimise bias via participant recruitment, and quantitative data collection, as well as the engagement of
representative bodies, means that this has had a limited impact on the validity of our findings.

* England only: Initially it had been intended to review all school food funding interventions in each of the devolved nations. It became apparent that
because of the complex and varying legislative frameworks and approaches within and between each nation this would make the project unwieldy, and
so the focus was restricted to England. Despite this, findings for the England context have been informed by understanding of the policies and practices
within the devolved nations.
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Funding Map 1: Benefits-Related Free School Meals

Policy Intention

* Free school meals for impoverished children were first introduced in the 1906 Education (Provision of Meals) Act as a means of tackling malnutrition (Finch, 2019).
Subsequent policies have widened and limited the reach of the policy, (universal provision under the 1944 Education Act, and then significantly limited eligibility under
the 1986 Social Security Act (Evans and Harper, 2009), but the core purpose has remained to provide a nutritional safety net for children who need it.

Eligibility Criteria

* Achildis eligible for free school meals if their parents are in receipt of specific benefits. Prior to 2018 all pupils whose families were in receipt of Universal Credit were
entitled to free school meals. All such pupils will continue to be eligible for the remainder of the phase of education they are in. From 2018 families in receipt of
Universal Credit and whose income (not including welfare payments) is below £7,400 in England, Scotland and Wales or £14,000 in Northern Ireland, are eligible for free
school meals (GOV.UK, 2020a).

Funding Calculation Mechanism
* Schools work with families to identify eligible pupils, this is then registered with local authorities, who confirm eligibility via the DfE’s eligibility checking service.
* Schools receive funding for eligible pupils based on the number of FSM pupils that are registered by the school on the two census days in October and January.

Funding Allocation Mechanism
* In England the DfE sets an allocation of £450 per pupil per year via the National Funding Formula- NFF (£440 in 2019/20 (DfE, 2019a), £450 in 2020/2021 and £460 for

2021/22 (DfE, 2020)); this is awarded to local authorities as part of the Dedicated Schools Grant, or through to Multi Academy Trusts and Academies via the General
Allocation Grant. Currently, the NFF is a ‘soft formula” meaning that local authorities have freedom to distribute the funds according to a locally determined formula,
agreed via the local Schools Forum. For school meals funding this means that schools may receive more or less from the local authority than the notionally allocated
£450 per pupil per year. The DfE has announced its intention to move towards a ‘hard’” NFF formula in the near future, although exact timescale not yet known (Dickens,
2020).

Provision Arrangement
* Schools enter into contracting arrangements with caterers. These may be developed, negotiated and managed on a school, MAT or local authority basis. An estimated
25-30% of schools provide their catering in-house, dealing direct with food suppliers and employing their catering staff. (Food for Life, 2020)

Accountability Mechanism
 Schools are not required to report on how they have spent the free school meal funding, nor on actual take-up rates amongst pupils eligible for free school meals. 21



Funding Map 1: Benefits-Related Free School Meals Funding Flow (2019/20 data)
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Funding Map 2: Free School Meals Supplementary Grant

Policy Intention

* The free school meals supplementary grant was introduced as a time limited grant in 2018 to cover the period of roll out of Universal Credit. Additional funds were
made available in recognition of the anticipated increase in pupils eligible for FSM due to the introduction of a means-based threshold for eligibility for free school
meals. The government acknowledged that because school funding operates on a lagged basis, schools could struggle to meet the increased FSM demand during the
benefits transition period (ESFA, 2020a).

Eligibility Criteria
* The same criteria for pupil eligibility for FSM is used as in the main FSM allocation

Funding Calculation Mechanism
» Allocations are determined based on the difference in numbers of FSM eligible pupils between October censuses. £77.7million was granted to schools in 2019/20
(ESFA, 2020b).

Funding Allocation Mechanism

* Funding is granted to local authorities to award directly to maintained schools. The Education and Skills Funding Agency makes direct payments to academies and free
schools. The difference between the supplementary grant and the NFF funding is that awards are made in-year to compensate for immediate shortfalls.

Provision Arrangement
* Notionally this funding would be used in the same way as the broader benefits related free school meals funding on the basis of whatever catering contracting
arrangements are in place within the education setting.

Accountability Mechanism

* The conditions of grant state that the supplementary grant “must be spent for the benefits of the school or for the benefit of pupils registered at other maintained
schools or PRUs” (ESFA, 2020a).

* Local authorities are required to certify to the Education and Sills Funding Agency that they have complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and make their
accounts and other documents available for scrutiny to demonstrate this.

* Schools are not required to report on how they have spent the supplementary grant funding.



Funding Map 2: Free School Meals Supplementary Grant (2019/20 data)
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Funding Map 3: Universal Infant Free School Meals

Policy Intention:
* Universal Infant Free School Meals (UIFSM) were introduced via specific legislation in 2014 in order to:
* increase the number of pupils who eat a tasty and nutritious school lunch and develop positive eating habits
* improve pupils” health, attainment and behaviour, through better nutrition and socialisation
* ease pressure on family budgets
* support the economic viability of school meals (School Food Plan 2014).

Eligibility Criteria:
* All pupils in KS1 in England are eligible for UIFSM.

Funding Calculation Mechanism

* The DfE allocates £440.60 p/a per pupil for 2020/2021(ESFA 2020c).

* Schools receive funding based on the number of pupils in Reception, and Years 1&2 that take a meal on two census days in October and January. For the January 2020 census this
was recorded as being 89% of all pupils nationally. Pupils eligible for benefits related free school meals are then deducted from this figure.

Funding Allocation Mechanism
* The DfE pays maintained schools via local authorities and academies and free schools via the Education and Skills Funding Agency.

Accountability Mechanism
* Conditions of grant (ESFA 2020c) state:
* "The grant supports schools in delivering the legal requirement to offer free school meals, meeting the school food standards, to all their reception, year 1 and year 2 pupils”
* "Schools may spend the grant for the purposes of the school [l.e.] the educational benefit of pupils registered at that school, or for the benefit of pupils registered at other
schools. They may also spend it on community facilities, for example services whose provision furthers any charitable purpose for the benefit of pupils at the school or their
families, or people who live or work in the school’s locality."
* The Secretary of State can require the repayment of part or whole of the grant if the LA or school has not met the grant conditions. However, schools are not required to report on
how they have met the conditions of grant.
* There is no specified mechanism for monitoring school food standards compliance.

* Only census day information is collected regarding take-up.
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Funding Map 3: UIFSM Funding Flow (2019/20 data)

Government

All pupils in KS1
minus those
already eligible for
FSM under the
benefits-related
scheme

= 1.58 million )

X £437 p/a
= £692 million

Education Setting

Pupils eligible for
UIFSM that take-up
meal on census day

= 1.40 million()

x £437 p/a
= £610 million

c.12 % of pupils eligible
for UIFSM do not take up
meal on census day

- £82 million

Catering Team

Pupils eligible for
UIFSM that take-up
meal on census day

= 1.40 millionqo)

X 408.50 p/a
= £570 million

Strike price agreed with
caterer ~£2.15 per meal

- £40 million

Child/Young Person

Actual take-up by
UIFSM eligible pupils

=1.23 million 1y

X 408.50 p/a
X = £504 million

c. 10% of UIFSM not
taken up day-to-day

- £66 million



Funding Map 4: Breakfast (England DfE Scheme)

Policy Intention

* The current DfE commissioned National School Breakfast Programme (NSBP) commenced in March 2018, with funding drawn from the Soft Drinks Industry Levy (SDIL) revenues.

* The policy intention is to ensure disadvantaged children are “fed and are at school on time and ready to learn” (UK Parliament 2020). DfE commissioned evaluation of previous breakfast
club schemes had found that they had an impact on pupil concentration behaviour and supported learning.

Eligibility Criteria

* Schools are eligible to join the Programme if 50% of pupils fall into IDACI (Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index) bands A-F. Universal provision is then made within these schools.

Funding Calculation Mechanism

* A f£23.7 million contract for responsibility for running the Breakfast Club programme was awarded to Family Action in partnership with Magic Breakfast (FAMB) to run for two years (until
March 2020). In January 2020 the Government announced an extension to this contract for a further 12 months, with an additional £11.8 million in funding (now carried over to the end of
2020/21 school year due to COVID-19).

*  FAMB partnership manages distribution of grants and food to participating schools.

* Schools receive £500 to support start-up costs (e.g. for refrigeration and cooking equipment) when they join the Programme.

* Subsequently they submit food orders to the NSBP (no limits are made on these orders).

Funding Allocation Mechanism
* The NSBP awards the initial grant, and then co-ordinates breakfast food deliveries.
* At the end of a school’s participation in the NSBP they can be awarded a £750 sustainability grant upon successful completion of a Sustainability Plan which demonstrates who they will

continue their hunger focused school breakfast provision.

Accountability Mechanism
* Schools have the support of a local School Partner who visits twice a year to ensure the conditions of grant and assess quality of food being served. They work with the school to address

any issues identified.
* DfE have commissioned the Education Endowment Foundation to evaluate the programme.

NB all data and terms of grant supplied in personal communication from Magic Breakfast. 27



Funding Map 4: Breakfast

School breakfast provision is highly fragmented with a mix of school, local authority, business, charitable and national government
supported schemes.

Each scheme has its own eligibility criteria, calculation, and allocation mechanism, some also have accountability mechanisms in place.
Schools may participate in more than one scheme concurrently, and in most cases need to apply to participate.

Universal LA Programmes: Targeted LA
Blackpool - £1.3m for 11k breakfasts in all Programmes

Hprimary SC_T;]OIZ3 7 million for breakfast Various schemes- no Local
ammersmith - £3.7 million for breakfasts national data. cp
in all primary schools Charltles

" )
data supplied by LAs Various schemes- no

national data.

Corporate Schemes

Kelloggs - £600k to 600 schools

G 35Kk children/day at 535 €.26% of breakfast club schemes

reggs - children/day a

clubs, £2,000 = support school of 50 children (Kelloggs 2015)

for a year Funded through parental and school
contributions

School Run Schemes

*data supplied by funders

National School Breakfast
Programme

Schools with >50% of pupils in IDACI A-F : ° No Provision
*£34.7m over three years to 2020 C I ¢.15% of schools

* Reaches 280k children (Kelloggs 2015)

e Ambition for schools to become self-sustaining

after support
* data from Magic Breakfast



Funding Map 5: School Fruit & Vegetable Scheme

Policy Intention
* The School Fruit and Vegetable Scheme was piloted in 2000 and then rolled out nationally (in England) in 2004. Initially funded by the Department of Health, since 2015 it has been
jointly funded by the Department of Health and Social Care and the Department of Education. Its objectives are to:
* Provide each eligible child in eligible schools with one portion of fruit/vegetable on each school day,
*  “Normalise” the consumption of fruit and vegetables as part of an everyday healthy diet,
* Introduce children to a reasonably wide range of different types of produce to encourage consumption.

Eligibility Criteria
* All pupils in KS1 in participating schools are eligible. All English schools are entitled to participate (96% do).

Funding Calculation Mechanism

e Contractors tender to supply and distribute the produce.
* Schools receive fruit and vegetable produce based on KS1 pupil numbers, a total of 2.3 million children.

Funding Allocation Mechanism
* Schools are invited to register with the SFVS on an annual basis, and participation is completely free to them, they do not need to order or pay for the produce and delivery costs.
e  The DHSC contracts Supply Chain Co-Ordination Ltd (SCCL) which operates the SFVS as part of the NHS Supply Chain which then procures fruit and vegetable delivery via contracts with

c.20 suppliers and distributors.

Provision Arrangement
* Schools receive weekly deliveries of produce from the contracted suppliers.

* School staff distribute to KS1 pupils. SFVS guidance is that children should be sitting down and consumption should be supervised.

Accountability Mechanism
e SCCL manages the contract and ensures that supply chain KPIs are met. Operation of the SFVS is also subject to monthly review by the NHS Business Service Authority.

* Schools are not monitored on how they operate the SFVS within their schools, nor how many pupils eat their daily portion of fruit and vegetables.

NB Data supplied in communication from School Fruit & Veg Team, Department of Health and Social Care
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Funding Map 5 — School Fruit & Vegetable Scheme

DHSC Jointly Fund

Government DfE
l £42 million per year
Supply Chain Co-Ordination Management Function of
NHS Supply Chain
Ltd
Supply Management
NHS Squly Chain Acts as Master Contractor
l Appoints through Competitive Framework Agreements
. Includes:
Supply & Distribution Approx. 20 Suppliers & Capespan, Fresh Direct, MWW,
Distributors SH Prat & Co., GW Price, Total
Produce

‘ 16,000 Schools

2.3 million children
All Key Stage 1 Pupils

Child/Young Person
Aged 4-7 years . o
NB Data supplied in personal communicatieh from DHSC




Funding Map 6: Food Education Ingredients

Policy Intention

* Revisions to the National Curriculum delivered from 2014 (DfE 2013) set out key learning objectives for the Cooking and Nutrition Curriculum, pupils should learn:
* The principles of a health and varied diet
* How to prepare a range of dishes
* Food provenance

* Schools receive funding to support delivery of the whole school curriculum via the National Funding Formula.

* The Pupil Premium was introduced in 2011 to improve the attainment of disadvantaged pupils.

Eligibility Criteria
* Eligibility for food education ingredients varies widely across education setting, with a mixture of universal and targeted approaches. Two thirds of primary schools provide
food education ingredients to all their pupils ‘very often” or ‘often’, compared to only 17% of secondary schools (secondary analysis of survey of school food teachers

conducted for the FELL Review).
* Some schools use a targeted approach: 44% of secondary school food teachers report that their school provides ingredients for those who cannot afford to do so. 71% of

primary food teachers report their school provides ingredients for those unable to do so, with 30% reporting that they use pupil premium funding for this (Ibid).

Funding Calculation Mechanism
* Thereis currently no national approach to food ingredients funding, including for disadvantaged pupils.

Funding Allocation Mechanism
* Thereis currently no national approach to food ingredients funding. Schools make independent judgements about how they will use their NFF and Pupil Premium budgets
to support food education learning.

Provision Arrangement

* Provision is mixed, with some schools providing ingredients for all pupils, some providing ingredients but requesting payment from children, and some asking children to
bring in their own ingredients. This may also vary across key stages (ibid).

* Teachers report paying for ingredients for pupils from their own pocket to ensure their participation in learning (ibid).

Accountability Mechanism
* Delivery of the curriculum is monitored as part of the wider school inspection regime, there is no specific guidance on food education ingredients as part of this.
* All maintained schools and most academies are required to publish their Pupil Premium Strategy, including rationale and plans for spending the Premium funding. This

guidance is high level for all aspects of spending and there is no specific guidance for food ingredients. 1



Funding Map 7: Healthy Pupils Capital Fund (2018/19)

Policy Intention

* DfE awarded £100m of Soft Drinks Industry Levy revenue as a one-year Healthy Pupils Capital Fund (HPCF) in 2018- 19, “intended to improve children’s and young people’s physical
and mental health by improving and increasing availability to facilities for physical activity, healthy eating, mental health and wellbeing and medical conditions.“(DfE 2019b)

Eligibility Criteria

* All state funded schools were eligible to bid for funding.

Funding Calculation Mechanism

* Calculations were based on pupil numbers and weighting according to age-phase and type of pupils; school modernization; school location, and voluntary aided schools. The same

methodology was used as for School Condition Allocations under the broader school capital funding programme (DfE 2019c).

Funding Allocation Mechanism

* Schools were required to bid for funding. Local authorities determined allocations for community, foundation and voluntary controlled schools. In voluntary aided schools the LA
worked with voluntary aided partners to agree projects. MATs made decisions on how to prioritise funding for schools within their Trust.

* Local responsible bodies had flexibility to distribute funding based on local priorities and need but were required to use the funding for the intended pupil health and wellbeing goals
of the fund (ibid).

Provision Arrangement

* Teaching and catering kitchen and dining spaces, including seating and tables, and garden spaces for growing produce, improving access to cooking facilities for disabled pupils and the
provision of kitchen appliances and cooking and gardening equipment were among the DfE suggested areas of spending.

* 63 ofthe 218 HPCF (School Food Matters & Sustain, 2020) were spent on food related projects, a summary of what proportion of spending was allocated to these projects is not

available .

Accountability Mechanism
* ‘Responsible bodies” were required to report on how they had spent their HPCF allocations.

32



Funding Map 8: Holiday Activities and Food Fund (England DfE scheme)

Policy Intention

* In November 2020, DfE announced that the Holiday Activities and Food programme (HAF) will provide free childcare, structured activities and food for those on free
school meals during the Easter, Christmas and summer holidays (DWP, 2020). This follows funding provided in 2018 and 2019 for pilot schemes, which aimed to test
the effectiveness of interventions, look at take-up of provision, identify the costs involved, and consider whether there are particular areas where this kind of
programme would be most effective (DfE, 2018).

Eligibility Criteria
* Details and guidance have not yet been issued, but the DWP announcement and a Prior Information Notice on Contracts Finder suggests that the HAF Programme
will be available to disadvantaged children in every local authority in England (GOV.UK, 2020b).

Funding Calculation Mechanism & Funding Allocation Mechanism
* These are to be confirmed within the new scheme, but there is an expectation that funding will be allocated through to Local Authorities. The Prior Information
Notice calls for a provider to provide support, advice and guidance on how to best organize the scheme (ibid).

Provision Arrangement

* To be confirmed, but it is expected that the HAF scheme will bring together appropriate partnerships from the community and voluntary sector, including schools.
For the Christmas Holidays in 2020, government have provided Local Authorities with a ring-fenced fund of £170m, with at least 80% earmarked for help with food
and bills (DWP 2020).

Accountability Mechanism
* An evaluation of the 2019 HAF scheme was commissioned through Defra and awarded to ECORYS. (UK Parliament 2020). To date, this has not yet been published.



Funding Map 8: Holiday Provision

Government

» 2018 - £2m Holiday Activities & Food Research Fund
* 2019 - £9m Holiday Activity & Food (HAF).
* 50k children
e Jan 2020 - £9m HAF extension
e July 2020 - £120m Covid Summer Food Fund

e Nov 2020 - £220m HAF extension to cover Easter,
Summer and Christmas holidays in 2021

Foundations / Housing Associations

*E.g. One Housing Foundation

*No centralised data on how many children
are supported

COVID-19 Response C h I I d

e\oucher scheme for Easter and May half-term
breaks, valued at £15 per child per week

*£120m Covid Summer Food Fund

eCommunity and school response during
Autumn 2020 half term scheme

Larger Holiday Provision Clubs (rood roundation 2020)

Supplied with food & funds from charities, LAs, Govt:
eg (but not limited to):

e Suffolk LA — 1690 children

e Mayor’s Fund for London — 5500 children

e Tower Hamlets — 5340 children

e Street Games — 4000 children

e Gateshead LA —2794 children

e Spring North — 2062 children

e Edsential CIC—13161 children

e The Romsey School — 4875 children

e Leeds Community Foundation — 11500 children
* Voluntary Action Sheffield — 7500 children

Individual Holiday Clubs

Networks of schools &
community groups

¢ No national data on number
of children, number of clubs,
or money provided to schools



School Food Funding: An overview of national government spending

* Thereis no single source of data on government revenue spending on school food interventions.

* |tisimportant to present a summary of revenue spending in order to give a sense of the magnitude of annual spending and the

importance of ensuring this leads to the desired policy outcomes for the children at which they are targeted.
* Thetable below is based on the totals calculated via the school food funding mapping process.

Benefits Related Free School Meals 633.9
Free School Meals Supplementary Grant 78.5
Universal Infant Free School Meals 609.9
National School Breakfast Scheme 11.8
School Fruit and Vegetable Scheme 40.0
Milk (DHSC & Defra) c.5.0
Food Education Ingredients Not known
TOTAL 1,379.1

~ £1.4 billion spent
on school food
interventions in
2019/20



Cross cutting themes

The working group has summarised the following cross cutting themes that sit across the different
school food interventions:

The majority of stakeholders found school food funding complex and fragmented
Perverse financial incentives exist within free school meal funding

Actual take-up of free school meals is not routinely published; however data suggests it is commonly lower than census day figures

1
2
3
4. There are inconsistencies between different school food interventions
5 Accountability mechanisms are limited

6

School Food Procurement and management of catering contracts can be challenging



Theme 1: The majority of stakeholders found school food
funding complex and fragmented

* From finance officers in local authorities, through to headteachers and school business managers, we received a consistent message that the current calculations and allocations for
school food funding are complicated, difficult to understand and often confusing.

* There are different calculation methods used for assessing eligibility of different school food interventions:

For example, benefits-related free school meal allocations are calculated based on the number of registered FSM pupils on roll on census day, whereas universal infant free
school meal funding is calculated based on the census day recorded take-up of school meals.

The national school breakfast programme eligibility is based for those schools with certain IDACI (Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index) thresholds, whereas free
school meals are based on a household's universal credit threshold (currently £7,400).

* Thereis alack of understanding why different funding mechanisms are used:

A plethora of school food interventions exist, at national, local authority and school level. They are supported through a complex mix of different funding
mechanisms: within the Dedicated Schools Grant (benefits-related FSM); grant funding (UIFSM & Universal Credit Supplementary grant); via third party organisations (e.g.
National School Breakfast Programme and Holiday Activity Fund); and direct procurement and provision of food (SFVS).

There is inconsistency between the stated National Funding Formula allocations for free school meals and what schools might end up with. From the local authorities we
spoke to, about half seemed to continue setting their own rates (often with a higher secondary amount than primary) rather than passport the stated amount in the

national funding formula. The national funding formula calculations are passported straight through to multi-academy trusts or single academies through the General
Annual Grant.

* Headteachers and school business managers report that they are not sure of their total school food intervention funding streams:

We had clear feedback from interviews and in our workshops with headteachers and school business managers that there was not a common understanding or direct link
between school food intervention income received and all appropriate expenditure paid out on different school food costs.

Many schools agree a school food contract with a meal cost paid out to the caterer lower than the income received (either from government or for paid meals). But many
schools we spoke to do not then calculate the additional costs associated with providing school food — such as fitting out and running school kitchens and dining areas and
paying for school food supervisors during mealtimes. There is a mixed picture whether schools see that this funding should come out of the allocated school food funding,
or whether it should come out of the wider dedicated school grant.

* Some local authorities that manage and deliver large school food contracts and some large multi-academy trusts have specialist resources in place to provide school food
intervention support for their schools. Several caterers fed back that where schools came together in larger school food contracts, there was often a better understanding by those
schools of how their funding flows works.
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Theme 1: Feedback from our interviews

“When you get your budget it doesn’t say this amount of money is for food, this amount is for other aspects of supporting children who
are from a deprived area” (Headteacher).

“It was only this week in preparation for this [workshop] that | actually asked where the FSM money was coming from, and some of my
colleagues will have as little idea as | have how much is within my deprivation grant for FSM” (Headteacher).

“For us it is very unclear, as a special school we have our higher needs block funding and our place funding, so it is very vague as to
where our actual school food funding comes in” (School Business Leader).

“We’re aware that it [school food allocation] can be confusing for schools — we are aware we are not following the national funding
formula. And anyway, our free school meals allocations are different to the universal infant free school meals funding amounts. So, in
effect there are three different amounts, even if schools can work it out in all the paperwork” (local authority education funding team).

"I thought the free school meals money had to come out of the Pupil Premium pots" (Caterer).

"Funding is very fragmented, lack of consistency from school to school since decentralisation and often misunderstanding by business

managers. Delegations can often be homogenised, making it difficult to ring-fence what funds are actually for meaning conflicting
interests where other pressures exist.” (Local Authority)



Theme 2: Perverse financial incentives exist within
free school meal funding

* For school lunch funding, schools and caterers described perverse incentives within the current system. Notably, schools receive ‘per-pupil’ income from
government based on census day take-up (for universal infant free school meals) and registration rates (for free school meals). School meal expenditure is
usually based on the actual day to day take-up.

* School headteachers and school business managers were aware that there were limited conditions attached to free school meal and universal infant free
school meal grants, other than making sure that meals were available for those eligible and that they met school food standards.

* There is widespread recognition that census day is used to boost school funding. Caterers and school business managers talked quite openly about the
joint efforts made to ensure as many key stage one children and pupils entitled to free school meals took a meal on both the January and October census
days. This included organising theme days and wide use of promotional literature issued by schools, caterers and local authorities alike.

* Most caterers interviewed expressed frustration that this extra income is not then used to provide school meals and instead went on other school
expenditure. Some school business managers we interviewed stated that this was important income for the school and it was right to maximise take-up.

* Some schools reported that the extra income was used to subsidise the additional costs the school incurs in providing UIFSM. However, the rate of
funding for UIFSM has only increased by c. 2% in the last 6 years, and many schools report that their extra funding helps to subsidise the losses they are
making.

* Data that we had access to showed a consistent trend that benefits-related free school meal take-up on census day is higher than actual take-up. We
heard from some headteachers that they would use the census day figures to show how the school was meeting the needs of disadvantaged pupils,
suggesting there was perhaps an incentive to maximise take-up on census days.
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Theme 2: Feedback from our interviews

“As a caterer | am asked to make sure take-up on census day is maxed out, but then the rest of the year we don’t always get the support back”

(Caterer).

“A census day figure creates a false picture in terms of over claim, you’ll get many more children sat down if we offer a theme day, and equally
you create a problem mid-year potentially if you have low take-up on census day and then more people take up the offer you’ve got a further

impact on budget, and potential impact on quality” (Caterer).

“It’s a perverse incentive because actually the best thing you could do is make them [children] bring a pack lunch and you’d have another £400 in
your budget, I'm not saying that any school leader would do that morally, but that is the incentive, so | can imagine that there will be some schools
where that will be happening because they need to make their budgets balance” (Headteacher).

“We are also struggling with days when schools request no hot meals, so pantomime trips, sports days Christmas parties etc — easier to have
packed lunches brought in from home or ask pupils to bring and share party food. We’ve calculated for this year that will be 32 days amongst our
schools when meals will not be required” (SME Caterer)

“Census days feel like an anachronistic way of capturing need” (Headteacher)

“We are asked to focus on increasing take-up for paid meals as this provides additional income for the school. This is good for spreading the
economies of scale, but we must also make sure that all those eligible for free school meals also take them up — especially if the school has already

received the income” (Caterer)
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Theme 3: Actual take-up of free school meals is not routinely published;
however data suggests it is commonly lower than census day figures

* Nearly every single data set that we saw, and every stakeholder who was interviewed, suggested that actual take-up is consistently lower than the recorded census
day take-up, which is 89% for UIFSM and 78% for FSM according to the January 2020 census. Based on our analysis of published data sets and from confidential data
presented by caterers, we estimate the real figure is nearer 75% for UIFSM and 65% for FSM.

* This stark difference is not recognised nor well understood within government: in response to a recent Parliamentary Question by Robert Halfon MP on the take-up
of school meals by children registered for free school meals, the Minister stated: “We do not routinely collect information on the proportion of pupils that would be
entitled to a free school meal but do not make a claim. Our last estimate is that take-up is around 89% of those who are entitled.” .

* Most schools, caterers and local authorities that we spoke to do not collate or publish actual take-up rates, even though use of automated payment systems (used
now by nearly all schools) makes this possible.

* Contracted caterers are usually not asked to record or differentiate between free school meal take up and paid meal uptake.

* Data published by APSE shows that there has been a gradual year on year reduction in actual uptake of free school meal rates. This is especially prevalent at
secondary schools. This was backed up by several of the data sets we reviewed from both local authorities and multi academy trusts.

* There is wide variation at individual school level between census and actual rates, both between individual schools in group contracts. Some schools with a great
school food culture can demonstrate a high rate of actual take-up commensurate with census day figures. One large multi academy was able to demonstrate parity
between high census and actual take-up rates.

* There are also geographical differences in take-up rates. A greater percentage of children registered for free school meals in the north of England take up their meal
on census day as opposed to other areas.(School Food Plan Evidence Pack 2013)
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Theme 3: Feedback from our interviews

“We don’t have actual FSM data as schools don’t ask us for that — we only have total meal take-up and that’s what our invoicing is based on.”
(Caterer)

“We’re in the process of redefining the data that we capture, and we don’t currently hold the paid vs free splits. However, anecdotally, | can
confirm that it’s roughly 70% take up from a 95% attending census for FSM. (Local Authority Caterer)

“99.5% of our in-house schools will have an electronic or at the very least paper based system for recording take-up, but we don’t get involved in
that ourselves”. (Consultant working with in-house schools)

“Every school is capable of publishing actual meal take-up because they all now have invoicing trails with their caterers. But we know that most
don’t do it. And it will be the in-house schools where there might be less recording going on”. (Consultant)



Theme 4: There are inconsistencies between
different school food interventions

* As has been shown by the landscape maps, there is patchy provision for school food interventions other than lunch, especially for breakfast, food ingredients and
holiday provision. In practice, this means that many disadvantaged children at schools in more affluent areas are potentially missing out on provision.

* Breakfast providers and funders reported that they all had waiting lists. For example, Greggs provide funding for 580 breakfast clubs but have a waiting list of 347
schools, even though their criteria is only to fund schools with a free school meal registration rate over 40%.

*  Whilst breakfast providers felt there had been more co-ordination between partners in recent years, they were all in favour of bringing breakfast club policy and
provision more in line with lunch provision. There was strong support from many interviewees for the School Breakfast Bill, making a change for primary legislation

and increasing funding so that all children eligible for free school meals would also be entitled to a free breakfast.

* Thereis also widespread discrepancy in funding for food ingredients. The 2017 Food Education Learning Landscape Review reported that 44% of secondary teachers
said that their school provides ingredients for those unable to do so. 71% of primary teachers said that they provided ingredients often, or very often, to those
unable to do so. We heard that there are inconsistencies regarding how funding for ingredients is sourced, for example using Pupil Premium funding, or even on
some occasions from the food teachers' own pockets.

* There was limited data or comment from interviews on the two school milk schemes (funded by DHSC and Defra), though there was some confusion raised about the
specific requirements to provide milk to pupils in school. Some local authorities and schools stipulate milk provision as part of their catering contracts.

*  Whilst the School Fruit and Vegetable scheme was regarded as a positive intervention by school representatives and caterers, some campaigners saw an opportunity
to expand the scheme to pupils in key stage 2. Others saw an opportunity to ensure that more British produce was used.
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Theme 4: Feedback from our interviews

“Children have the embarrassment of us saying ‘do you have your money? You can’t cook today” (Teacher)

“The pump-priming of breakfast clubs to enable self-sufficiency and sustainability has never been able to work, and that’s why
we are in support of the Magic Breakfast Club Bill” (Breakfast Club Provider)



Theme 5: Accountability mechanisms are limited

* The working group considered the current guidance and conditions of grant that are attached to the different school food interventions. They recognised that,
subject to the requirement of the legal duty (i.e. offering free school meals to eligible pupils) there were no other conditions applied.

* This is different to other specific grants or premiums (such as the PE & Sports Premium) where there are both conditions on what the funding can be spent on, as
well as a requirement to publish what the income has been spent on and what impact it has had in addressing the policy intention.

* There was very limited evidence that schools or local authorities track or monitor school food funding allocations or funding, nor that they publish any
accountability mechanisms that may have been put in place at school and/or local authority level. One local authority had initiated a review of school compliance
with school food standards through the LA’s Scrutiny Committee. Letters from the lead councillor were sent to the Chair of governors for schools not adhering to
the school food standards. Other cited examples included where local authorities funded “School Food Improvement Officers” to support schools to deliver an
improved food culture in their schools.

* Some local authorities do measure school food and free school meal take-up, especially when they manage and/or run a centralised school food contract on
behalf of schools, but we found no examples where actual take-up rates were publicly shared.

* Few school leaders or business managers interviewed were supportive of the government’s Healthy Schools Rating Scheme, which is a voluntary scheme currently
in beta format. There were calls for any quality assurance scheme to be made mandatory as part of a more formalised accountability mechanism.

* Whilst the work of this report did not focus on schools’ compliance with the school food standards, it was recognised that being able to be accountable to them
should be an important part of the overall school food accountability mechanism. Interviewees cited Food for Life and Healthy Schools (London and some
elsewhere) as two examples of quality assurance schemes that gave verification of school food standards compliance in published menus and recorded school
meal take-up. Food for Life is in place in around 50% of primary schools.

* Some interviewees cited examples of Scotland’s Food and Nutrition Officers that are employed by the government’s school inspectorate service as an exemplar of
a government audit mechanism. There was a widespread view that the current judgement contained within the Ofsted handbook on healthy eating is not in itself
an adequate accountability mechanism.
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Theme 5: Feedback from our interviews

"Monitoring actual take-up rates should happen, but | am not sure that it is a validation that the funding is being
spent on school food direct, because it is being spent in other ways, it might be being spent on investment on
training and those kind of things” (Caterer).

“Having school food improvement officers at LA level who are directly supporting schools is good. There is a lot
of benefit in having external input into monitoring quality standards, because at the moment, far too much of
the procurement and the monitoring process is focused on price” (Caterer).



Theme 6: School food procurement and management of
catering contracts can be challenging

* Through our research and interviews most stakeholders recognised that the school food marketplace is increasingly fragmented, with a myriad of types of contracting
and management arrangements. There is a general sense that there is a move away from the larger local authority run contracts, either forced upon schools due to
local authorities taking the decision to stop managing the provision (or service), or because individual schools or multi-academy trusts were choosing to leave
centralised contracts. Conversely, we did hear of several instances where schools were wanting to join a centralised contract. Examples cited were in local authority
areas where new governance arrangements had led to a greater involvement and ownership from schools.

* Interviewees reported that the catering contracting environment was getting increasingly complicated with a range of contract models, from fixed price to cost plus,

and an array of different kinds of management fees and incentive mechanisms. Whilst we did hear of excellent examples of effective procurement and contract
management, there were four main messages that came through the feedback received:

There is a consistent move towards weighting cost over quality in school catering tenders and contracts. There has been a reported drop in tenders requiring
higher level specific quality assurance mechanisms such as Food for Life. (albeit with some limited notable exceptions).

There is an increasing requirement for profit mechanisms, either to the local authority and/or to the schools, which did not necessarily have any requirements
to be re-invested back into the wider school food service. Schools and caterers felt that these were not transparent and gave rise to suspicion on all sides.

School food costs have risen (especially food and labour costs) but contract ‘strike-prices” have not increased comparably, squeezing margins for caterers.

Covid-19 had exacerbated and exposed the fragility in much of the school food marketplace, which has also raised tensions between schools and caterers.

* Schools and caterers reported that there were opportunities to improve current guidance and procurement mechanisms in place. This included:

That some school food procurement framework providers and co-ordinators (including those funded through government) were expensive,
impersonal, expedient but not strategic, some charging up to 4-5% fees.

An opportunity to use Part 2 of the National Food Strategy to introduce new public sector procurement policy and guidance. Most caterers felt that there
should be a 60:40 split in favour of quality over price. [This review has not considered evidence to show that this automatically leads to better procurement].

That the recently updated government’s Outsourcing Playbook Jun 2020 was regarded an excellent reference for contractor and supplier, but too
complicated for schools.

Ensuring that there was better consistency and transparency around the role and use of consultants.
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Theme 6: Feedback from our interviews

“In my opinion, even if a contract tender talks about quality, cost will always win” (Caterer)
“Standards and quality slip if contracts aren’t well managed” (Local Authority Commissioner)

“Procurement rules/processes are generally misunderstood. I'd like to see greater protections through policy — especially when it comes
to the spending of benefits money, perhaps a minimum, national base standard of service and pricing with appropriate and consistent

monitoring for catering provider benchmarking.” (Local Authority Commissioner)

"A catering contract is only as good as the measures and desired targets you put into it and the way that the school and the caterer
then works together to make it happen” (School Business Manager of a Multi Academy Trust).

“Soil Association interviews undertaken with school caterers in 2018 and 2019 have revealed that British and local produce is being
removed from school menus and replaced by lower quality alternatives sourced from abroad. Safequarding a 60 percent minimum
quality weighting, in parallel with the implementation of the Balanced Scorecard, will incentivise a ‘race to the top’, with benefits for
citizens, including school children, farmers and food business. (Soil Association submission to EFRA Select Committee on Public

Procurement 2020).



There is widespread support for change — packaged
up within the principle of a School Food Premium

* There is a strong consensus that current funding and accountability processes do not work well and that better mechanisms should be put in place
to support the needs of the child.

* There is a shared appetite for improvement through the principle of consistent clearer funding and accountability mechanisms reporting on

a ‘whole school approach’ - despite some nerves about the detail and the potential for extra work.

* ‘We want accountability not Instruction’. There is consensus that schools must be able to demonstrate how they are meeting the nutritional needs

for their pupils, but that there should not be such controls and stipulations that stifle creativity and innovation, nor create disproportionate work
for schools.

* Everyone is clear there is much to celebrate, and that success requires true partnership. The introduction of any additional guidance or conditions
of grant should not be presented as a ‘stick’. Rather, they should work to help schools and caterers show how they are meeting the nutritional

needs of the child and how school funding is used in a transparent way, providing value for money.
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“What nobody wants at the moment is a policy and a set of
requirements to create documents and to add to our already
overwhelming workload... But | think if the money comes with a
requirement for example, that you get to feed all your FSM children
and our aim is that you would encourage all those FSM to take that
I don’t have a problem with that personally.” (Headteacher).

“I think in a school where you are genuinely concerned about
improving the diet of your children you would want to make sure
that you were spending the money on those areas, and nobody
enjoys managing a contract, but it’s just part of your job as a
school leader.” (Headteacher).

“Once all schools have the same clarity about that school food
policy, have some key objectives and key metrics at the end, and
report against them, it allows schools to a) know you’ve got to do
it, and b) you are accountable for it to somebody” (Headteacher).



Working up Recommendations: Issues, challenges and trade-offs

* The ambition for the working group is to improve school food provision by increasing food quality and increasing the actual take-up of school
meals.

* Having considered the data and the cross cutting themes, the working group has identified three broad recommendations that could sit
within the overall narrative of a ‘School Food Premium’.

* The working group is clear that improved efficiencies brought about through these recommendations should be focused on increasing take-up
and improving quality. School food funding is fragile and precarious, and these recommendations are intended to improve the current
situation, not offer an opportunity to reduce government funding.

* The following slides lay out these recommendations in some more detail, but it is clear more work is needed to:

* agree the details of how respective funding and accountability mechanisms should be implemented, and
* toagree the respective roles of all stakeholders.
* Successful implementation of the recommendations requires strong partnership working, both in policy (national level) and in practice (school

level). The working group believes better partnership working is possible when there is increased clarity and accountability of respective roles
and functions.

* The working group values the support given by the respective professional bodies (headteachers, school business managers and caterers) and
sees this as an important mandate to continue this work.

* The working group now calls upon the Department for Education to convene an advisory group to consider the recommendations in this
report, and to consult further and more widely with schools.



Main Recommendations

1. Better Funding Mechanisms

School food funding mechanisms needs to be much simpler and more transparent. Current funding streams (whether for free school meals, universal provision or

paid) are complex and (for many) far too unwieldy. We should move away from the current use of census day as the only proxy for recording school meal take-up as this
can often skew the real-world picture of how many children eat school meals every day. School meal funding should be ring-fenced, and based on an appropriate
balance of eligibility and possible take-up. All school food interventions should be brought under one statutory mechanism.

2. Better Procurement

Changing procurement guidance and regulation so that quality is given higher scoring than cost in school food contracts could improve funding all the way through
the school meal supply chain. If school catering contracts continue to be won and delivered based mainly on cost, then the school food system will be on a race to
the bottom. A minimum of 60% quality, 40% cost in all school food contracts must be stipulated. This would improve the nutritional quality of food on the plate,
improve catering skills and deliver a higher quality food offer and dining environment.

3. Accountability, not Instruction

Refreshed monitoring and accountability mechanisms should support schools to be accountable for providing good nutritious school food, but not be so instructing as to
stifle creativity and imagination. We should ensure that school governors consider and agree on their school’s food policy. Governors (through the collective effort of
school leaders and the catering team) should then publish annual reports, addressed to their pupils and parents, on what the school has done to show how children’s
nutritional needs are being met. This report should show how the school is meeting the needs of its pupils through the principles as laid out in the School Food Plan;
reporting on funding allocations, actual take-up and how it is meeting identified quality assurance mechanisms.
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Why could these changes be packaged up as a
School Food Premium?

* There has been considerable debate amongst working group members whether the recommended changes should be packaged up
under the name of a School Food Premium.

* Some members fed back that the narrative of a premium plays to having a focus on health and poverty inequalities.

* |t offers the opportunity to bring all the different school food interventions together, under one legal (statutory) mechanism.
* |t enables funding to be allocated specifically to meet the nutritional and food needs of the child.

* Conditions of grant can ensure accountability mechanisms start with funding and runs through the supply chain.

* |t provides clarity of responsibility for all: governors, headteachers, caterers, local authorities, parents and pupils.

* However, there was a recognition that the term 'Premium' also suggested the notion of 'value add' whereas good school food culture
must be a core part of school culture.



School Food Premium: how interventions would be included in

funding allocation and accountability mechanism

Universal Infant Free School
Meals

Benefits-related Free School
Meals

School Fruit and Vegetable
Scheme

Breakfast Clubs

Food Education Ingredients

Small Schools Subsidy

Capital Funding

Holiday Provision

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Currently a separate grant outside of National Funding
Formula (NFF) but it is legislated for.

Local Authority Schools Forums currently confirm school
allocations rather than automatic £460 NFF passporting.

Not calculated within grant as supplier contract is
managed by Department of Health and Social Care

There are current campaign calls (e.g. Breakfast Bill)
calling for breakfast funding as part of the Dedicated
School Grant.

No current provision but Report calls for inclusion to
those in receipt of free school meals as a minimum.

Small Schools received subsidy of minimum £4k per
school in 2013-16 during roll-out of School Food Plan.

Opportunity for schools to report on how capital funds
have supported wider whole school approach to food.

Funding route through LAs and not a school statutory
requirement so no formal accountability but encouraged
to report.



1. Better Funding Mechanisms: Calculation, allocation
and payment

10.

We should move away from funding allocations that are based on census day take-up, and instead use a mechanism based on eligibility rates
for both free school meals and universal infant free school meals.

There should be an applied consistent rate for all schools, using the principle of the hard national funding formula, rather than allowing
individual local authorities to set differing school meal funding rates.

Schools should be given a clear breakdown of the funding amount, what cohorts of pupils it applies to and for what school food
interventions.

Funding for school food should not sit in different mechanisms, but a decision needs to be taken as to whether it should sit within the NFF and
Dedicated School Grant or as a specific grant.

Whatever the funding route, the funding should be a ‘protected’ payment which comes with accountability requirements, like other funded
Premiums.

Consideration should be given to allow schools flexibility to enable the funding to ‘stay with the child” and allow ‘roll-over’. DfE should
promote examples of good practice, as per Citizen UK’s Just Change' example.

Refreshed guidance should cover what types of wider school funding (such as midday supervisors, utility costs, kitchen infrastructure etc.)
should be included within the School Food Premium.

A subsidy should be provided for small schools as they will always struggle to achieve appropriate economies of scale in delivering school food
interventions. We recommend that DfE should re-instate the subsidy that existed from 2014-2016.

Funding should be provided to cover the cost of ingredients for food education classes for children entitled to free school meals.

Government should deliver a national free school meals automatic enrolment system.



2. Better Procurement

We recommend that the National Food Strategy Part 2 highlights the role of school food procurement as part of its wider work on
public sector procurement.

A minimum of a 60% quality, 40% cost split should be mandated for future school catering procurement.

The government’s Plan for Public Procurement guidance and support should be updated and the Balanced Scorecard approach
should contain better guidance on how to weight and score specific quality marks, including how to meet the Government Buying
Standards.

There should be specific reference as to how school catering procurement tenders should deliver to the ambitions laid out in the
Social Value Act.

With direct support from the Institute of School Business Leaders (ISBL), DfE should refresh its guidance on catering procurement,
creating a simplified version of the government’s Outsourcing Playbook for school business managers, and provide sample
templates for school food catering specifications.

Training modules should be developed for school business managers and caterers to support in effective contract development,
management and reporting.

The National Food Strategy team should bring together schools, local authorities and caterers to discuss and investigate
opportunities for future school food catering activities to provide wider community benefit, considering the policy shift towards

wrap-around care and closer school involvement with their communities.
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3. Accountability, not instruction

The following conditions of grant for the School Food Premium should be implemented. These allow for appropriate accountability

mechanisms to be put in place, but still allow the school flexibility to design and deliver a school food culture that meets the nutritional
needs of their pupils:

1.

Governors should sign off and publish a school food policy which would cover:

1. A whole school approach statement covering all school food interventions, using the principles laid out in the School Food Plan.
2. The approach taken on catering procurement and how different school food interventions will be delivered.
3. What quality assurance mechanisms will be used to show how the school is able to demonstrate it is meeting the school food standards, ensuring actual take-

up levels, and addressing health and poverty inequalities.

The school (through active engagement with its catering team) should report annually to its pupils and parents on:

1. How allocated funds have been spent on delivering the school food policy, including tangible specified school food objectives around pupil voice, leadership
and whole school approach (the School Food Plan principles).

2. Actual take-up rates for free school meals and paid for meals at lunchtime and, where provided, at breakfast.

3. What quality assurance mechanisms the school has used to validate successful delivery of healthy and nutritious food.

Government should consider implementing external quality assurance mechanisms as part of the condition of grant:

1. The working group suggests that a proposed Children’s Food Commissioner (as detailed in Food Foundation’s Future Food Enquiry) could play a wider quality
assurance role.

2. An improved and compulsory Healthy Schools Rating Scheme should be introduced, that provides a fair balance between a good school food culture, PE and
sport, and mental health and wellbeing.

3. Consideration should be given as to whether local authority public health teams could play a more localised quality assurance role.
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Notes on Funding Maps

10.

11.

Data drawn from Jan 2020 Census: School Level Underlying Data Total number of pupils eligible for FSM calculated using number of pupils known to
be eligible for free school meals and adding 1% of pupils estimated to be eligible but not registered.

Total number of pupils known to be eligible for free school meals

21% calculated using number of pupils known to be eligible for free school meals and number of FSM eligible pupils taking a free school meal on
census day totals

Data provided by school food providers indicates actual take-up rates of FSM to are 20% lower than census day figures.

Calculated using number of additional pupils between October 2018 and 2019 census data in Supplementary Grant Allocations + estimated 1% of
pupils eligible but not registered.

Total number of additional number of additional pupils between October 2018 and 2019 census data in Supplementary Grant Allocations
Total number minus estimated 20% not taken—up day to day.

Calculated by total no of KS1 pupils (1.92million) minus 17.7% of whom are eligible for FSM based on all primary school pupil data

Total pupils in KS1 and number of infants taking an FSM on census day (minus 17.7% eligible for bens related FSM) data

Strike price varies considerably across catering contracts but 2.15 is a reasonable estimate based on confidential supplied by caterers

Based on take-up rates of 78% of pupils not registered for FSM (NB this has not been adjusted to include take-up rates for those registered for FSM,
66% which would make total not taken up higher than 22%). Based on data from: Sellen, P. et al (2018)
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