IN-CONFIDENCE

Briefing — Food in Schools

Purpose

This note has been prepared by Treasury and provides Ministers with a brief overview on the
Children’s Commissioner’s Experts Advisory Group (EAG) on Solutions to Child Poverty’s
recommendation for a food in schools programme as well as providing some high level
options for how work in this area could be progressed. The Mi of Educatloj;%cial
Development and Health have been consulted.

D
Proposal & \ ,\,,/
The EAG proposes that “the government design implement a ¢ Iab ative food-in-

schools programme commencing with decile 1 to &mta/y and intei iate schools”.

[~
Comment \\\\\
The EAG suggest that children born into re likely to have lower

ol“hungry. In light of the
entifies what they see as a gap in
ﬁ\fr/on children’s ability to take

Government’s focus on student achievem

current education policy - mitigati %
advantage of the opportunities thatéu /

We have identified two imme |afw\roblems that<
to address: Y \\
“’\ ‘/\ %

e improving educatp

e alleviating hqzrdshlp‘aﬂd suffen hildren who arrive at school hungry

The ability of a \Y put food
depend in part son for trﬂ%

ihcome, Ws
o are t|n<g\@00f disorganised or are not meeting their responsibilities

c Hdrﬁn who r/etus hoose not to eat breakfast

hools to achieve the second possible objective will
f food — for instance whether it is due to:

<N\

Fno;ms around nutrition

y be more effective than food in schools in addressing some of these
ice budgeting advice, additional income transfers, parenting support,

EvaIuatiotQ\et /échool food programmes do not indicate that food in schools programmes are
necessarily effective at achieving their intended outcomes. For example, a 2012 Auckland
University study found a New Zealand breakfast programme had no statistically significant
effect on attendance and no effect on academic achievement or student conduct'. These
findings on academic achievement and student conduct are consistent with the findings of
well-designed international studies on school breakfasts in first world countries®
Internationally the majority of studies found that even where breakfast was offered at school,
there was no increase in the probability of a child actually eating breakfast®.

' Ni Mhurchu C, Turley M, Gorton D, Jiang Y, Michie J, Maddison R, Hattie J. Effects of a free school breakfast programme on
school attendance, achievement, psychosocial function, and nutrition: study protocol for a stepped wedge cluster randomised
trial. BMC Public Health 2010;10(1):738

2 Crampton, E. “School Breakfast Programmes and Beyond”, presentation to SSPA, 14 February 2012.

% Ibid — see Bhattacharya, J, J Currie and S Haider (2006); Gleason, P (1995); Devaney, B and T Fraker (1989) for example.
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There are two questions that arise in relation to the EAG’s proposal —what is the nature and
scale of the problem, and is there a role for government in this space and, if so, what is it?

Nature and scale of the problem

Treasury completed initial analysis in October 2012 of the limited available data around food
security and meal consumption (see T2012/2501 for further detail). We have chosen to
focus on the hardest end of the problem — those who never orrarely have bre
note the following:

7
e 3% of primary school children never had brea a further 9;% aving
childr%::w\\ep/ot eating

0

breakfast only on most days. Analysis of the r g
breakfast suggests that much of the proble s “children n \VV ting to eat
breakfast, rather than food being unavailabl ,‘L\ Not eating breakfast was particularly

. t).

e Compared with the 6% of all children (i ‘éenagerﬂé}gﬁ\m §/er had breakfast,
missing breakfast was more com

useholds. with’ the highest levels of
deprivation (11% missed breakfast WQ%% ome be 000 per annum (10%), in
13% respéoJO’:l\gt\aﬂl%), and those identifying as

ese ste{fi\gies\ clude children of all ages,
NV~

rather than only primary sc%c
e Between 3% and 6% of hous olds often € \\\\'\e ed food insecurity. A larger group

will experience it some @%& but the av @Bl tatistics do not discriminate between
g ther reaso s,~such as disorganisation or lack of time.

those who lack mone
areas, who are Maori or are a larger family (with more than

Those in high deprivat
five children) were. er from food insecurity.

\

Looking at the evideﬁcéﬂéjﬂ‘ave, we hat children from low income families are less
likely to consume breakfast (althou h the rates are still low overall) and are more likely to
i ‘ 10t provide information about the drivers of the
ildren are choosing not to eat breakfast then providing

olve the problem, as the international evidence cited on the previous
there is"a-c al barrier which means some families tend not to eat

ducatio%;?oﬁie other intervention may be more effective options.

/ o, .
of Social Development does not agree with aspects of the treatment of the
evidence present }g‘)g)rees with the options presented.

We note that %G s suggestion to focus a programme only towards low decile schools
will not fully ssthe problem. For example, while the 30% of schools that are decile 1-3
have a highe ortion of children from lower socio-economic families, more children from
low incon@l\?mihes actually attend the 70% of schools that are decile 4-10. There may also
be value in‘ooking at provision in ECE centres given the impact of nutrition in the early years

on child cognitive development.

The lack of good New Zealand-specific data suggests that better understanding the nature
and scale of the problem would be beneficial in deciding on a policy solution. The data used
by both Treasury and the EAG is from 2007 and does not include the effects of the economic
downturn, i.e. the problem may actually be larger than 2007 evidence suggests.
Commissioning an update of the research would help to identify the scale and nature of the
problem.

* Health Sponsorship Council (2007). ‘Children’s Food and Drink Survey’. This survey found that for a significant percentage
of those children who never at breakfast, their parents did not think they could get their children to eat breakfast.
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Is there a role for government in providing food in schools?

Governments in a number of developed economies provide food in schools. However there
has been pressure to increase the number of schools participating in these programmes, to
widen who qualifies for the programmes, and to improve the range and quality of food
available. This has significantly increased the costs to between 10% and 25% of the cost of
providing education. Given this evidence, we note that scope creep is a risk if the

government did become involved in delivering food in schools itself.
Also, there are a range food provision programmes already iIand sI :
N
Programme

Fruit in Schools — provides a piece of ffuit.pe y to childr decile
schools at a cost of $6.9 million per annum.

Decile funding — provided to ,schools serving cio-economic
communities to use at their discr 7

Qf} esli bars, spaghetti
00 of government funding

(e (1148 | Food for kids - bread, spread ottles, raisi
ome o)Us][[8 and baked beans are provl: ols. :\

funding) is provided.

Milk for Schools — free “mi ach day
w Northland and will be rolled_out across all
KickStart Breakfastl—:El etbix and mi
Fonterra

If food in schools was to be pr. , we think he,fo g could be used as principles as a
starting point for assessing the f programme to-be used:
e Targeted towards-those who needi @
e Minimise nega u including stigmatising those children who
c ncentiv% parents about who should be responsible for

e some level omrnment funding but not get the government involved
[ hools to minimise scope creep.

o develop a programme or local partnership which works
x@m want to pursue providing food in schools

utlines a range of options, according to the scale of government
e government could pursue if it wished to do something in the food in
ote that many of the options are not mutually exclusive — for example,

Scale of
government
involvement

Low Commission research on the nature and scope of the problem to support decisions on
an appropriate response. Officials could also meet with existing providers to
understand the level of need and the challenges faced.

Reassess the gaps in food provision in schools in the context of programmes already
available once Fonterra’s Milk for Schools programme has been rolled out across the
whole country.

Education campaign targeted at Pasifika families in particular.

to children. Trialled in
schools in 2013.
ed to over 400 schools.

® KidsCan receives support from Tasti, Tip Top, Conferenz, McConnell Dowell, Retko and Toll as well as government funding.
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I Increase existing funding to KidsCan.

Support the Children’s Commissioner to develop and support all schools in
implementing a partnership approach between schools and community/private
providers, with some attached government funding. This could be trialled in the State
Sector Trials areas.

Introduce a contestable fund administered by a government agency for NGOs to bid
into to provide food in schools. Adequate criteria and screening processes for
applications would need to be developed for the fund to be effective.

Increase decile funding and inform schools of the expectation that some of would
be used to provide food in schools.
Redirect existing government funding for food program ards a ne ramme

which has been designed in accordance with the principles’outlined in thi .
Introduce a government run and funded food i scheme, p(ﬁ{@ﬁ?y targeted to
children in families which hold a community services card.

The Office of the Children’s Commissioner (OCC éé\ralrgady partially \
to support schools (and possibly ECE centres) ment a pa/rt;ri"e

between schools and community/private provic some att c@d\agovernment funding.
We suggest this could be trialled in the Sta e first instance. OCC
proposes to develop a set of principles a including:

e Open access - taking an opt-i roach, with sli ing scale funding (higher rates for
lower decile schools and vi% 1).to ensur od coverage and reduce stigma.
targeting; nutritio

ing; nutriti a@g‘ sition (perhaps drawing from the
‘m'\\ld\ren aged 2418 recently developed by the Ministry of
cultural issy@s\.\ e

* Partnership - fundin be de L \ebtpn partnering with an NGO/private provider

therefore invo'Yihg//thﬁj\»Commun encouraging philanthropy.
e Coordination ﬁ;}\\}jaing admiini

[72]

e Best practice - intensity,
nutritional guidelines for
Health), and treatm

ative support for schools.

This approach i es many% iteria outlined on page 2, and the partnership and

community-| of this model is consistent with the rationale behind the current Social
. ains uncl%f?i it would be targeted and how poor incentives for

parental |

ility WOLNG\%;\/ imised. [Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]
@g N

@ Any new funding would need to be
evaluated again proposed solutions and other expenditure.

Conclusion %
We recorﬁfﬁég j-updating the research to understand the nature and scale of the problem, to
enable th\?\\’ﬁ /s‘t effective policy response to be developed. Officials could also engage with
existing providers of food in schools to understand the current level of need and the
challenges faced.

If the government did want to do something relatively low cost immediately or do something
in addition to updating the research, we suggest either setting an amount the government is
prepared to contribute and increasing funding to KidsCan, or creating a contestable fund.

If the government wanted to do something at the more significant end of the spectrum, we
would recommend further investigating the OCC’s option of a community-led partnership
approach to feeding children using schools or other community sites as a venue. As noted,
new funding would be needed or existing funding could be reprioritised to provide for food in
schools.
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