Turning the Tables: Transforming School Food - Recommendations for the Development and Implementation of Revised School Lunch Standards
Introduction

This report has been based on 261 responses to the consultation document. 
As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%.  Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:
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Trade Union
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* Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included various specialist associations such as the Secondary Heads Association, Local Authority Caterers Association, National Confederation of Parent Teacher Associations and Automatic Vending Association. It also included those who did not specify a respondent type.

The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Overview
Overall, the majority of respondents welcomed the proposed development and implementation of nutritional standards for school meals. Most acknowledged that setting standards to improve the nutritional quality of school meals was essential to the future health of young people.
Although most respondents were happy with the introduction of these standards, there was some concern over whether there would be sufficient funding available to drive the necessary improvements. Most commented that funding would need to be available for essential elements of the change such as staff training, new kitchens and preparation of new menus. 

There was mixed opinion over the removal of vending machines in secondary schools. Some highlighted that vending machines were a valuable source of income to the school which helped pay staff wages, Others believed vending machines should be removed completely in order to fulfil a whole-school policy.

A number of respondents stated that the whole-school policy should be extended to cover the contents of packed lunches and should also be extended to food consumed on school premises for the whole of the day, rather than just for school lunches. Respondents believed it was important for everyone to be involved in producing the whole-school policy including parents, pupils, staff and governors.

The proposed timescales for implementation of the standards in primary and secondary schools had wide support. Most said that the deadlines gave enough time for the standards to be introduced gradually and would give young people a chance to adapt to them. Some also commented that it would be a good idea to bring the deadlines forward as they had already started implementing some changes and so were ahead of target.

There was a variety of suggestions for how schools could develop whole school policies such as getting involved in initiatives like Grab 5, Healthy Schools Programme and School Nutrition Action Groups (SNAGS); many of which most schools were already involved with and had proved successful.

There was a general feeling from respondents that the price of school meals was expensive and whether parents/carers were prepared to pay more for them would l depend on their household income and whether they lived in an area of deprivation. Some believed that low income families would resort to giving  young people a packed lunch if the price of school meals increased.
Summary
Q1
We would welcome your views on whether the combination of nutrient-based and food-based standards proposed will drive the necessary improvements in school lunches.
There were 229 responses to this question.

120 (52%) respondents were identified as agreeing that the combination of nutrient-based and food-based standards proposed would drive the necessary improvements in school lunches.  Respondents felt that the standards would lead to an improvement in the quality of school meals and that this in turn could contribute to a reduction in the rate of obesity, heart disease and other diseases for future generations.  

76 (33%) respondents questioned or wanted clarification on issues concerning the nutritional value of food.  Respondents noted that:

· No foods should be considered bad.  It was the quantity of the foods eaten that could lead to problems.  It was said that banning certain foods could add to their appeal

· Pure fruit juice would be permissible but diluted fruit juices that might result in less dental problems would not 

· Low sugar, diet and no added sugar fizzy drinks could help play a part in hydration throughout the school day

· Sweet muffins, doughnuts and ice cream would be allowed, but not fruit snack bars or cereal bars which contained less fat, sugar and fibre
· The report did not mention restricting foods with a high proportion of additives

· The report emphasised the use of fresh food.  Frozen food can have the same nutritional value as fresh food and should not be discounted.  Freshness cannot be scientifically measured while nutrient levels could.

· Sugar free chewing gum was banned although there were said to be scientifically proven dental benefits. 

51 (22%) respondents said that there had to be sufficient funding provided to enable the proposed standards to have their desired effect.  Respondents said that the £220M funding suggested by the government would be insufficient and that schools should have guaranteed funding sustained over a number of years.  Respondents noted that:

· Provision of unrestricted bread would be expensive

· A change to semi skimmed milk would mean additional costs due to a lost subsidy
· School catering facilities would need updating and staff might need further training.

51 (22%) respondents said that if these standards were introduced then catering staff / school cooks would need additional training.  Respondents noted that staff at present were used to food based standards and that additional training would be needed to facilitate a smooth transition to nutrient based standards.  It was felt that staff would need training and support to ensure they understood the balance of good health and the promotion of healthy foods.  Respondents said that the insistence that meals were cooked on site would have wide impacts.  Some schools did not currently cook their own meals and simply served meals that they had bought in.  To introduce catering facilities to these schools would require investment in the premises, equipment, staff training, and wage costs.

35 (15%) respondents welcomed the inclusion of oily fish, as the benefits of eating it were well known. Respondents felt however that the majority of young people would not have oily fish included in their home diet and that meeting this recommendation would be a challenge.  It was suggested that fish be included on the menu weekly and that oily fish should be served once every three weeks.  This would increase familiarity with fish on a weekly basis whilst still offering oily fish as recommended once every three weeks.  

Some respondents thought that due to the difficulty of persuading young people to eat oily fish, that it could be substituted by white fish fortified with Omega nutrients as this might be more palatable to young people.   Other respondents felt that the beneficial nutrients found in oily fish could be found in food that would be seen as more acceptable by the young people.
31 (14%) respondents said that careful monitoring would be needed to ensure that the standards proposed would drive the necessary improvements in school lunches.  Respondents said:

· The recommendations should be monitored and information on school catering and local authority catering should be made available to parents to help them decide on their young people’s food choices

· Caterers / school staff would require careful monitoring as they did not have sufficient training in the new standards or access to any expertise

· Where catering contractors were the only viable option for local authorities they would need careful monitoring to ensure they met the standards

· The systems and hardware required to implement and monitor the standards should be cost effective and not make constant demands on IT budgets.

31 (14%) respondents felt that caterers ensuring choice was made available for all young people to the end of service would result in considerable wastage.  Many respondents felt that the proposal was commendable but was not a practical option due to the increased costs of wasted food.  Respondents said that this may be a practical option in primary schools where there is a limited fixed menu but not in a multi choice cash cafeteria.

It was suggested that this proposal should be changed so that sufficient food was available to the end of service to allow young people to choose a healthy well balanced meal.  Respondents noted that in some cases catering staff had built up sufficient local knowledge to enable them to accurately predict what percentage of each meal would be required to meet demand.  Other respondents had introduced pre-order systems into some primary schools with some success although, it was felt this might introduce some additional work for school staff.


29 (13%) respondents commented on recommendation seven, that there should be easy access to free, fresh, chilled drinking water throughout the school day.  There was discussion as to whether the provision of chilled water was the school’s or the caterer’s responsibility.  Respondents said that they needed low cost options and they felt that mains supplied water was sufficiently cool and of a high quality.

27 (12%) respondents said that the standards should be compulsory.  It was felt that if the recommendations were introduced on a statutory basis they would lead to a dramatic improvement to the nutritional quality of school meals.  Respondents commented that they thought the ‘whole school policy’ should also be made mandatory.

26 (11%) respondents said that standards were needed for packed lunches that were brought into school.  Respondents said they were generally nutritionally poor and unlikely to sustain young people throughout the school day. Respondents questioned the logic of banning foods from being used during lunch when they could be brought in from home or bought off site. Some respondents said that the standards should be applied to all food in schools as part of a ‘whole school approach’.

26 (11%) respondents wanted all junk foods removed from schools.  Respondents felt that food and snacks that did not meet the standards should not be available anywhere in the school.  Respondents said that the proposals should be extended to all food served in schools including tuck shops and vending machines as young people would normally choose junk food over healthy food.

25 (11%) respondents questioned what would happen to schools which currently did not have satisfactory kitchens and did not provide cooked meals.  Respondents noted that in some authorities there was no provision in primary schools and even in some of their secondary schools.  Other respondents noted that school meals services were run by catering contractors and the kitchens were non existent or redundant.  24 (10%) respondents said that there would need to be sufficient funding to either introduce kitchens into schools where they currently did not exist or to update older kitchens already in place.

20 (9%) respondents agreed that schools and caterers should look to local suppliers where possible.  Some respondents said this should happen only where it was practical and economic to do so.  Procurement in the public sector was felt to be restrictive for both the suppliers and procurers.

19 (8%) respondents agreed that the lunch standards should be applied to other food and service provision such as break time snacks, breakfast and after school clubs. Respondents also wanted the standards to be applied to pre school settings and that they should be issued with guidance.  Respondents did however note that many breakfast and after school clubs struggled to remain economically viable and they would need additional financial support to meet these standards.

18 (8%) respondents said that as the new standards were more complicated to implement, schools and caterers might need access to diet and nutrition expertise.

15 (7%) respondents welcomed the move away from processed foods as a major achievement which would help improve the health of young people.

15 (7%) respondents disagreed that food provided at lunchtime should meet the standards over a five day period, suggesting that fifteen days would be better.  It was felt that a fifteen day cycle would allow more flexibility to allow required nutritional requirements to be achieved over a longer period.

14 (6%) respondents said that there was no definition of ‘meat slurry’ in the proposals and it was not clear what was being restricted.

13 (6%) respondents said that the recommendations may not work in secondary schools as they often operated a cash cafeteria system and were free to choose whatever they wished and might not choose a balanced option.  Secondary school pupils were also more likely to have other things to do such as play sport and attend lunch time classes.  These pupils would be more likely to want to purchase something quick they can eat ‘on the move’ rather than to sit down and eat a meal.

13 (6%) respondents noted that the problems of an unhealthy diet began at  home by parents who provided an unhealthy packed lunch.  Respondents also suggested that working parents did not always have time to cook food at home and relied on processed convenience foods which influenced young people’s choices at school.

13 (6%) respondents said that schools should provide whole milk.  They said that most young people drank whole milk at home and that whole milk contained essential fat soluble vitamins.

11 (5%) respondents felt that although the meals provided might improve, young people might simply choose not to have them and bring packed lunches instead if they did not like the choices offered.

Q2
We would welcome your comments on how best the Government and School Food Trust can support local authorities and schools in rising to the challenge of meeting the nutrient-based standards.
Relevant recommendations: 1-10
There were 173 responses to this question.

70 (40%) respondents believed that in order for local authorities and schools to be able to rise to the challenge of meeting the nutrient-based standards, the training of kitchen staff/caterers would be essential.  It was felt that as a result of low rates of pay, most of the current school meals workforce was insufficiently qualified and that levels of training varied from school to school. Some felt that it was wrong that  catering staff were expected to be nutrition experts with only minimum levels of training.  Respondents noted that the report recommended that a ‘needs analysis’ would need to be undertaken and respondents highlighted that the government and School Food Trust would need to inject sufficient funds to train catering staff in taking this forward.

68 (39%) commented that a huge investment of funding by the government and the School Food Trust would be required to implement the nutrient-based standards.  Some suggestions for what funding would be required for were as follows:

· Investment in staffing

· New catering facilities/equipment and dining areas

· Ingredients for high standards of food

· Nutrient analysis packages

· Installation of water coolers.

Respondents believed that it would be unrealistic to expect funding to be generated by increasing the cost of meals to parents/carers.  It was also observed that it was unlikely local authorities (LA) would inject funding into school meals when other services were struggling financially.

50 (29%) respondents felt that a ‘whole school approach’ should be mandatory for schools to follow.  It was suggested that the standards needed to be extended to all food in school including lunch boxes, snacks consumed between meals, breakfast, tuck shops, vending machines and after-school clubs.  Respondents believed that a ‘whole school approach’ would help avoid pupils leaving school premises to purchase unhealthy food from local shops or food brought to school from home.  Some felt this approach should include a gated policy throughout the school day.  It was recognised that this approach should have the support of all involved which would include governors, head teachers, staff, caterers, parents/carers and young people.

40 (23%) questioned how many schools would be able to take the agenda forward without sufficient kitchen facilities and equipment.  Respondents felt that if all schools had to comply with the regulations, funding would be required to provide new kitchens and some with new dining facilities.  Some commented that schools with out-dated kitchen facilities would require funding to renovate and refurbish them to ensure they complied with current legislation.

35 (20%) were of the opinion that standard agreed menus and recipes would be crucial in meeting the nutrient-based standards.  Respondents felt that it was the role of the School Food Trust to provide an online central database of menus and recipes free of charge, to enable schools to share good practice and meet standards.  Some suggested that dieticians/nutritionists should develop new menus and recipes.

32 (18%) respondents believed the involvement of parents/carers would be key to rising to the challenge.  It was felt that parents/carers needed to support the standards and encourage their young people to stay in school and eat the school meals provided, rather than giving them money to purchase unhealthy food from local shops.  Some said an awareness campaign/newsletters directed at parents/carers would educate them and raise their awareness of the benefits of eating healthier food.

31 (18%) believed that health education was crucial to meeting the standards. It was felt that not only did young people need to be educated into making healthier choices as part of a balanced diet, but also catering staff, teachers and parents/carers.  It was suggested that education and the link between nutrition and health would encourage all involved to make healthier choices. Respondents believed that health education in the national curriculum would enable young people to gain a better understanding of healthy foods.

28 (16%) respondents commended the fact that links between local producers and schools should be strengthened and agreed that local produce should be included on the school menus to keep costs at an affordable level.  It was noted that caterers would need support to obtain local produce.  Some felt that giving young people the opportunity to grow their own food helped develop the ‘whole school approach’.

20 (12%) recognised that guidance would be required on what restrictions they could place on food brought into school in lunch boxes and snacks at break times.  It was felt that without this guidance, school meals would not be able to compete with packed lunches and would result in the number of young people having school lunches dropping.  Respondents said that if the standards were extended in the whole school policy, food brought in from outside could be regulated

20 (12%) respondents considered that the only way forward would be to talk to young people and ask them what they would want to see on the menus. It was felt that banning certain foods would only encourage young people to leave the school premises and purchase unhealthy food.  Some respondents were concerned at the apparent lack of consultation with young people in developing the standards given that they were going to be the ones eating the food.
16 (9%) were concerned about Recommendation 7 which said that ‘there should be free, fresh, chilled drinking water throughout the school day’. Respondents believed that this requirement would be a school responsibility rather than a caterer responsibility and would be an increased burden on the school budget as well as an ongoing cost.  It was suggested that the wording be changed to ‘palatable’ or ‘sufficiently’ cooled so that mains water could be used rather than expensive water coolers, as was currently implied by the use of the word ‘chilled’.

13 (8%) suggested that independent nutritionists and dieticians should visit schools to review menus and offer advice on nutritional standards. Respondents felt nutritionists and dieticians would be best placed to educate young people and get them involved in preparing the menus.

8 (5%) respondents believed that schools should be funded directly to cut out any middle management and to ensure that the money would definitely be spent on school meals.

8 (5%) felt that an inspection or charter mark would be beneficial for suppliers of food to ensure that they were meeting specified standards. Respondents said a list of suppliers who had met specified standards would be useful when purchasing goods.
Q3
We believe that, for the majority of schools, the proposed timescales are right but would welcome your views on them.
Relevant recommendations: 5, 9 and 17
There were 147 responses to this question.
62 (42%) respondents supported the proposed timescales for the majority of schools and felt that they were workable considering the amount of adjustments that would need to take place.  Some said they had already made changes to their menus and recipes so were on target already to meet the deadlines.

31 (21%) felt that the limited amount of funding available to schools would hinder their ability to meet the proposed timescales.  Respondents were concerned about not having the funding to fit new kitchens or refurbish existing ones. Some said that the removal of vending machines would have an impact on profits and would prevent them making changes to meet the deadlines.

26 (18%) commented that there were many primary and secondary schools without their own kitchens and dining facilities.  They questioned that if such schools were required to supply hot meals cooked on site, then would the proposed timescales be longer to take this into account.  It was felt that planning permission for new kitchens and the significant changes that would have to take place in school buildings would take a considerable amount of time. 

26 (18%) respondents were concerned that the proposed deadlines were unrealistic for secondary schools. It was felt that some of the tasks such as removing vending machines and pre-packaged savoury snack would be far more challenging than acknowledged.  Respondents observed that trying to provide alternative healthier products, encouraging students to purchase them and selling them at comparable prices would be very demanding. Some felt it would be financially unviable and would reduce the uptake in school meals.

15 (10%) said the sooner the changes were implemented, the better. Many said they had already started making amendments to their recipes and menus and so were ahead of schedule and would be happy for the deadlines to be brought forward.  Many said the standards should be achieved as soon as possible so young people were eating healthier food earlier on and said that September 2008/2009 seemed like a long time to wait.

14 (10%) welcomed the standards being introduced as a gradual process and said it would enable young people to accept the changes more readily. It was felt that the gradual implementation of the standards would potentially prevent a dramatic decrease in the uptake of school meals. Others said the gradual implementation would be needed to allow for sufficient training of caterers and supervisors to take place.

14 (10%) commented that the standards being reviewed in 2011 seemed like a long wait. Respondents said some schools could be operating the new standards for a number of years before they were reviewed.

14 (10%) recognised that the proposed timescales would be achievable for the majority of primary schools.

13 (9%) respondents raised concerns over the removal of vending machines and snacks. It was considered that the removal of these would have a major impact on school profits. It was highlighted that secondary schools relied heavily on the income and profit made from the sale of confectionery, crisps and canned drinks. Respondents said to provide alternative products would be expensive and cause them an even greater loss which would impact on the school or caterers income. 

12 (8%) were not sure whether the proposed timescales would be achievable. Respondents highlighted that there needed to be clarity regarding the status of recommendations and what would be expected of them. They questioned whether the timescales were compulsory or voluntary.

9 (6%) respondents welcomed the removal of confectionery, canned drinks and vending machines as stated in recommendation 5. It was felt that eating and drinking healthily was such an important issue that the removal of these snacks should start as soon as possible.

8 (5%) believed that standards should be extended to cover packed lunches. Respondents commented that if packed lunches were not covered in the guidelines, then this could have a detrimental effect on the number of young people purchasing school meals. It was mentioned that parents/carers would need to be educated on what a healthy packed lunch should consist of. 

Q4
We would welcome your views on how schools could develop whole-school policies and examples of what has already been tried and works well.
Relevant recommendations: 4, 5, 7, 10 to 16 

There were 158 responses to this question.

72 (46%) respondents commented that a major initiative such as the Healthy Schools programme linked with physical education and food technology would help develop whole school policies.  Many said they were already registered with this initiative and it had proved very successful.  It was observed that the Healthy Schools programme gave students the opportunity to understand that facts about healthy food and lifestyle.

55 (35%) believed that young people should be taught about healthy food, food preparation and how to cook nutritious food as part of the curriculum in Food Technology lessons.  Respondents felt that it was important that young people understood the facts about healthy food and would help develop whole school policies.

46 (29%) said they had already implemented a whole school policy which had proved successful. Respondents said caterers, teachers and young people had all been involved and many said they had established groups such as School Nutrition Action Groups (SNAGs) to give young people the opportunity to contribute to and promote the whole-school policy.

38 (24%) highlighted that it was important that parents/carers were involved in the whole school policy. It was felt that the role of the parent/carer should not be overlooked as the policy would be highly dependent on their support. Respondents said the policy would not work if parents/carers did not encourage their young people to eat healthy school meals, or if they did not provide their young people with healthy food in their lunch boxes. Some felt that meetings should be set up with parents/carers and the community to allow them to contribute to the policy before it was introduced.

38 (24%) suggested that the whole school food policy should take consideration of lunch boxes. It was felt that it would be hard to regulate what was brought to school in lunch boxes and schools should have the power to place restrictions on what is consumed in them. Some felt if lunch boxes were not regulated, more young people would opt for them rather than purchasing school meals.

32 (20%) said that training would be paramount for all relevant staff and should include nutrition and healthy eating as part of the agenda.  It was highlighted that having trained staff was key to developing the whole school policy.

30 (19%) respondents commented that schools should be signposted to the Food in Schools (FiS) toolkit which covered whole-school policies. Some said they were already using the FiS toolkit which had helped them to audit and develop a school food policy.

20 (13%) believed the whole school food approach should apply to food consumed on the premises across the whole of the school day, which would include the removal of vending machines.

17 (11%) said that the Grab 5 project had been piloted and evaluated and focussed on a whole school approach to healthy food in schools. It was felt that this model could be used in schools as it also provided practical guidance.

11 (7%) respondents said they operated a cashless system in their schools which had worked well. 

10 (6%) said they gave free fruit to all young people and that maybe this could be extended to all schools.

9 (6%) respondents commented that the National Governors Council booklet was an extremely useful guide for governors on food policy in schools.
8 (5%) said a whole school approach would require a significant amount of funding to make it work. It was suggested that resources would be needed for a number of areas including the following:

· Healthy Schools programme

· Training for caterers/staff

· Implementation and monitoring of changes

· Catering and dining facilities

· Provision of alternative healthy food.

8 (5%) of respondents suggested that it would be important to engage public health services regarding best practice in whole school policies. Respondents felt it was the role of the School Food Trust to encourage Public Health Observatories to get involved. 

Q5
The cost of school meals is met through a combination of expenditure from local authorities, schools and parents.  We would welcome your views on the priority local authorities and schools are now giving to school meals in your experience; and on the willingness of parents to pay more for higher quality.
Relevant recommendations: 21 to 30
There were 164 responses to this question.

77 (47%) respondents said more funding was required and would need to be ring-fenced to ensure it did not get lost in other elements of school meals. It was felt that local authorities were facing shortfalls in funding and that it was unlikely that they would be able to invest any additional funds.

59 (36%) believed that parents/carers willingness to pay more for higher quality school meals would depend on their household income and whether they lived in an area of deprivation or not. Respondents stated that families on low incomes were likely to be the first to put their children on packed lunches, rather than be forced to pay more for school meals.
38 (23%) respondents supported recommendation 23 in making school kitchens a priority under ‘Building Schools for the Future’, however some were concerned that there was a lot of pressure already, to improve other parts of school premises such as classrooms and that they would need support and encouragement to include kitchens in their priorities.

34 (21%) stated that parents would not be willing to pay more for higher quality. It was felt that school meals were a major expenditure for parents/carers and they could not afford to pay any extra. Some commented that parents still had an old perception that school meals should be ‘cheap’.

31 (19%) said that parents would be willing to pay more for better quality food in terms of nutrition, and if their child had a good choice of food. 

20 (12%) respondents were of the opinion that parents would opt to give their child packed lunches, rather than having the extra expense of paying for quality school meals at increased prices. It was believed if more people did opt for packed lunches, then these could not be monitored for nutritional content unless the whole school policy was extended to include them.

19 (12%) believed that providing free school meals for all young people would be the best solution. 

16 (10%) stated that their local authority gave a low priority school meals. It was considered rare that local authorities would give any additional funding to school meals. Some also felt that their LA was diverting funds to other projects.

15 (9%) respondents commented that it would be important that those families just above the free school meals threshold, who were perhaps receiving Working Tax Credits, should not be disadvantaged any further. It was felt that ways of supporting these families should be found.

12 (7%) were of the opinion that parents needed to have a considerable amount of involvement in school meals. It was felt that parents needed to know where money was going and to see for themselves the quality of the food available to their child before they would consider paying extra for them.

10 (6%) considered school meals to be far too expensive already. Respondents considered that school meals should be more affordable but still be of good quality and choice.

Q6
We would welcome your comments on the wider recommendations of the School Meals Review Panel report.  For ease of analysis, it would be helpful if you could indicate clearly in your response the recommendation number(s) (1-35) that are relevant to the points you make.
There were 90 responses to this question

The standards

Recommendation 1:  The nutrient and food and drink standards proposed in this Report should be adopted and applied to the provision of school lunches.

Respondents agreed with this recommendation believing it would lead to an increase in the quality of school meals.  Respondents noted however that sufficient funding would need to be provided if the standards were to have their desired effect.

Recommendation 2: Food provided at lunchtime in schools should meet the combination of nutrient and food-based standards over a period of five consecutive school days.
Respondents agreed that food provided should meet the combination of standards over a period of five consecutive days.  A number of respondents wanted the period to be extended to fifteen days, as this would allow a longer period of time for the required nutrients to be supplied. 
Recommendation 3: Schools should aspire to achieve the highest quality of provision, which is a hot meal, cooked on-site, from fresh and seasonal ingredients.  Whilst we accept that this level of provision is not possible to achieve in all schools at present, we recommend that schools work towards this.
Respondents agreed with this recommendation although it was felt that current insufficient facilities and a lack of capital for improvements would be a major hindrance to achieving this.  Legislation was suggested for local authorities to meet the recommendations within the timescales that had been set for schools to comply.
Recommendation 4:  At present only the school lunch standards are statutory. The Panel recommends that pre-school and young people in other settings, should be similarly protected.  It recommends that the Government, as a priority, supplements these lunch standards with standards for other food and drink service provision: break-time snacks, breakfast and after school clubs.
Respondents agreed with this recommendation noting that young people in a pre-school setting should have the same benefits from the proposed standards.  Respondents said that the standards should be used within a ‘whole school policy’ as there was no logic in the idea of controlling what was eaten at lunch time when snack or ‘junk’ food was available at the school at other times of the day.

Recommendation 5: The panel recommends to schools that, from September 2006, the food standards (Table 2) be applied to lunch time and that similar standards for 'processed foods'; 'confectionery and savoury snacks'; and 'drinks' be applied to tuck shops, vending and other similar food services.  The panel recognises that meeting the voluntary Target Nutrient Specifications for processed foods will require some product development and therefore may take longer.
Respondents generally agreed with this recommendation and the fact that there would be some necessary product development that would take time.
Recommendation 6:  School caterers should ensure that choice is available for all young people right through to the end of lunchtime service in order that young people eating later in the food service are not disadvantaged.

Respondents welcomed the idea that young people eating later in the food service period were not disadvantaged and had the same choice as those eating first.  Respondents were concerned however that to offer this service would mean overproducing food that would inevitably be wasted and would add to food costs that might need to be passed on to parents.
Recommendation 7: There should be easy access to free, fresh, chilled drinking water throughout the school day.

Respondents agreed that young people should have access to drinking water throughout the day and were aware of the benefits of adequate hydration.  Many respondents said that access to mains tap water would be sufficient as it was perfectly safe and clean.
Recommendation 8: The procurement of food served in schools should be consistent with sustainable development principles and schools and caterers should look to local farmers and suppliers for their produce where possible, tempered by a need for menus to meet the new nutritional standards and be acceptable in schools.
Respondents supported this recommendation, particularly sourcing produce from local suppliers.  There was some concern that local farmers were not geared up to produce the large volumes that may be required.  Respondents also noted that in inner city areas this might not be a practical solution.
Recommendation 9: The standards should be reviewed in 2011. At this time the standards should be applied to food consumption as well as food provision.
Respondents agreed that the standards should be reviewed in 2011.  Respondents generally supported the idea that the standards be applied to food consumption but wanted clear guidance on how the standards would be applied.  Respondents also felt that it would be difficult to monitor actual consumption.
Recommendation 10: The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) should encourage schools to adopt the voluntary target nutrient specifications circulated for consultation by the Food Standards Agency.

Respondents put forward arguments for and against this proposal.  Many respondents agreed but offered no further elaboration.  Others simply said that they thought the recommendation did not make sense or that the DfES should not be trying to influence product development as this should be driven by the Food Standards Agency
Delivering Change

Catering:

Recommendation 11: Schools and caterers should conduct a needs analysis (skills, equipment, preparation time) and train all relevant staff (including catering staff and midday supervisors) to ensure they are able to support pupils in making healthy choices.
Respondents agreed with the suggestion of a needs analysis to assist in meeting the proposed standards. There was concern that the proposed level of funding from the government was insufficient to implement this recommendation.
Recommendation 12:   Catering staff need to be central to the whole school approach. Their practical skills should be valued and utilised to the full, and they should be represented on groups like School Nutrition Action Groups.
Respondents agreed with this recommendation and many said that catering staff were integral to the success of transforming school food, particularly the ‘whole school approach’.  Respondents said that many catering staff felt undervalued and had seen their pay and working hours reduced.  It was hoped that increased pay, training and the re introduction of fresh produce and cooked meals would show that catering staff were valued.
Schools:

Recommendation 13: All schools should audit their current food service and curriculum, and develop, implement and publish a whole-school food and nutrition policy. The Panel recommends that schools’ whole-school food policies should be made available to parents and carers and be referred to in the school prospectus and school profile.

There was widespread support for this recommendation and that a whole school food policy was developed in conjunction with parents and key stakeholders. It was felt that facilities and timings needed to be included as well as menus and nutritional information.   Respondents noted that the current trend of reducing lunchtimes was incompatible with the recommendations and should be stopped.  Respondents argued that some schools had trialled a staggered lunchtime that had worked well and provided a realistic period for the lunchtime service.
Recommendation 14:   All young people should be taught food preparation and practical cooking skills in school in the context of healthy eating. Far more emphasis should be placed on practical cooking skills within the curriculum space currently devoted to Food Technology, and the KS3 review should consider this.

This recommendation was well supported.   Respondents said it was essential that young people should learn about food preparation and cooking to give them skills and to help them adopt healthier lifestyles.  There was discussion about how practical this may be in schools that had no kitchens and there were health and safety concerns.  Some respondents said that they incorporated cooking into their curriculum and it worked well.
Recommendation 15:   Supply links between local producers and schools should be strengthened, with improvements to young people’s knowledge about growing and cooking food.  Schools should be encouraged to visit farms, ideally where some of their food is produced.
Respondents agreed that young people should be more knowledgeable about where their food came from and how to cook it.  Respondents felt that visits to farms and visits of farmers to schools would provide a valuable educational lesson.

Some respondents noted that this recommendation would not improve nutritional quality and they did not consider it to be a high priority
Recommendation 16: Whole-school food policies, developed through partnerships, should include consideration of the impact of packed lunches and food brought into school. However, where parents and carers wish to continue with packed lunches, guidance is available from the Food Standards Agency.

Respondents agreed that the whole-school food policy should include consideration of the impact of packed lunches and other foods brought into schools.  Respondents felt that it was important for parents to understand how the standards had impacted on school meals and to encourage them to apply the same standards to packed lunches and other food brought into schools.
Getting started

Recommendation 17:  The introduction of the new standards should be phased in over a period of time to allow the necessary preparation. Implementation will be more difficult in some schools (e.g. where there is a cash-cafeteria food service). The new standards should be fully achieved as soon as possible, and at the latest, for all primary schools by September 2008 and for all secondary schools by September 2009.
Respondents welcomed the phased introduction for the new standards as this would allow time for systems to embed and for young people to become used to the new food.  A number of respondents were concerned that the changes for secondary schools would have a massive impact and that a longer lead in time would be beneficial.
Recommendation 18:  Schools and local authorities should aim for complete take-up of free school meal entitlement; and schools should aim to have at least 10% increase in school meals take-up by the end of the implementation period.
Respondents agreed that local authorities should aim for a complete take up of school meals and a 10% increase in meals take up.  There was discussion around the timing of these recommendations and respondents felt that this was easier to achieve in a primary school than a secondary school.  Some respondents also suggested that there would need to be a longer implementation time, particularly in secondary schools, to meet the targets.
Recommendation 19: Further tools and guidance need to be developed, tested, and made available as early in the implementation process as possible. The DfES should take the lead on this.
Respondents welcomed this recommendation and were content that DfES would take the lead on this issue.
Recommendation 20:  The Food Standards Agency (FSA) should make its food composition data, including any relating to non-milk extrinsic sugars, widely available in an electronic format.  This will provide information on foods and nutrients contained in the standards, expressed using analytical or calculation methods which reflect the needs of the standards. 
Respondents supported this recommendation and said that it was important for caterers to be able to access this information in an easy to use format.

Financial investment

Recommendation 21: The Secretary of State should take note of our concerns that low income families may be adversely affected by price increases, and investigate options for mitigating possible nutritional and economic risks.
Respondents agreed that there were concerns that low income families would be adversely affected by price increases, particularly those just above the free school meal threshold.   Respondents suggested an adjustment to the threshold levels so that more families would be entitled.

Recommendation 22:   Schools and local authorities must improve transparency and accountability in relation to how much they spend on school meals, including food cost per meal; uptake; free school meal numbers; nature of service; level of any subsidy; and any surplus generated by the service and how it is spent.  This information should be presented in the whole-school food policy.
Respondents agreed with this recommendation.  There were concerns however that 100% transparency would be difficult as contractors often received retrospective discounts etc.   Respondents also noted that there could be a problem with commercially sensitive financial information. 
Recommendation 23: There should be no further degradation of service or provision by individual schools or local authorities from the current position, and kitchens should be a priority under ‘Building Schools for the Future’. The DfES should undertake further work to consider the options for schools which no longer have their own kitchens. Schools and local authorities should be encouraged to reach the highest standards of provision and kitchens should be a priority in all schools’ capital investment programmes.

Respondents generally welcomed this proposal, noting that there had been serious under funding leading some authorities to provide cold sandwiches only for young people entitled to free school meals.  Some respondents noted that hot meals did not always have to be produced on site and that this should be an option investigated for schools that did not have kitchens. 
Recommendation 24: Guidance on formulaic funding delivered to local authorities and schools should prioritise the renovation and refurbishment of kitchens and dining facilities.
Respondents supported this recommendation.  A number of respondents questioned what priority local authorities would put on this recommendation when there might be other priorities for funding.
Recommendation 25: The Government needs to ensure that current Private Finance Initiative (PFI) contracts and ‘Building Schools for the Future’ (BSF) initiatives do not impose barriers to the improvement of school food and also ensure that in future all school PFIs incorporate building specifications which enable the main meal to be cooked on the premises and practical cooking skills to be taught to all pupils. The Government should require all partners in PFI deals to be bound by the new standards. The existence of long-term contracts cannot be allowed to adversely affect the health of pupils in PFI schools.

Respondents fully supported the need to ensure that PFI schools did not have barriers placed in the way of the improvement of the health of their pupils

Recommendation 26:  The Panel suggests that kitchens and dining areas should be given priority within primary capital investment.

There was overwhelming support for this recommendation, provided that there were sufficient funds available to do so. 

Recommendation 27: The economic costs of the changes should be modelled against the economic benefits. For example the benefits include: sourcing more food from local suppliers will benefit local economies and cut down transport and infrastructure costs; using more fresh ingredients will require longer kitchen assistant hours and this will benefit catering staff; the possible link between better nutrition, educational attainment and associated life-time earnings gain.

Respondents agreed that the economic costs of the changes should be modelled against the economic benefits.  There was discussion about how these benefits were calculated.  Respondents said the educational gains and the benefits to the NHS of the reduction in treated diet-related illnesses, would be hard to produce.
Recommendation 28: DfES has asked all local authorities to revise their asset management plan data by the end of this year. This information should show-up deficiencies in kitchen and dining areas but will not, due to timing, reflect the standards and approach recommended in this report. We recommend that DfES should (i) consider what further work needs to be done to supplement the information gathered from current activity; (ii) use this information to ensure that kitchen and dining areas are a priority in capital spending programmes; and (iii) ensure that all future asset planning takes the new SMRP standards and approach fully into account.

Respondents welcomed the priority given to school kitchens and dining areas. There was overwhelming support for kitchen facilities to be functional on all sites to provide young people with hot, healthy meals. 
Recommendation 29: In line with the Government's expectation that the transformation of school meals should be led by local authorities, we recommend that local level discussions recognise the desirability of phased – as opposed to sudden - price increases.
There was general support for this recommendation although some commented that for the transformation of school meals to be led by local authorities, the Government would have to give its total support. It was felt that the government would have to inject enough funding into local authorities to make the transformation financially viable.  Respondents said that sudden price increases would reduce the uptake in school meals as had happened previously with only minimal prices increases. 

Recommendation 30:  The Government should make school meals a priority during the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007. 

Respondents strongly supported this recommendation but also commented that ongoing funding should still be available after 2008.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Recommendation 31:  At appropriate intervals (eg. of 4 years) a nationwide evaluation of school food provision should be commissioned by DfES, to assess the types of foods and drinks available, their uptake and nutrient contribution to the overall diet. The evaluation should pay particular attention to provision for young people who are nutritionally at risk.  This evaluation should be timed for completion before the review of the standards in 2011.

Although most respondents agreed with this recommendation, some commented that the 2011 review was not soon enough. It was felt that 2011 was a long time to wait to be reviewed when some schools would have had the standards in place for a number of years.

 
Recommendation 32: The main approach to external monitoring and evaluation should be through the regular inspections carried out by Ofsted. This should be supported by evidence gathered from the in-depth inspections of a sample of schools carried out by HM Inspectors, supported by nutritionists. The Panel recommends further work should be conducted by Ofsted and DfES to use the pilot inspections planned for November 2005 to develop the methodology and a rigorous set of tools to support those inspections.

Respondents agreed with this recommendation and were supportive of Ofsted carrying out the regular inspections. Some commented that this should be supported by dieticians rather than nutritionists.

Recommendation 33:   A checklist should be developed, as part of the package of further tools and guidance. It should be piloted to ensure it is effective in bringing about change and supporting implementation of the nutrient and food standards.
Respondents agreed with this recommendation and said a checklist would prove useful.
Recommendation 34:  Local authorities should be required to collect and report annually on progress in achieving healthy school standards, provision and uptake of all (including free) school lunches, and steps being taken to work towards the achievement of school lunch standards e.g. use of nutrition software, checklists, smartcards, incorporation of standards in contracts. The DfES should collect and collate this data to provide a national overview of progress.

Overall, this recommendation was supported although some questioned the cost and time implications of collecting data and reporting annually.
Recommendation 35:  The School Food Trust should hold a database of standards compliant menus for schools to use at their discretion; and standard analysis services which would support schools in providing and analysing their own meals service.

Respondents supported the introduction of a database, held by the School Food Trust, of menus for schools to use at their discretion. It was felt that these would be very useful and a good starting point for schools.  A number of respondents commented that catering staff were currently not sufficiently trained in the use of analysis services and this would have to been taken into consideration for future training events.
Further issues
47 (52%) respondents reiterated that many of the proposals would require additional funding if the recommendations were to have their desired effect. Further analysis of this can be seen in Questions 1-5.

36 (40%) re-emphasised that for the recommendations to be successful, adequate training of catering staff would be essential. Further analysis of this can be seen in Questions 1-5.
