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In 2015, the European Parliament called on the European Commission and the European Union Member

States “to introduce a Child Guarantee so that every child in poverty can have access to free healthcare,

free education, free childcare, decent housing and adequate nutrition, as part of a European integrated

plan to combat child poverty”. Following the subsequent request by the Parliament to explore the potential
scope of a Child Guarantee (CG) for children in vulnerable situations, the Commission has commissioned

a three-phase Preparatory Action with a view to analysing the design, feasibility, governance and

implementation of such a scheme in the EU Member States:

1. A first Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG1) was carried out by a consortium consisting of
Applica and the Luxembourg Institute of Socio-Economic Research (LISER), in close collaboration with
Eurochild and Save the Children, and with the support of thematic experts, national experts and an
independent study editor. It assessed the feasibility, efficiency and overall benefits of an EU CG
Scheme and made concrete suggestions for improving policies and programmes at EU and (sub-
)national levels. It focused on access by four groups of children to the five social rights identified by
the European Parliament: children with disabilities, children residing in institutions, children with a
migrant background (incl. refugee children), and children living in precarious family situations. The
FSCG1 Final Report is available at https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServilet?docld=22869&langld=en

2. A second Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG2), whose results are presented in the present
report, was carried out by a consortium consisting of Applica and the Luxembourg Institute of Socio-
Economic Research (LISER), in close collaboration with PPMI, Eurochild and Save the Children, and
with the support of thematic experts, national experts and an independent study editor. It is a detailed
study that explores what could be some of the costs and benefits for the competent authorities to
guarantee in practice that all children at risk of poverty in the EU have access to the five social rights
under scrutiny. This study, which is complementary to the first phase, provides a thorough economic
analysis of the design, feasibility, governance and implementation options of a CG in all EU Member
States.

3. The third phase of the Preparatory Action is being carried out by UNICEF. It is testing the CG through
a series of pilot projects implemented by UNICEF in Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece and Italy as well as a
series of national policy and programmatic deep dives and development of National Child Poverty and
Social Exclusion Action Plans in Bulgaria, Croatia, Germany, Greece, Italy, Lithuania and Spain. It
started in the summer of 2020 and will last for two years.

Please cite this publication as: Guio, A-C., Frazer, H. and Marlier, E. (eds) (2021). “Study on the economic
implementing framework of a possible EU Child Guarantee scheme including its financial foundation”, Second
phase of the Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG2): Final Report, Brussels: European Commission.
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List of official Member State abbreviations and other
acronyms

Official Member State abbreviations

BE Belgium LT Lithuania
BG Bulgaria LU Luxembourg
Cz Czechia HU Hungary
DK Denmark MT Malta

DE Germany NL The Netherlands
EE Estonia AT Austria

IE Ireland PL Poland

EL Greece PT Portugal

ES Spain RO Romania

FR France SI1 Slovenia
HR Croatia SK Slovakia

IT Italy FI Finland

CYy Cyprus SE Sweden

LV Latvia

Other acronyms
AROP At risk of poverty (at-risk-of-poverty)

AROPE At risk of poverty or social exclusion (at-risk-of-poverty or social exclusion)

ARS Regional health administration (in Portugal)
BSCFA Back to school clothing and footwear allowance (in Ireland)
CBA Cost-benefit analysis

CESCR United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
CG Child Guarantee

CIT Community integrated team (in Romania)

CSR Country specific recommendation

DEIS Delivering Equality of Opportunity in Schools (in Ireland)

DGS Direcdo-Geral Da Saude (Directorate-General for Health, in Portugal)

DIATROFI Program of food aid and promotion of healthy nutrition (in Greece)

EAPB Education and participation benefits (in Germany)

ECEC Early childhood education and care

EMCO Employment Committee

ENOC European Network of Ombudspersons for Children

EOH European Observatory on Homelessness

EPSR European Pillar of Social Rights

ERDF European Regional Development Fund

ESC European Social Charter

ESF European Social Fund (also European Social Fund Plus: ESF+)
ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds

ESPN European Social Policy Network
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EU
EU-SILC
FHAT
FEAD
FEANTSA
FRA
FSCG1
FSCG2
GMI

HF
HF4Y
IKC
ISCED
MS
MSP
NCC
NGO
OECD
PIRLS
PISA
PNPSE

PNPSO

RCT
SES
SSCH
SPC
TaxBEN
TEU
TFEU
TIMSS
UN
UNCRC
UNICEF
WHO

European Union

European Union statistics on income and living conditions

Family homeless action team (in Ireland)

Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived

European Federation of National Organisations Working with the Homeless
European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights ("Fundamental Rights Agency”)
First Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee

Second Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee

Guaranteed minimum income

Housing first

Housing first for youth

Integraal kindcentra (integral child centres in the Netherlands)
International standard classification of education

Member State

Minimum service package (UNICEF programme in Romania)

Net childcare cost

Non-governmental organisation

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

Progress in International Reading Literacy Study

Programme for International Student Assessment

Programa Nacional de Promoc¢édo do Sucesso Escolar (national programme for
the promotion of school success, in Portugal)

Programa Nacional de Promogdo da Saude Oral (national programme for the
promotion of oral health, in Portugal)

Randomised controlled trial

Socio-economic status

“Sure start” children’s home

Social Protection Committee

OECD tax-benefit model

Treaty on European Union

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
United Nations

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
United Nations Children’s Fund

World Health Organization
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Structure of the report, authorship and acknowledgements

This report was coordinated by members of the team in charge of managing the second
phase of the Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG2): Hugh Frazer (Maynooth
University, Ireland), Anne-Catherine Guio and Eric Marlier (both Luxembourg Institute of
Socio-Economic Research: LISER).

The results and analysis presented in the report are extensively based on: (a) a detailed
mapping of the relevant (sub-)national policies in the 27 European Union (EU) Member
States that was carried out by the FSCG2 national experts between June and August 2020;
and (b) in-depth assessments of policies and programmes/projects, prepared in November
and December 2020 (also by FSCG2 national experts) in a selection of Member States. The
list of FSCG2 national experts is presented below.

FSCG2 national experts |Country

M. Fink Austria
I. Nicaise and L. Vandevoort Belgium
G. Bogdanov Bulgaria
S. Zrinscak Croatia
M. Kantaris, M. Theodorou M., and M. Popovic Cyprus
T. Sirovatka Czechia
J. Kvist Denmark
K. Arrak, M. Masso, and M. Murasov Estonia
0. Kangas Finland
M. Legros France
W. Hanesch Germany
A. Capella and D. Konstantinidou Greece
F. Albert Hungary
E. Polat and M. Daly Ireland
M. Raitano Italy

E. Klave Latvia

A. Povilitinas and E. Sumskiené Lithuania
R. Urbé Luxembourg
M. Vassallo Malta

D. Bijman, B. van Waveren, and B. Dekker Netherlands
I. Topinska and A. Chton-Dominczak Poland

P. Perista Portugal
L. Pop Romania
D. Gerbery Slovakia
N. Stropnik Slovenia
F.J. Moreno-Fuentes and G. Rodriguez-Cabrero | Spain

K. Nelson and J. Palme Sweden

This report consists of eleven parts. Parts A-C were prepared by the editors of the report.
Part A explains the origins and context of the first and second phase of the Feasibility Study
for a Child Guarantee (FSCG1 and FSCG2), and presents the consortium responsible for
carrying out the second phase. Part B recalls some of the important evidence gathered in
the context of FSCG1. Part C outlines the main FSCG2 definitions and the step-by-step
methodology followed throughout FSCG2.
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Parts D to I cover the six priority actions analysed in FSCG2. These parts were prepared
by the FSCG2 thematic experts (see presentation of FSCG2 consortium in Chapter A2), on
the basis of the national experts’ mapping and in-depth assessments of policies and
programmes/projects: Part D was prepared by Gwyther Rees, Part E by Michel
Vandenbroeck, Part F by Alina Makareviciené, Part G by Rita Baeten and Stéphanie Coster,
Part H by Isabel Baptista, and Part I by Alina Makarevi¢iené and Paula Maria Rodriguez
Sanchez.

Part J focuses on cost computation and cost-benefit analyses (CBAs) of the FSCG2 priority
actions. It was prepared by the editors, with inputs from the thematic experts. The editors
are also most grateful to Olga Rastrigina (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development: OECD) and Emilio Di Meglio (Eurostat) for kindly providing them with ad hoc
computations, as well as to Maxime Ladaique and Olivier Thévenon (OECD) and to Kenneth
Nelson and Rense Nieuwenhuis (Swedish Institute for Social Research: SOFI, Sweden) for
fruitful methodological discussions. Any remaining errors are the responsibility of the
editors.

Part K concludes and provides the main recommendations.

The editors would like to thank FCSG2 partners (Applica, PPMI, Eurochild and Save the
Children), the members of the FSCG2 Advisory Board, as well as the national and thematic
FSCG2 experts, for their important contributions to this report. They would also like to
thank the European Commission and the various reviewers who kindly commented on a
previous draft of this report for their helpful feedback (colleagues from COFACE, Eurocities,
EuroHealthNet, European Social Network, and European Federation of National
Organisations Working with the Homeless - FEANTSA). Finally, the draft findings of FSCG2
were presented to a wide range of stakeholders at an online closing conference on 11
February 2021. Their comments and suggestions have also been taken into account in
finalising this report.!

Neither the European Commission nor any person or institutions mentioned above bear
any responsibility for the analyses and recommendations presented in this report, which
are solely those of the editors of this report.

1 See Annex 5 for a presentation of the key points from the FSCG2 closing conference.
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PART A: INTRODUCTION

Chapter Al: Origins and context of the Feasibility Study for a
Child Guarantee (FSCG)

In 2015, the European Parliament called on the European Commission and the EU Member
States “to introduce a Child Guarantee so that every child in poverty can have access to
free healthcare, free education, free childcare, decent housing and adequate nutrition, as
part of a European integrated plan to combat child poverty”. Following the subsequent
request by the European Parliament for the European Commission to implement a
Preparatory Action to explore the potential scope of a Child Guarantee (CG) for children in
vulnerable situations, the European Commission commissioned a study to analyse the
design, feasibility, and governance of such a scheme in the EU Member States.

Phase 1 of the Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG1) provided a comprehensive
overview of the situation in each EU Member State in relation to children in vulnerable
situations (i.e. children living in precarious family situations, children residing in
institutions, children with a migrant background - including refugee children, and children
with disabilities). It showed the extent to which children experiencing disadvantage in each
Member State have access to the five key social rights identified by the European
Parliament, and provided an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of existing EU
and national (and where appropriate regional/local) policies and programmes. It made
concrete proposals to strengthen policies and programmes and their effective delivery in
each policy area, so as to benefit the key groups of children experiencing disadvantage;
and it tested these at four fact-finding workshops and at the FSCG1 closing conference. It
also developed suggestions on concrete ways in which EU funds might best assist in
supporting the development of more effective policies and programmes.?

This second phase of the Feasibility Study (FSCG2) consists of an in-depth study analysing
what could be some of the costs and benefits for the competent authorities to realise in
practice such a CG for all children at risk of poverty (AROP) in the EU. FSCG2 is
complementary to FSCG1 and provides a thorough economic analysis of the design,
feasibility, governance, and implementation options of a CG scheme in all EU Member
States. It makes full use of the rich evidence gathered and lessons learned in the first
phase.

Even though, in line with the FSCG2 terms of reference, the focus of this study is
exclusively on AROP children, ample evidence was provided in FSCG1 on the specific needs
of other groups of children in vulnerable situations, including children with
disabilities, children with a migrant background and refugee children, and children in
precarious household situations. Some of these children are not covered in this study
because they do not belong to a household at risk of poverty; others combine poverty and
other vulnerabilities. However, all these children also often face serious problems of access
to one, or even several, of these social rights. It is crucial that the future CG recognises
and takes into account the additional needs of these children.

To reach the European Parliament objective of guaranteeing access to the five key social
rights under scrutiny, the FSCG1 Final Report and the discussion at the FSCG1 closing
conference highlighted the need to develop in parallel: (a) a comprehensive strategic
approach focusing on the general policy outcomes to be achieved by the CG; and (b)
understandable and tangible policy levers - that is, (sub-)national policies, programmes,
and projects - to achieve the desired policy outcomes and create accountability of Member

2 The FSCG1 Final Report - Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020) - is available here.
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States under each specific component of the CG. The aim of FSCG2 is the
“operationalisation” of this second aspect.

Chapter A2: Presentation of the FSCG2 consortium

FSCG2 was carried out by a consortium consisting of Applica and the Luxembourg Institute
of Socio-Economic Research (LISER).3> The consortium was reinforced by the close
participation of PPMI (Lithuania), Eurochild, and Save the Children, as well as thematic and
national experts (see Diagram Al).

Diagram Al: Management structure

Management Team

LISER: Eric Marlier (project manager) and
Anne-Catherine Guio (scientific coordinator) Advisory
Hugh Frazer Board
Applica: Terry Ward
PPMI: Haroldas Brozaitis

Central Team 27 national
Applica: Nirina Rabemiafara experts
PPMI: Alina Makareviciené and Laurynas Stankevicius
Eurochild: Jana Hainsworth

Save the Children: Katerina Nanou
Thematic experts: nutrition (Gwyther Rees), ECEC (Michel
Vandenbroeck), education (PPMI), healthcare (Rita Baeten
and Stéphanie Coster), housing (Isabel Baptista), cross-
cutting initiatives/ integrated delivery of services (PPMI)

The project manager was Eric Marlier (International Scientific Coordinator of LISER) and
the scientific coordinator was Anne-Catherine Guio (Senior Researcher at LISER). They
were part of the management team which also included the following experts:

e Haroldas Brozaitis (PPMI)
e Hugh Frazer (independent study editor)
e Terry Ward (Applica).

All members of the management team contributed to the development of the guidelines,
provided comments on the deliverables, and performed quality control. They were
supported by additional experts from Applica, Eurochild, PPMI, and Save the Children. A
pool of thematic experts on each of the areas covered in FSCG2 (healthcare, education,
housing, nutrition, and early childhood education and care - ECEC), and national experts
for each of the 27 Member States, complemented the team.

3 The first phase of the Feasibility Study for a Child Guarantee (FSCG1) was carried out by a consortium
consisting of Applica and LISER, in close collaboration with Eurochild and Save the Children, and with the
support of thematic experts, national experts, and an independent study editor.
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Moreover, the consortium was supported by an Advisory Board composed of high-level
experts with internationally recognised expertise in the fields of children’s rights, social
policies, international regulations, and EU funds (see Chapter A3).

Chapter A3: Role of the Advisory Board and consultation of
key stakeholders

A3.1 Advisory Board

The FSCG2 consortium was supported by an Advisory Board composed of high-level
experts with internationally recognised expertise in the fields of children’s rights, social
policies, international regulations, and EU funds. The FSCG2 Advisory Board was consulted
on the methodologies used to analyse the design, feasibility, governance, and
implementation options of the possible future CG scheme, as well as the main
recommendations that were derived from the analysis.

It was composed of the following high-level experts:

e Bruce Adamson, European Network of Ombudspersons for Children (ENOC)
e Pamela Dale, United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

e Maria Herczog, Institute for Human Services

e Emmanuele Pavolini, University of Macerata

e Olivier Thévenon, OECD

e Grigorios Tsioukas, EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA)

e Frank Vandenbroucke, University of Amsterdam, until his nomination as Belgian Federal
Minister of Health (September 2020).

A3.2 Consultation of key stakeholders

During FSCG1 and FSCG2, many stakeholders, EU agencies, national authorities, and non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) were consulted at the national and EU level.

Organisations that were consulted in the first and/or second phases include: OECD,
UNICEF, ENOC, FRA, the EU Alliance for Investing in Children, the European Social
Network, Eurocities, COFACE, FEANTSA, and EuroHealthNet, as well as other EU NGOs,
national NGOs, national public administrations and managing authorities responsible for
the use of EU funds, and experts and academics in each policy area.

Moreover, Eurochild and Save the Children were formal FSCG1 and FSCG2 partners, and
were therefore fully involved at the different stages of the studies.
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PART B: DRAWING ON THE EVIDENCE GATHERED
AND THE LESSONS LEARNED IN THE FIRST PHASE
OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FSCG1)

Chapter B1: FSCG1 main learnings

In view of their importance in the reflection on the CG, some of the overall conclusions
drawn in the light of the rich evidence collected during FSCG1 are worth recalling, as
follows.4

Available data and evidence collected in FSCG1 show that access by children in
vulnerable situations to the five policy areas to be covered by the CG (adequate
nutrition, free ECEC, free education, free healthcare, and decent housing) needs to be
improved.

The literature gathered shows that failure to ensure access to the five policy areas has
short- and long-term negative consequences for children and society.

The FSCG1 review of existing EU and other international frameworks on children’s
rights shows that the lack of access to the five policy areas represents a failure to
uphold children’s rights.

The FSCG1 mapping of current policies and programmes in the EU Member States
highlights the different blocks and barriers to accessing the five policy areas. It also
demonstrates that there exist successful policies to overcome them in some Member
States.

Although FSCG1 was specifically tasked with looking at access by children in four Target
Groups (i.e. children residing in institutions, children with disabilities, children with a
migrant background - including refugee children, and children living in precarious
family situations), in the course of the study it became clear that the gaps and
challenges that these children face in accessing these social rights are often also faced
by other children in vulnerable situations.

To guarantee access to children who are most disadvantaged, FSCG1 discussed the
advantages of a twin-track approach in which all children, including those most in need,
should have access to mainstream services; and, where necessary, those children
facing the greatest barriers to access should receive additional and targeted support to
ensure their access.

It was also clearly demonstrated that ensuring access to the five policy areas on its
own is not sufficient: mainstream services also need to be inclusive and of high quality,
so as to ensure that children in vulnerable situations benefit fully and avoid stigma and
segregation.

The evidence collected by FSCG1 shows that those Member States that are most
successful in ensuring children in vulnerable situations have access to the five areas
under scrutiny have a comprehensive range of policies in place and a strategic and
well-coordinated approach.

FSCG1 consultation showed that there is a strong view from practitioners that existing
EU efforts to support and encourage Member States to ensure access by children in
vulnerable situations to the five policy areas have been, while useful, not as prioritised,
coordinated, and effective as they could have been. In particular, the 2013 EU
Recommendation on Investing in children: breaking the cycle of disadvantage® has not
had as great an impact as hoped for - the European semester has not sufficiently

4 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Chapter 9.
5 The text of this Recommendation is available here.
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prioritised tackling child poverty and social exclusion,® and EU funds have not been
used as extensively or strategically as they could have been.”

Chapter B2: EU legal competence in the policy areas covered
by the CG, and “value added” of EU action

As described in detail in the FSCG1 Final Report® and discussed at the FSCG1 closing
conference,® there is a broad landscape of children’s rights upon which the CG can rest.
The Treaty on European Union (TEU) draws on both the European Convention on Human
Rights 1950 and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 1989 (UNCRC).
Specifically, Article 3(3) of the TEU states that: “The Union ... shall combat social exclusion
and discrimination, and shall promote social justice and protection, equality between
women and men, solidarity between generations and protection of the rights of the child”
(emphasis added). Article 6(1) of the TEU further states that: “The Union recognises the
rights, freedoms and principles set out in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union”, and the charter itself makes specific reference to the rights of the child.
EU action in relation to children, including of course the proposed CG, is thus fully
consistent with international human rights and children’s rights guidance. Furthermore, the
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights includes detailed references to children’s rights at EU
constitutional level. In particular, it “recognises that EU policies which directly or indirectly
affect children must be designed, implemented, and monitored in a way that takes into
account the principle of the best interests of the child; guarantees the right to such
protection and care as is necessary for the well-being of children; and recognises the need
to protect children from abuse, neglect, and violations of their rights, and situations which
endanger their well-being”.1°

Furthermore, many provisions of the Council of Europe’s European Social Charter advance
the rights of children in a way that is relevant to the CG. Of particular relevance to a CG is
Article 30 of the revised charter, which requires states to “promote the effective access of
persons who live or risk living in a situation of social exclusion or poverty, as well as their
families, to, in particular, employment, housing, training, education, culture and social and
medical assistance”. According to the FSCG1 Final Report,!! the five key social rights under
scrutiny are reflective of the issues highlighted in Article 30.12

The FSCG1 Final Report and the FSCG1 closing conference, particularly the presentations
by Helen Stalford (University of Liverpool) and Grigorios Tsioukas (EU Agency for
Fundamental Rights),!? also discussed in detail the way competencies are divided between
the EU and its Member States in the policy areas covered by the proposed CG, as follows.*
e “This sharing of competencies depends on the areas.

e In so far as the principles of conferral and subsidiarity delineate EU action in the field
of the fight against poverty, which is not among the areas where the EU may adopt
directives (Article 153(2) Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union: TFEU),
there is not much space for an EU horizontal legislative measure covering in one single
instrument all the domains of a future EU CG. Combating child poverty and delivering
on a future EU CG fall primarily within the responsibility of Member States.

6 FRA (2018).

7 Brozaitis et al. (2018).

8 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Chapter 6 and its annexes.

° Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Annex 9.5.

10 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), p. 90.

1 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), p. 93.

2 Tt is worth noting that only 13 EU Member States have agreed to be bound by Article 30.
3 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Section 5 of Annex 9.5.

4 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), pp. 279-280.
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e However, ... there is space for EU legislative action in areas relating to children’s rights
if the EU can share competence to take action; that is, where Member States cannot
address that issue acting alone. This can cover areas such as migration, poverty caused
by cross-border mobility, and trafficking. In such areas, the EU does not just have the
option or possibility of legislation; it has a legal obligation to minimise the effects of its
own laws and policies on child poverty. This is the case if the area concerned does not
fall within the EU’s exclusive competence, if the objectives of the proposed action
cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States, and if the action can, therefore,
by reason of its scale or effects, be implemented more successfully by the EU.

e ... Inother areas, the EU has a supporting competence: action is limited to interventions
that support, coordinate or complement the action of Member States. These include:
protection and improvement of human health (e.g. cross-border healthcare; the
European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction; and the EU action plan on
childhood obesity 2014-2020); education (e.g. EU Council Recommendation on high-
quality ECEC systems; and migrant intervention programmes),; and young people (EU
youth strategy 2019-2027 - mainly 16+).

e .. the EU can play a role in supporting and complementing action by Member States in
all areas related to combating child poverty and the CG; that is, that there is a legal
basis for the EU to act in this way in these areas. This could be done by providing
guidance (including addressing recommendations to Member States); encouraging
cooperation; setting objectives, ensuring coordination and monitoring by Member
States (for instance through the use of the European Semester mechanism); and by
funding policies implementing the CG.

e An EU Council recommendation establishing the CG (could be) a valuable step in the
direction of concrete action based on setting objectives, policies, and measures
supporting Member States’ monitoring of implementation and evaluation of results.”

The evidence collected by FSCG1 also suggests that there is a strong view among
practitioners that existing EU efforts to support and encourage Member States to ensure
access by children in vulnerable situations to the five key social rights covered by the
proposed CG have been, while useful, not as prioritised, coordinated, and effective as they
could have been.> In particular, the implementation of the 2013 EU Recommendation has
not had as great an impact as hoped for,'® the European semester has not sufficiently
prioritised tackling child poverty and social exclusion,!” and EU funds have not been used
as extensively or strategically as they could have been.!8

The value added of EU action as well as the possible nature of this action are therefore
very clear. There is space for more effective and dynamic use of EU instruments (especially
policy coordination and guidance - including research, innovation, and knowledge sharing
- and financial support) in support of the 2013 Recommendation and, where necessary,
their reshaping to support innovative and practical initiatives.!® This is also important in
the context of Principle 11 of the European Pillar of Social Rights (EPSR) and in view of the
action plan for implementation of the EPSR proposed by the European Commission on 4
March 2021,%° as well as in the context of the EU strategy on the rights of the child, to be
adopted during the first half of 2021.

5 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), especially Chapters 4, 8, and 9.
6 Frazer and Marlier (2017).

17 FRA (2018).

8 Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Chapter 8.

% Frazer, Guio and Marlier (2020), Annexes 9.1 and 9.2. Drawing on the evidence collected, these set out some
possible solutions as to how this might be achieved through focusing on the legal and policy frameworks for
enforcing children’s rights and through enhanced policy coordination and guidance.

20 European Commission (2021). See also here.
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PART C: FSCG2 DEFINITIONS AND
METHODOLOGY

Part C of the report consists of four chapters. Chapter C1 underlines that, in line with the
terms of reference for this study, the focus of FSCG2 is specifically on AROP children; the
chapter explains how this concept is implemented in practice in FSCG2 and stresses that
the future CG will have to ensure that all children in vulnerable situations, not only those
in poverty, have access to the five key social rights identified by the European Parliament.
Chapter C2 investigates a practical definition of a CG scheme and describes the CG
components selected in FSCG2. Chapter C3 links these components with the concrete
priority actions analysed in FSCG2. Finally, Chapter C4 outlines the step-by-step
methodology followed in FSCG2.

Chapter C1: Focus on AROP children

Children should be understood as all individuals aged 0-17. In FSCG2, some specific age
sub-groups deserved additional attention depending on the policy area studied.

For each of the five CG components covered in this study, except for the housing one,?!
the focus is on AROP children, as requested in the tender specifications of the study. At EU
level, AROP children are defined as children living in a household whose total equivalised
income is below a threshold set in each Member State at 60% of the national median
household equivalised income (using the OECD-modified equivalence scale). However, for
the specific analyses to be carried out in the context of FSCG2, this EU definition is most
often not appropriate, as access to the various (sub-)national policies/programmes/
projects is based on (sub-)national income-related criteria rather than the EU indicator.
The best proxy for identifying AROP children in (sub-)national policies is using the national
low-income criterion (or criteria) that apply. This low-income threshold varies according to
the country; and, quite often, within a particular country, it also varies according to the
selected policies/programmes/projects under consideration.

It is important to highlight that children with disabilities, those with a migrant background
and/or other vulnerabilities, and children in alternative care (who are not included in this
study if they do not live in a low-income household) may also suffer from problems of
access. It is therefore important to take into account the additional needs of these children
when designing policies that will support the future CG, as analysed in detail in FSCG1 and
emphasised by the European Commission in its presentation of the CG initiative: “The Child
Guarantee is meant to ensure that all children in Europe who are at risk of poverty, social
exclusion, or are otherwise disadvantaged, have access to essential services of good
quality”.??

2! For the housing component, the concept is not related to income per se, as the priority action is the provision
of services for preventing and fighting child homelessness.

22 See link here.
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Chapter C2: Investigating a practical definition of a CG
scheme - possible CG components

It is not possible to fully “operationalise” the CG scheme without defining concretely its
scope and focus (i.e. without defining “what should be guaranteed”). However, at the time
of finalising this report (8 March 2021) the scope and focus of a possible CG have not yet
been defined at EU level. Defining them will be, to a large extent, a matter of political
choice that will involve the 27 Member States, the European Commission, and other
relevant stakeholders. The purpose of FSCG2 is not to make this choice but to provide
further evidence that can inform it. Our analysis is therefore based on plausible CG
components and related “flagship” priority actions, the selection of which was made on the
basis of a careful analysis of the evidence collected during FSCG1 and then further
discussed and fine-tuned with the European Commission.

Based on the general objectives defined by the European Parliament and the FSCG1
insights into the barriers to access, and after discussion with the European Commission,
FSCG2 analyses five possible components of the CG, which are concrete examples of
objectives and performance expectations for each of the five rights identified by the
European Parliament, in order to inform the concrete design and implementation of the
CG.

The five CG components examined in the context of FSCG2 are defined as follows:
e each AROP child should receive at least one healthy balanced full meal per day;
e each AROP child should have access to free ECEC services;

e there should be no school costs for AROP children attending compulsory school;

e each AROP child should be provided with free regular health examinations and follow-
up treatment at their successive growth stages; and

e there should be no homeless children.

Boxes C1 to C5 below present in detail the five CG components that are analysed in the
context of FSCG2, as well as their link with the general policy outcomes defined by the
European Parliament to be pursued by Member States, and the barriers to access identified
in FSCG1.23

For example, in the policy area of adequate nutrition (Box C1), the general policy outcome
to be achieved is to ensure that all AROP children are protected from malnutrition in all its
forms, as defined by the World Health Organization (WHO). The barriers identified in FSCG1
include insufficient financial household resources, cost of adequate nutrition, availability of
and advertising for unhealthy products on public premises, inadequate health-related
behaviour, and unhealthy eating habits. The specific CG component that is examined (i.e.
the example of an operational objective for which the relevant public authorities would be
held accountable that has been selected in FSCG2) is securing at least one healthy balanced
full meal per day for each AROP child.

In the domains of ECEC, education, and healthcare, the European Parliament called for
free access. In FCSG2, we assume that a service is free when the private net out-of-pocket
cost is zero - that is, when the cost really paid by parents (i.e. after taking into account
all possible benefits received and also tax credits) is nil.?*

Free provision is not sufficient if quality is not guaranteed. In the rest of the study, we
therefore discuss the quality requirements linked to each CG component.

23 Each box also includes a short summary of the FSCG1 legal analysis of the existing EU and other
international frameworks related to the component.

24 It is important to highlight that fee reimbursement, allowance provision and/or receipt of a tax credit may
take time to be made effective, which can then make the upfront instalment unaffordable for some parents.
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Box C1: CG component in the area of adequate nutrition

Policy objective (as requested by the European Parliament): Adequate nutrition for AROP
children.

General policy outcome: All AROP children should be protected from malnutrition, as defined by the
WHO, that is: undernutrition, which includes wasting (low weight-for-height), stunting (low height-
for-age) and underweight (low weight-for-age); micronutrient-related malnutrition, which includes
micronutrient deficiencies (a lack of important vitamins and minerals) or micronutrient excess; and
overweight, obesity, and diet-related non-communicable diseases.

Barriers to access identified in FSCG1: Insufficient financial household resources; cost of
adequate nutrition; inadequate health-related behaviour; lack of information about healthy habits.

Specific CG component studied in FSCG2: Each AROP child should receive at least one healthy
balanced full meal per day.?>

Legal basis related to this component:2¢ The right of children to adequate nutrition overlaps with
a number of other children’s rights, as is seen in both Articles 24 and 27 of the UNCRC. Article 24 of
the UNCRC enshrines the right of children to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of
health, and to facilities for the treatment of illness and rehabilitation of health. Access to adequate
nutrition is encompassed within the Article 24(2) right: “States Parties shall pursue full
implementation of this right and, in particular, shall take appropriate measures ... To combat disease
... , through the provision of adequate nutritious foods and clean drinking-water ... And to ensure
parents and children are informed, have access to education and are supported in the use of basic
knowledge of child health and nutrition.” Similarly, Article 27 of the UNCRC provides for the right of
every child to a standard of living adequate for the child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral, and
social development. Article 27(3) UNCRC stipulates that: “States Parties ... shall in case of need
provide material assistance and support programmes, particularly concerning nutrition, clothing and
housing”.

Article 11 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights also enshrines the
right to adequate food. United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR)
General Comment No 12 highlights (para. 4) that the right to adequate food is indivisibly linked to
the inherent dignity of the human person and is indispensable for the fulfiiment of other human
rights, and that violations of the covenant occur when a state fails to ensure the satisfaction of, at
the very least, the minimum essential level required to be free from hunger. Food needs to be
available and accessible. The comment considers that the right to adequate food implies both
economic and physical availability and accessibility; and that socially vulnerable groups, particularly
impoverished segments of the population, may need attention through special programmes (paras
13 and 21). It asserts that adequate food must be accessible to everyone, including physically
vulnerable individuals, such as infants and young children. On the need for “adequate nutrition” as
specified in relation to the CG, the comment says that the food available must meet certain quality
standards and dietary needs, implying that the diet as a whole contains a mix of nutrients for physical
and mental growth, development and maintenance, and for physical activity that is in compliance
with human physiological needs at all stages throughout the life-cycle (para. 9). Food needs to be
available to everyone without discrimination (para. 18) and when the right to food is violated a
remedy and reparation should be available to the victim (para. 32).

The right of the child to adequate nutrition is covered in more general terms by Article 24 of the EU
Charter of Fundamental Rights, which provides that "children shall have the right to such protection
and care as is necessary for their well-being”. Similarly, Article 1 of the Charter provides for the right
to dignity, which is: “inviolable. It must be respected and protected”. Notably, these provisions are
drawn upon in EU hard law, such as under the reception conditions for refugees provided under EU
asylum legislation.

25 WHO (2018).

26 This information comes from the FSCG1 Final Report. For more information, see: Frazer, Guio and Marlier
(2020), Chapter 6 (Section 6.3.4) and related annexes, including Annex 9.5 (Section 5).
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Box C2: CG component in the area of ECEC
Policy objective (as requested by the European Parliament): Free ECEC for AROP children

General policy outcome: All AROP children should have access to high-quality ECEC services. Such
services are defined as any regulated arrangement that provides education and care for children
from birth to compulsory primary school age — regardless of the setting, funding, opening hours or
programme content - and includes centre and family day-care; privately and publicly funded
provision; pre-school and pre-primary provision.2” The minimum standards are defined in the “quality
framework for early childhood education and care”, set out in the Annex to the EU Council
Recommendation of 22 May 2019 on high-quality early childhood education and care systems.?8

Barriers to access identified in FSCG1: Unaffordable parental fees; lack of available places and
geographical disparities; low-quality services in poor neighbourhoods; lack of expertise in ECEC;
opening hours not adapted to needs; lack of accessible information for parents.

Specific CG component studied in FSCG2: Each AROP child should have access to free ECEC
services.

Legal basis related to this component:2° The 2013 EU Recommendation on investing in children
calls for particular attention to be given to how to reduce inequality at a young age by investing in
ECEC.

The EU Council Recommendation of on high-quality ECEC systems is based on Article 165 of the TFEU
(relating to education, youth, and sport). It also builds upon the EU Council conclusions of 21 June
2018, the 2017 European Commission’s Communication on school development and excellent
teaching for a great start in life, Principle 11 of the EPSR, and United Nations (UN) sustainable
development goal 4.2. Developed as a result of the European Commission report on the Barcelona
objectives, the EU Council Recommendation is considered as taking a serious step towards child
rights’ protection, in terms of recommending minimum standards at the EU level for ECEC (from birth
until the compulsory primary school entry age).

27 European Commission (2014).
28 See link here.

2% This information comes from the FSCG1 Final Report. For more information, please see: Frazer, Guio and
Marlier (2020), Chapter 6 (Section 6.3.5) and related annexes, including Annex 9.5 (Section 5).
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Box C3: CG component in the area of education
Policy objective (as requested by the European Parliament): Free education for AROP children.

General policy outcome: All AROP children should have access to free compulsory education.
Education is to be understood as compulsory education, which normally includes primary and
secondary schooling.

Barriers to access identified in FSCG1: High school costs (such as fees, materials, books, school
trips, transport); gaps in provision in remote rural areas,; clustering of disadvantaged children in
disadvantaged schools (insufficient resources, difficulties in retaining high-quality teachers, bad
infrastructure).

CG component studied in FSCG2: There should be no school costs for AROP children.

Legal basis related to this component:3° UNCRC Article 28 requires that: “"States Parties
recognise the right of the child to education, and with a view to achieving this right progressively
and on the basis of equal opportunity, shall, in particular: a) make primary education compulsory
and available free to all; b) encourage the development of different forms of secondary education,
including general and vocational education, make them available and accessible to every child, and
take appropriate measures such as the introduction of free education and offering financial assistance
in case of need; ... d) make educational and vocational information and guidance available and
accessible to all children; e) take measures to encourage regular attendance at schools and the
reduction of drop-out rates.”

The requirement that primary school education must be free of charge, and that secondary education
should be made progressively free of charge, is also affirmed by the European Court of Human Rights.

The importance of the right to education is also recognised in Principle 1 of the EPSR: "Everyone has
the right to quality and inclusive education, training and life-long learning in order to maintain and
acquire skills that enable them to participate fully in society and manage successfully transitions in
the labour market”. Moreover, the 2013 EU Recommendation on investing in children highlights the
need to “Increase the capacity of education systems to break the cycle of disadvantage, ensuring
that all children can benefit from inclusive high-quality education that promotes their emotional,
social, cognitive and physical development”,

As far as the EU competence is concerned, Article 165 of the TFEU limits its competence to impose
binding laws on Member States in the field of education. This restricts the role of the EU to merely
contributing to the development of good-quality education by encouraging cooperation between
Member States, while leaving them with the responsibility for the organisation of education systems.

The importance of access to digital education as a priority is recognised by the digital education
action plan (2021-2027), which outlines the European Commission’s vision for high-quality, inclusive,
and accessible digital education in Europe.3!

30 This information comes from the FSCG1 Final Report. For more information, please see: Frazer, Guio and
Marlier (2020), Chapter 6 (Section 6.3.2) and related annexes, including Annex 9.5 (Section 5).

31 See link here.
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Box C4: CG component in the area of healthcare

Policy objective (as requested by the European Parliament): Free healthcare for AROP
children.

General policy outcome: No AROP children should have problems in accessing healthcare or unmet
need for healthcare. Dimensions of access relating to the healthcare system include affordability,
user experience, and availability of healthcare services, which can lead to individual unmet need due
to cost, distance, and/or waiting times, as well as inadequate outreach services.

Barriers to access identified in FSCG1: Lack of disease prevention and health promotion (many
health promotion programmes, where they exist, do not reach out to the most vulnerable),;
cultural/language barriers; health literacy,; lack of coverage for healthcare,; out-of-pocket payments
and user charges for healthcare, medicines and prescribed treatments, dental care, mental care, and
linguistic/speech development, insufficient protection measures for vulnerable groups; non-take-up
of subsidised/free provision; unequal geographical coverage of healthcare providers.

CG component studied in FSCG2: Each AROP child should be provided with free regular health
examinations and follow-up treatment at their successive growth stages.

Legal basis related to this component:32 The right to healthcare is a fundamental right,
recognised by UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 25(1)) and the UNCRC (Article 24).
Paragraphs 22-24 of General Comment 14 of the CESCR are particularly relevant, as they relate
directly to: children’s rights to adequate healthcare; promotion of healthy development of infants
and children; children and adolescents’ right to the enjoyment of the highest standard of health;
access to facilities for the treatment of illness; the need for youth-friendly healthcare; and so on.
The convention links these goals to ensuring access to child-friendly information about preventive
and health-promoting behaviour, and to support for families and communities in implementing these
practices. Although Article 24 does specify the means of healthcare provision, it does not go as far
as prescribing that this should be free of charge. Rather, it obliges states to ensure that no child is
deprived of their right of access to such healthcare services (for example, through the imposition of
prohibitive charges).

At EU level, the importance of guaranteeing access to affordable, preventive, and curative healthcare
of good quality for children is recognised in Principle 16 of the EPSR and in the 2013 EU
Recommendation on investing in children. The latter stresses the need to “Ensure that all children
can make full use of their universal right to healthcare, including through disease prevention and
health promotion as well as access to quality health services”.

As far as migrant children are concerned, the EU has incorporated numerous provisions to protect
and advance children’s rights into binding legislation which, in so far as they are directly applicable
across the Member States, are potentially more effective than the other international law obligations
identified. Specifically, in the context of asylum, Member States have an obligation, under Article
29(3) of the EU Directive 2004/83 on the protection of refugees, to ensure the provision of adequate
healthcare under the same conditions as those for nationals, particularly to "minors who have been
victims of any form of abuse, neglect, exploitation, torture, cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment
or who have suffered from armed conflict”.

EU law elaborates more comprehensively on the health-related assistance that should be available
to children identified as trafficked.

These hard law measures, although not applicable to all children, provide firm and enforceable
measures to uphold children’s rights when they apply. For all other children not protected by the EU
provisions, healthcare falls primarily within the responsibility of Member States.

As far as the EU competence in the field of healthcare is concerned, it is limited by Article 168 of the
TFEU to "support, coordinate and supplement the actions of Member States”.

Regarding the quality and scope of the healthcare provision, there is no common quality framework
at EU level.

32 This information comes from the FSCG1 Final Report. For more information, please see: Frazer, Guio and
Marlier (2020), Chapter 6 (Section 6.3.1) and related annexes, including Annex 9.5 (Section 5).
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Box C5: CG component in the area of housing

Policy objective (as requested by the European Parliament): Decent housing for AROP
children.

General policy outcome: All AROP children should live in decent housing.

Barriers to access identified in FSCG1: Insufficient financial household resources; lack of
affordable privately rented decent housing, insufficient supply of social housing; rent subsidies not
sufficient to cover actual housing costs; risk of eviction; tenure insecurity; lack of protection from
the justice system.

Specific CG component studied in FSCG2: There should be no homeless children.

Legal basis related to this component:33 The European Social Charter (ESC)3* provides a
description of what the right to housing entails in its Article 31: "With a view to ensuring the effective
exercise of the right to housing, the Parties undertake to take measures designed: 1. to promote
access to housing of an adequate standard,; 2. to prevent and reduce homelessness with a view to
its gradual elimination; and 3. to make the price of housing accessible to those without adequate
resources”. Under the ESC, the right to housing is thus protected in a specific article and includes an
obligation on states to prevent homelessness. In its case law, the European Committee of Social
Rights has determined that children in particular, irrespective of their immigration status, are entitled
to shelter on the basis of Article 31(2) of the ESC.3> In a later case, the committee came to the same
conclusion on the basis of Article 17 of the ESC, which provides children with economic, social, and
legal protection.

Regarding children, the European Commission’s Recommendation “Investing in children: breaking
the cycle of disadvantage” clearly spells out — Article 2.2 regarding access to affordable good-quality
services — that Member States should provide children with a safe, adequate housing and living
environment, namely by supporting families and children at risk of homelessness by avoiding
evictions, unnecessary moves, and separation from families, as well as by providing temporary
shelter and long-term housing solutions.

The EPSR (Principle 19) calls for housing and assistance for the homeless, via: (a) access to social
housing or housing assistance of good quality, (b) appropriate assistance and protection against
forced eviction; and (c) adequate shelter and services to promote social inclusion of homeless people.

It should be noted, however, that the EU does not have competence to dictate Member States’
approach to housing policy. The only context in which it has been able to impose concrete legal
obligations relates to migrants and migrant children, specifically concerning a right to be
accommodated and the right to social assistance (Article 28(1) of EU Directive 2004/83 on the
protection of refugees, and Article 13(2) of EU Directive 2001/55 on temporary protection of
displaced persons). On the issue of housing, Article 18 of EU Directive 2013/33 on reception
standards for those seeking international protection states: "1. Where housing is provided in kind, it
should take one or a combination of the following forms: a) premises used for the purpose of housing
applicants during the examination of an application for international protection made at the border
or in transit zones; b) accommodation centres which guarantee an adequate standard of living,; c)
private houses, flats, hotels or other premises adapted for housing applicants. ... 3. Member States
shall take into consideration gender, and age-specific concerns and the situation of vulnerable
persons in relation to applicants within the premises and accommodation centres referred to in paras.
1(a) and (b).”

33 This information comes from the FSCG1 Final Report. For more information, please see: Frazer, Guio and
Marlier (2020), Chapter 6 (Section 6.3.3) and related annexes, including Annex 9.5 (Section 5).

34 European Treaty Series - No 163. Strasbourg, 3.V.1996.

35 In the case of DCI v. the Netherlands (European Committee of Social Rights, Complaint No 47/2008, Decision
of 20 October 2009 at paras 46-48 and 63-64), the committee highlighted that Article 31(2) on the prevention
and reduction of homelessness is specifically aimed at categories of vulnerable people and that children,
whatever their residence status, come within the personal scope of the article.
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Chapter C3: Linking the CG components with priority actions

Establishing and implementing the CG is about delivering on the rights of children.
Successful actions and effective services provided to children in different CG components
help to realise some of the rights of the child, and to fulfil obligations and commitments
that derive from the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, other international human rights
instruments (in particular the UNCRC), and the EPSR. The CG should therefore be clearly
linked to the EU strategy on the rights of the child (2021-2024).3¢ (See also Chapter B2
above.)

As is clear from FSCG1, for most policy areas a CG may need to include more than one
component. For example, to guarantee that all AROP children have access to adequate
nutrition (general policy outcome), providing them with one healthy balanced full meal per
day (CG component studied in FSCG2) is necessary but not sufficient. A healthy breakfast,
a healthy snack, and other meals are also important. National policy drivers include policies
which contribute to increasing the adequacy of minimum-income protection, policies which
support the promotion of healthy eating (and breastfeeding for the youngest children),
provision of food through foodbanks, and so on.

Similarly, to guarantee that all AROP children have access to decent housing (general policy
outcome), guaranteeing that there is no homeless child is obviously not sufficient. Member
States should also be encouraged to improve the affordability, accessibility, availability,
and quality of housing. For this, they should be offered a “structured menu” which takes
into account their national specificities. This menu should provide a wide range of policies
that can address specific barriers and priority problems, such as increasing the supply of
social housing (if the problem is quantity, and if social housing fits in well into the national
or sub-national policy legacies); investing in the renovation of social housing (notably
taking into account energy-saving, but also more general quality standards); supporting
the renovation of privately owned houses for low-income households and the renovation
of dwellings rented in the private market, while keeping them affordable; and launching or
improving housing benefits for low-income tenants in the private sector.

This holds true for healthcare, where a structured menu including a wide range of policies
would also be needed to help Member States to provide free and readily available
healthcare for children. Indeed, the organisation and delivery of healthcare are radically
different in each Member State, and barriers differ in importance (including affordability,
availability and waiting lists, geographical coverage, quality of care).

Furthermore, the evidence collected in the context of FSCG1 shows that those Member
States that are most successful in ensuring that children in vulnerable situations have
access to the five rights under scrutiny have a comprehensive range of policies in place
and a strategic and well-coordinated approach. Although specific policies in the five areas
are important in their own right, to be fully effective they need to be in line with the 2013
EU Recommendation and to be set in the wider context of a comprehensive national
strategy for addressing poverty and social exclusion among children and ensuring their
access to these rights. In line with the political agreement reached in January 2021
between the European Parliament and EU Member States (in the EU Council) on the
European Commission's proposal for a Regulation on the European Social Fund Plus
(ESF+), such strategies will be a requirement of the next programming period for the
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), and this will include a specific section
focusing on children. The need to “invest in children” is clearly emphasised in this
agreement, as highlighted by the European Commission in a press release issued on 29
January 2021: “Member States with a level of child poverty above the EU average should
use at least 5% of their ESF+ resources (2021-2027) to address this issue. All other
Member States must allocate an appropriate amount of their ESF+ resources to targeted

36 See link here.
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actions to combat child poverty and the Commission is urging Member States to use this
and other existing funding opportunities to further increase investments in the fight against
child poverty.” 37

Although all these actions are relevant and important for a CG, it would not have been
possible to perform an in-depth assessment of all of them in the context of FSCG2: that
is, to explore their feasibility, cost, benefits, design, governance, and implementation for
every possible measure that could improve children’s access to the five policy areas under
scrutiny. Therefore, for each of the five CG components, FSCG2 focused on some
concrete, practical output/result-oriented priority actions. FSCG2 also analysed a
few “cross-cutting initiatives” which seek to ensure integrated delivery of nutrition,
education/ECEC, healthcare, and/or housing, as well as social services, and the horizontal
interconnectedness of various actors and stakeholders engaged in this delivery.

The six priority actions, which are subject to an in-depth assessment in the context of

FSCG2, are the following:

e provision of free/reduced-price full school meals for children in low-income households;

e provision of free ECEC for children in low-income households;

e removal of school costs, including indirect costs, for children in low-income households
attending compulsory school (as far as materials and activities formally required for
the curriculum are concerned);

e organisation of free post-natal health examinations; home visits or other forms of
regular examinations organised during the first years of life and then regular health
monitoring (general health, dental care, vision and hearing screening) in school or in
other settings for children in low-income households;

e provision of services aimed at preventing and fighting homelessness among children
and their families — such as eviction prevention or rapid “rehousing” systems for
families with children in need and unaccompanied minors; services providing
emergency or temporary accommodation; “housing first” (HF) or housing-led solutions
for families; and services aimed at strengthening the transition to a stable and
independent adult life for children in alternative care; and

e provision of integrated delivery of services, such as organisation of extended/whole-
day schools or networked provision of key services in day-care or other settings (cross-
cutting initiatives).

Chapter C4: Step-by-step methodology

For each of these six priority actions, FSCG2 has carried out:

e a systematic mapping of relevant (sub-)national policies and instruments in each
Member State;

e an in-depth assessment of carefully selected policies/programmes/projects, to analyse
the conditions for implementation (including administrative and governance aspects;
monitoring and assessment; the level at which - EU, national, and sub-national -
provision could best be operated, and under what conditions and through what means;
and how non-take-up and stigmatisation of children living in low-income households
can be avoided) as well as the key conditions for success;

e an analysis of the benefits of different provisions;

e a review of the cost components and available CBAs;

e an investigation of sources of funding; and

» a review of the options for monitoring different provisions.

The results are presented by priority action in Parts D to I.

37 See link to press release here.
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PART D: PROVISION OF FREE SCHOOL FULL
MEALS

The FSCG2 priority/flagship action in the domain of nutrition is the provision of free school
full meals. As explained in this part of the report, if effectively designed and delivered,
such provision can make a significant and cost-saving contribution to achieving the
selected FSCG2 component “one healthy balanced full meal per day” and thus to meeting
one of the key policy objectives of the CG. However, as explained in Chapter C3, the
provision of school meals is not the only policy that can help to guarantee that children
have a balanced full meal per day: the adequacy of minimum-income protection, and
policies which support the promotion of healthy eating or direct provision of food, are also
important.

Part D is organised as follows: Chapter D1 describes the main expected benefits of the
provision of school meals; Chapter D2 maps the relevant (sub-)national policies and
instruments in each Member State; Chapter D3 provides an overview of the
policies/programmes that were selected for an in-depth assessment; Chapter D4 discusses
the results of these assessments in terms of participation, governance, key conditions for
realising the expected benefits, quality of provision, sources of funding, and monitoring;
and finally, Chapter D5 summarises the main findings and conclusions.

Chapter D1: Main expected benefits

D1.1 Potential benefits for children

Access to free or subsidised school meals may have different types of benefits (as

highlighted in Figure D1):

e primary outcomes - ensuring adequate child nutrition, reducing food insecurity for
children, and reducing parents’ economic strain; and

e secondary outcomes - educational benefits (engagement, attendance, behaviour, and
attainment) and health benefits.

Figure D1: Expected benefits of free or subsidised school meals

Primary outcomes:
Child nutrition (+)
Child food security (+)

Provision of ; : .
Parents’ economic strain (-)

free/subsidised

school meals

Secondary outcomes:

Educational and health
benefits

Affordability, stigma, logistics
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D1.2 Key conditions for realising these potential benefits

A key issue is the difference between availability and take-up. Merely providing free and
subsidised meals does not guarantee their utilisation. Attention needs to be paid to issues
of stigmatisation and peer-group effects, modes and timings of meal provision, and waste.
Furthermore, to ensure that children receiving school meals fully benefit from them, the
quality of the food provided is crucial. Clear quality guidelines on the content and balance
of meals, food preparation, and hygiene should be defined and monitored. Variation in
provision to meet the requirements of children from different cultural backgrounds is also
important.

Chapter D2: EU mapping

The objective of this chapter is twofold. First, it provides an overview of school meals
provision in EU Member States. Second, it outlines the challenges of ensuring access to
good-quality free school meals for low-income children.

D2.1 Free and subsidised full school meals provision in the EU Member
States

To inform this section, Member States are divided into four broad groupings:

Group 1: Universal free meals (at least at some ages) EE, FI, LT, LV, SE
Group 2: Targeted free meals across the whole Member CY, CZ, DE, ES, HU, LU,
State MT, PT, SI, SK

Group 3: Subsidised meals and/or free meals not covering AT, BE, BG, EL, FR, HR,
the whole Member State IE, IT, PL, RO

Group 4: No provision DK, NL

D2.1.1 Universal free meals (with some age limitations)
Five Member States provide universal free meals for all or some age groups.

Finland is the earliest example of free provision. Since 1948 there have been universal and
free school meals for all children attending school (pre-school and primary school pupils as
well as high school and vocational primary education students). The advantages of such
free provision are summarised as follows by the national expert: “First, joint participation
in school meals is a part of educational activities. Second, for many low-income children
and other children in vulnerable situations the school meal may be the most important
daily meal. Furthermore, since provision is universal, there is no stigma linked to receiving
meals. For a comprehensive review, see 'School Meals for All’ (Ministry for Foreign Affairs,
2019)".38

In Sweden, all primary and secondary compulsory schools are required to provide free
school meals to all pupils, and there is also generally provision for young people aged 16-
19 in gymnasiums.

The scheme in Estonia also covers all age groups in school. This is as seen as a policy for
social inclusion and it is argued that “many studies show that targeted policies are not
effective in terms of tackling poverty, due to the extremely high administrative costs of
precisely identifying the poor (Mkandawire 2005)".3°

Latvia introduced free school meals for first grade students in 2008, then in 2013 for second
grade students too, and since 2015 one hot meal per day is provided for first to fourth

38 Kangas (2020), p. 5.
3% Arrak and Masso (2020), p. 6.
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grade students. Whereas the provision of school meals is the responsibility of
municipalities, many of them provide free meals for older students.*?

Lithuania began, in 2020, to provide free meals for pre-primary and first-grade pupils.

D2.1.2 Targeted free meals for some groups of children across the whole
country

The 10 Member States in group 2 provide free meals to some children on the basis of
household income, and in some cases also to other groups of children who may face
disadvantages, such as children in public care and refugee families and children. Some of
this provision relies partly on EU funds (CZ, PT). Table D1 provides the eligibility criteria
for such provision by Member State.

Such targeting has advantages and disadvantages. Cost reduction is the main advantage,
as compared with universal provision. However, the risk of stigmatisation, the
administrative burden of identifying the targeted children, and the risk of missing those
most in need are the main challenges of such provision. As explained by the expert from
Czechia, although the policy did reach significant numbers of children in need, it did not
reach all of them and: “it would be better to provide free lunches for all children in order
to integrate poor children among them” .4

Similarly, in Germany there is a scheme that provides eligibility for some groups of children
based on household circumstances (receipt of various types of benefits). The federal
government estimated in 2017/2018 that almost 2.5 million children were eligible for the
scheme based on one of the qualifying benefits, but the families of only a little more than
400,000 made use of the entitlement. The expert commented that: “only a small number
and a very small proportion of children benefit from the education and participation benefits
(EAPB). This is due to the fact that because of the very bureaucratic and deliberately
deterrent nature of the benefit conditions only a small proportion of parents in need make
use of them. The most recent reform in 2019 has changed little in this respect.”*?

The scheme in Hungary provides full free meal entitlement for eligible children in primary
school but only a 50% reduction for those in secondary school. The expert thought that
this “cannot be regarded as good practice: It cannot be justified why only primary aged
children are entitled to a means-tested needs-based provision, and why secondary school
students are excluded.”*3

The situation in Slovakia is fluid. Over the last two years the free meal scheme for low-
income households has been expanded (although it is still not a universally accessed
scheme like the Member States in group 1). However, there have been implementation
and cost issues.* The government has recently decided to change approach, although
subsidies will still be available for some low-income children (so for low-income children,
there is no change): “The aim is to make more effective use of the public budget, through
better targeting. Furthermore, an increase in the level of child tax credits is seen as a step
supporting parents’ freedom of choice on how to spend their income. These changes are
expected to come into force as of January 2021.” However, there are concerns that this
may undermine social cohesion and may “in particular affect the relationship between the
majority and members of marginalised Roma communities.”*>

On the other hand, some national experts highlighted the advantages of existing targeted
provisions.

40 Klave (2020).

41 Sirovatka (2020, p. 6.
42 Hanesch (2020), p. 6.
43 Albert (2020), p. 6.

44 Gerbery (2020a).

45 Gerbery (2020b).
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In Cyprus, school meals are free to pupils (in primary all-day schools) in households on
the guaranteed minimum income (GMI). The provision is seen by the national expert as
“an exceptionally good practice as it is being reassured that children in need receive during
all/most of the school days a full balanced lunch ... Children are not allowed to bring their
own food from home making sure that all children are equal, and all have access to a
balanced nutritious meal” .4

The scheme for low-income households in Luxembourg was also regarded as good practice
“because on the one hand it provides children from households on minimum income with
adequate nutrition?” at least for lunch, and this fact puts no constraint on these households’
finances”.*® All other children in primary school are also granted a public subsidy for their
meals, depending on the revenue of the household and the age of the child. Thus the price
their parents have to pay varies between €0.50 and €4.50 per meal.

In Malta the scheme “targets students facing socio-economic problems such as the risk of
poverty or social exclusion and aims to improve their education and quality of life”;*° and
it can include other benefits such as photocopying, stationery, uniforms, and extra-
curricular activities in addition to meals.

In Portugal the expert suggested that the scheme could be regarded as good practice and
noted that: “There are many reports from relevant stakeholders - and also the minister
for health has referred to this situation — expressing that, in many cases, lunch at school
is the only decent meal that children living in low-income households have during the
day”.50

The expert in Slovenia also viewed the scheme as good practice: “The quality and
nutritional value of meals are adequate and monitored. The meals are balanced and
healthy. It is also a health promotion measure for children living in households that cannot
provide them with adequate nutrition at home. They also receive a free school snack ...
82% of elementary school children consume two meals at school that are free for children
living in low-income households.">!

In Spain there is some form of provision targeted at low-income and other disadvantaged
groups across the whole country, although entitlements vary by area. The expert viewed
this as “good practice, although there are often budget limits on the part of local and
regional governments that grant school meals aids.”>?

Table D1: Selection criteria in group 2

Cyprus Free to pupils in all-day primary schools (no lunch in public secondary schools) who
live in households that are on GMI.

Additional groups: Children of asylum-seekers, unaccompanied migrant children,
and children under the guardianship of the state (Social Welfare Services).

Czechia Free lunches provided to low-income children (receiving minimum income). Children
aged 3-15 qualify for free lunches at kindergartens and primary schools that
participate in the project/funding scheme (based on application submitted by
schools).

46 Kantaris et al. (2020), p. 5.

47 The meals provided are of good quality, as pointed out in the FSCG1 national report for Luxembourg.
48 Urbé (2020), p. 5.

4 Vassallo (2020), p. 5.

50 Perista (2020), p. 4

5t Stropnik (2020), p. 5.

52 Moreno-Fuentes and Rodriguez Cabrero (2020), p. 5.
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Germany

Low-income households with children, young people, and young adults (aged under
25 and not in receipt of a training remuneration) can apply to have the cost of
school lunches covered as part of the EAPB. Households have access to the EAPB if
they receive minimum-income benefits under social code books II (basic income
support for jobseekers) and XII (social assistance) or the Asylum Seekers Benefits
Act. Households also have access to it if they receive the supplementary child
benefit or housing benefit (under the Child Benefit Act). There is therefore no single
legal basis for the EAPB: unfortunately, there are no uniform data on recipients
either.

The low-income definition for eligibility is not uniform. It varies according to the
different criteria for the different benefits above.

In August 2017 a total of 436,183 children were reimbursed for the cost of lunch at
a day-care centre or school. But this is likely to be a small proportion of those who
would be eligible (as noted in the introductory text to this section).

Additionally, 95% of all school meals in Germany are subsidised by local authorities
and offered at reduced prices. However, there are very large variations in the extent
of subsidisation or the corresponding price reductions.

Hungary

Low-income children are those who are eligible for the regular child protection
benefit: that is, who live in households whose per capita net income does not
exceed 135% of the minimum old-age pension. However, the amount of the
minimum old-age pension has not been increased since 2008.

The income limit is somewhat higher for single-parent households or if there is a
permanently sick or disabled child in the household, or if the child is aged over 18
but still at school.

The income limit below which the benefit is paid is:

e one parent and two children - HUF 115,425 (€326) per month; and

e two adults and two children - HUF 153,900 (€435) per month.

School meals are free for primary school children, but only a 50% reduction is
available for secondary school.

Additional groups: Foster care (primary school); foster care or receiving after-care
(secondary school).

Luxembourg

Low-income children are children living in a household receiving the minimum
income.>3 The amounts of the minimum income are €2,220.26 for single parents
with two children and €2,833.80 for couples with two children.>* These are gross
amounts.>>

Additional groups: The social workers of the responsible local or regional social office
may grant free school meals to children from a household they identify as
“experiencing precariousness or social exclusion”. They base this identification on
discretionary criteria, which may include (or not) some of the above-mentioned
criteria; they may also include other financial criteria going beyond the sole revenue
criterion (e.g. when the household has to pay back debts).

All other children in primary school are also granted a public subsidy for their meals,

depending on the revenue of the household and the age of the child. Thus the price
their parents have to pay varies between €0.50 and €4.50 per meal.”®

53 For details of the Luxembourg minimum-income scheme (Revis), see the relevant law: Grand-Duché de
Luxembourg (2018a).

54 There is a system called CSA (chéques service-accueil — childcare vouchers). This covers both ECEC and care
(including lunch) for pre-school children and schoolchildren. For details see Grand-Duché de Luxembourg

(2008).

55 The amounts (in the version of 20 May 2020) are published here.
56 These amounts can be found here.
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Malta

Scheme 9, which applies nationally but only to state schools, and includes benefits
other than the meal, is available to students coming from a household with an
annual income not exceeding €15,000, or according to other criteria.

Additional criteria:

e a student has a need that cannot be satisfied through other means;

e a student/parent/sibling suffers from terminal or chronic mental health iliness;

e a student is experiencing neglect due to family difficulties including domestic
violence or substance abuse; and

e refugee status / asylum-seeker / subsidiary temporary protection.

Portugal

The state co-funds all meals served in school canteens throughout the country. After
co-funding from the central state, meals have a reference price, to be established on
a yearly basis by ministerial order. In the school year 2019/2020, the price to be
paid by pupils was €1.46. However, there is additional co-funding for pupils who are
beneficiaries of the school social programme.

The meal is provided free of charge to children placed in the first income band of
child benefit - annual household income lower than 0.5 x social support index (IAS)
x 14: i.e. €3,071.67 in 2020). Children placed in the second income band of the
child benefit (annual household income higher than 0.5 x IAS x 14 and lower than 1
x IAS x 14: i.e. €6,143.34 in 2020) should pay 50% (i.e. €0.73).

Additional criteria: Co-funding is 100% for children with disabilities.

Slovakia

Current situation: There is a state subsidy for lunches that amounts to €1.20 per
child per day. A financial subsidy is provided to all children in primary schools and all
children in the last year of pre-school education (who attend kindergartens). In
addition, the following children are entitled:

e children aged 2-5 who attend kindergarten, provided they live in a household that
receives minimum-income benefit or has an income below the subsistence
minimum;>7 and

e children who attend a kindergarten where at least 50% of all children live in
household receiving minimum-income benefit.

Slovenia

Free provision is targeted.
General conditions: Income below income threshold.

Free lunch: For children living in households with a net per capita income below
€382.82 per month.

Income threshold for single parents with two children: €1,148.46 (3 x €382.82) net
of taxes.

Income threshold for couples with two children: €1,531.28 (4 x €382.82) net of
taxes.

Spain

To get a full meals scholarship during the school year, the basic requirement is to be
a member of a low-income household. This requirement varies between the 17
autonomous communities and two autonomous cities (Ceuta and Melilla). The most
accepted general requirement is to have an annual household income below 2 x
IPREM (indicador publico de rentas de efectos multiples): the indicator in 2019 was
€7,519.59. (Household income is often counted net of taxes.)

In addition, with some differences between autonomous communities, the general
trend is that households with an income of 2.5 x IPREM (€18,799 in 2019) have to
pay only 25% of the cost of lunch; households with incomes of 3 x IPREM
(€22,558.77) have to pay 50%.

Additional criteria (that discriminate positively):

e size of household (large households, i.e. with four or more children);

e single-parent households with a low income;

e children protected in family and residential fostering;

e households suffering from gender-based violence;

e victims of terrorism;

e unaccompanied minors;

57 The subsistence minimum represents a threshold used for assessment of minimum-income protection
entitlements. Only households with income below the subsistence minimum are entitled.
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e disabilities equal to or greater than 33%; and
e special situations not foreseen.

D2.1.3 Subsidised meals and/or free meals not covering the whole country

In the third group, some Member States have free meal schemes that mostly target schools
rather than individuals, others have free targeted schemes that have some limitations that
do not qualify for group 2, and France has a primarily subsidised system. The provision in
each Member State concerned can be summarised as follows (Table D2 examines the
provision in detail).

Croatia and Poland have individual-based assessment using income criteria, as in group 2.
These countries are, however, included in this group because in practice not all children
meeting the income criteria may receive a meal. In Croatia this relates to whether the
school provides meals. In Poland, there are quotas and caps on expenditure. The “meal at
school and at home” in Poland may be seen as a good practice example. It includes three
components: (a) for children; (b) for adults; and (c) development of school canteens. Free
or co-financed school meals may be provided to pupils or students of primary and
secondary schools who pass an income test set at 150% of the social assistance threshold
(and other children such as victims of disasters).

In France, only 50 (small) municipalities out of 35,000 have opted to make school meals
free for all pupils. The national expert noted that there were other examples in the pastin
larger municipalities that have since been stopped; and that “Several bills presented to the
National Assembly proposing free school meals have been rejected. (Gaél Le Bohec, 7
March 2018 - Clémentine Autain, 21 January 2020).”%8 In general, subsidies for meals are
provided. There is a great deal of local variation in subsidy arrangements and pricing.

The remaining seven Member States have schools-based targeting. Typically, schools are
selected in disadvantaged areas. Some schemes are run by national or local government,
a few by NGOs. Some are established, while others are new. One of the criticisms of the
schools-based targeting approach, made by several experts, is that it misses many
disadvantaged children. However, some of these schemes are very efficient in providing
free school meals at local level and could usefully be scaled up in these countries to provide
meals on a more universal basis.

e Austria: There is a new scheme providing free school meals on a targeted basis in
Vienna primary schools.

e Belgium: There is a pilot scheme in the French-speaking region, started in 2018, and
targeted at 78 disadvantaged elementary schools.

e Bulgaria: There has been a Bulgarian Red Cross scheme for 15 years which provides a
free hot lunch every school day to children in need. This helps to reduce the school
drop-out rate. The provision is targeted at specific schools in 24 districts, and around
1,600 children benefit from it. According to the national expert: “This provision is
considered as a good practice toward low-income children and could be adopted by
government, and not remain dependent on an NGO."

e Greece: There are two schemes reaching large numbers of schools:
o agovernment scheme which, for the school year 2019/2020, provided free school
(full) meals to all the children who attended 992 (out of 4,449) selected primary
schools in 74 out of 332 municipalities of the country; and
o asmaller scheme based on private donations (“program of food aid and promotion
of healthy nutrition”: DIATROFI), which has been the subject of academic journal
articles.

o Ireland: There is a government scheme targeted at disadvantaged schools (“delivering
equality of opportunity in schools”: DEIS), which schools can opt in to. They can then

58 Legros (2020), p. 4.
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provide meals to selected students. However, the expert notes that the meal is neither
full nor hot (consisting of a cold sandwich), and that there are implementation issues
due to infrastructure limitations. There is also a new project, which started to run in
September 2019, called the hot school meals pilot project (funded by government), in
36 selected primary schools. Neither of these schemes has been fully evaluated.

Italy: The situation is fragmented, with substantial geographical variation in the

arrangements for subsidised or free meals.

e Romania: A government pilot programme was established in 2016 in 50 schools, and
is being extended to 150 in 2020-2021. The national report comments on difficulties in
implementation.

Table D2: Selection criteria in group 3

Croatia

Targeting practices vary across the country. This is individual rather than
schools-based targeting, but not all schools provide meals. It is a legal
obligation only for primary schools but may not always be implemented in
practice.

Financial support for low-income children is decided by local authorities and
there are no data collected at the national level about that. In the city of
Zagreb (City of Zagreb, 2019) a free meal (dairy meal, or full meal, or
snack) is provided for: (a) beneficiaries of GMI (which is the Croatian name
for social assistance) or of one-time assistance benefit; (b) children whose
parents (both parents if it is a two-parent household and one parent if it is a
single-parent household) are unemployed, registered with the Croatian
Institute for Employment, and did not get a salary in the last two months;
(c) children of disabled people from the Croatian Homeland War; and (d)
children of deceased Homeland War defenders. The amount of GMI is set at
the national level: for single parents with two children it amounts to HRK
1,680.00 (€224), and for a couple with two children it amounts to HRK
1,600.00 (€213). In addition, there is a fee reduction for child benefit
recipients, which means a 50%, 65% or 86% reduction in the price of the
meal, depending on the category of child benefits.

Although data are not collected systematically, available information
suggests that GMI beneficiaries might be exempt from paying school meals
in the whole country, if a school provides meals.

Poland

In theory, Poland could fit into group 2. But it seems in practice that there are
caps on what proportion of children in each school are eligible. There are also
caps on national and municipal budgets. This means that it is not, or does not
appear to be, a universal targeted scheme.

e The food programmes are not universal. Free or co-financed school meals
may be provided to pupils/students of primary and secondary schools who
pass an income test set at 150% of the social assistance threshold. The
same rule applies to children below the school age who may receive food
support, say, at home or in kindergartens. This income test may be
overlooked in some special cases (not listed in the law), at the discretion of
the school manager. However, the number of these non-income-tested
beneficiaries cannot exceed 20% of the total number of pupils/students
provided with the school meals in the previous month.

e Forthe income test, thresholds are set net of taxes and social contributions,
and net household incomes are considered. All incomes are expressed per
month. From October 2018, the threshold level for four-member households
(no distinction is made between children and adults) is equal to PLN 3,168
(€737). In the case of three-member households, such as a single parent
with two children, the threshold would be PLN 2,376 (€495). Municipalities
may increase these thresholds, and this happens occasionally.
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France

The service is not free, except in around 50 municipalities (out of 35,000) that
have opted to make school meals free for all pupils. These municipalities are
mainly small.

Financial aid provided by local authorities to pay for canteen services almost
exclusively depends on the size of the municipality. The vast majority of towns
with under 1,500 inhabitants apply a single meal price. In 2018, this price
ranged from €2.59 to €3.55. For municipalities with 1,500-10,000 inhabitants,
one third apply variable pricing based on social criteria, while for towns with
over 10,000 inhabitants this variable pricing system is very widely applied.
Depending on the local authority, differences can be significant. In Paris (in
2020), the pricing scale comprises 10 levels ranging from €0.13 to €7.00,
which is a ratio of 1 to 50. In Marseille, for the 2019/2020 academic year, the
full price was €3.67 per meal and the reduced price was €1.83 (ratio of 1:2).

Lastly, some municipalities and départements offer free school meals for the
lowest-income children.

For high schools, which are run by the regions, pricing takes household
income into account. The price scale is not based on EU or French poverty
thresholds but rather is based on a family allowance rate calculated by the
family benefits fund (caisse d‘allocations familiales). This allowance rate is
calculated as follows for a month: (1/12 of taxable income for year N-2 + the
monthly amount of family benefits) divided by the number of fiscal units. The
parents or single parent count as two units, each child as %2 unit, and an
additional Y2 unit is allocated to households with three children or more.

In the Paris region (Ile-de-France), the pricing scale is divided into 10
segments from €1.54 to €4.09 (ratio of 1:2.6). In Lille, the pricing scale
features 15 segments from €0.50 to €4.75 (ratio of 1:9.5). A single-parent
household with two children under 14 whose income is just below the poverty
threshold (€1,642) will have a family allowance rate of €547 and a meal price
of €1.21. If the family allowance rate is €400, the meal price is only €0.50. A
couple with two children with an identical income to the previous family would
pay the same price per meal, given that its family allowance rate is identical.
Based on 36 weeks of four school days a year, for a child in this income
bracket the annual amount paid by parents would be €174.24 in Lille. In
Marseille, the same household would be eligible for a reduced price of €1.83
and pay €263.52 per child per year.

As part of the 2017 poverty action plan, local authorities offering a
progressive price scale with price segments equal to or below €1 can benefit
from a state contribution of €2 per meal served. Households that have
difficulties paying can request various one-off assistance packages, ranging
from deferred payment to allowances paid out by local social services.

Austria

In Vienna: The definition of low income is based on the household’s net
income. The usual parent’s contribution to the costs of school meals was
€3.83 per day in 2019/2020. These costs have to be covered by parents if the
household income exceeds €1,095.59 net per month. For every additional
child in the household the threshold is increased by €408.92 net per month.
For both a single parent with two children and a couple with two children, the
threshold amounts to €1,504.51 net per month.

This income threshold used for targeting appears to be rather restrictive,
excluding many pupils from households with comparatively low income from
free school meals. For this reason, the country expert would not qualify this
provision as good practice.

Belgium

A pilot project in the French-speaking community of Belgium, is “first and
foremost targeted at the most disadvantaged schools”. No further information
on criteria for school selection is provided.

Bulgaria

The Bulgarian Red Cross initiative is aimed at low-income children and is
“targeted at specific schools in 24 districts in the country”.
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Greece The government scheme has a target "992 (out of 4,449) selected - by the
Ministry of Education — primary schools in 74 out of 332 municipalities of the
country”. Full school meals are provided to all children attending these
schools, though the criteria for selection of schools are not specified in the
report.

The DIATROFI scheme covered “73 schools in vulnerable socio-economic
areas” in 2019-2020.

Ireland The provision of school meals is not universal. Schools or local organisations
need to apply for state funding to deliver this service.>® Priority is given to
DEIS schools. This programme, initiated in 2005, included some 890 schools
in the 2019/2020 school year. These comprise 692 primary schools (334
urban and 358 rural) and 198 post-primary schools. Schools are selected to
participate in the programme on the basis of a number of community
characteristics,®® such as the concentration of unemployed households,
households in local authority housing, traveller families, or large households.

Italy There are various different arrangements across different regions and
municipalities.

Romania For hot meals (rather than snacks, which are more widely provided), in 2016
the government started a pilot programme in 50 selected schools. This is
being extended to 150 in 2020-2021. Schools have been selected so as to
cover in a balanced way the whole geographic area of the country, and to
include diverse residential areas such as big cities, towns, and suburbs but
also various types of rural areas, such as big/small rural communities, hard-
to-access rural communities, and isolated rural communities. The schools
have been selected by the Ministry of Education and the list has been included
in the emergency ordinance which extends the programme (GEO 9/2020). The
ordinance was passed in February 2020 but there was some delay in the
implementation due to school closures.

D2.1.4 Group 4: No provision
No free or subsidised provision was reported in Denmark or the Netherlands.

The national expert in Denmark reports: “Social assistance has been set at levels that is
expected to allow having an ordinary life, including eating well and nutritiously. However,
especially for families with children of recent migrants and refugees it may be difficult to
uphold a balanced diet because of low benefits.”6!

The Netherlands report did not cover school meal entitlements. The national report from
phase 1 of the CG stated that: “School canteens are not embedded in the Dutch school
system as in other countries (e.g. England). In the Netherlands, primary school students
are required to bring their own lunch to school. Secondary and vocational schools do have
school canteens but students are expected to pay for all food products.”®?

D2.2 Free full school meals provision when schools are closed

For children who do not receive food at home in sufficient amounts or of adequate quality,
the provision of school meals is essential, even when schools are closed.®3 Experts were
asked what, if any, provision of school meals there was during holidays and the first COVID-
19 lockdown in spring 2020. A summary of responses is provided below. An interesting
aspect of countries’ responses is that they highlight two different rationales for providing
school meals - a nutritional rationale and an educational rationale. Some countries clearly
saw the primary rationale for school meals as an educational. Others focused on the

5% For more information on the school meal scheme, please see here.

50 For more information on how DEIS schools are selected, please see here.
61 Kvist (2020), p. 5.

62 yvan Waveren et al. (2019), p. 16.

63 Morgan et al. (2019 and 2019a).
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nutritional benefits. Both perspectives are valid but the primary educational rationale for
school meals fits better within the education category than the nutrition one.

D2.2.1 Provision during the holidays

Seven Member States operate some kind of provision during the holidays, as follows.

France: School canteens are not open but there are recreational holiday centres, used
by around 2 million children, which provide lunch on similar financial conditions to
school meals.

Hungary: Although there is no available study regarding the effectiveness of this
service, it can be considered a good practice for the following reasons.

o It reaches a high proportion of low-income children. In 2018, 152,283 received
meals during the holidays, which is 75% of those entitled, 51% of low-income
children.®* The extension of eligibility to the full circle of low-income children may
result in even better coverage.

o The provision of meals can be linked to free-time activities, which could provide
a useful way of spending time for children from low-income households during
the holidays.

o The use of vegetables and fruits produced locally on municipal plots is linked to
such meals provision in an increasing number of municipalities which have their
own canteens, and this practice increases the quality of catering (HBH, 2018).

Luxembourg: Primary school children may participate in the activities offered by local
ECEC facilities during holiday periods and thus continue to receive meals there.

Malta: Eligible free school meal recipients continue to receive free meals during
holidays.

Poland: Some municipalities make provision.

Portugal: School canteens remain open during the Christmas and Easter holidays for
pupils who are beneficiaries of the school social programme.

Spain: Public (but not private) schools and school canteens remain open between 21
June and 31 July. There are also summer camps for low-income/vulnerable children
and a new national programme for the school holidays.

D2.2.2 COVID-19 provision (first lockdown - spring 2020)

14 Member States made some kinds of provision. Often this was left to municipalities and
therefore varied in extent and form of delivery, as follows.

Bulgaria: Food and other support by members of the National Network for Children.
Provision of a school breakfast monthly, and later-on weekly, by the state.

Estonia: Alternative arrangements were made for children who would usually get a free
school meal, although the exact provision was determined locally and varied.

Finland: Municipalities were responsible for providing free meals to all primary school
pupils. Arrangements varied by locality and some municipalities failed to provide meals.
France: Numerous local authorities provided exceptional solutions to the difficulties
encountered by families.

Germany: Most municipalities did not make provision but there were examples of
initiatives (pick-up food services) in two cities.

Hungary: A scheme was set up for distribution of food from school canteens, although
the expert notes that there is no information about how successful it was.

Ireland: School meals funding was not discontinued and it was up to schools to arrange
the provision. It is not known exactly how this worked in practice. Funding was
extended into the summer holidays in 2020.

64 KSH Information database, regional data (2018).
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e Latvia: Here also, there was a municipality-based scheme which included free lunch
delivery to homes, food packages to the child’s family, and soup kitchen services.

e Lithuania: When schools were closed, municipalities were asked to develop alternative
arrangements; these varied, including weekly or bi-weekly rations for children who
would usually get a free school meal.

e Malta: Beneficiaries continued to receive lunches. No information was provided on
modes of delivery.

e Poland: Provision could include cash rather than food but the rules were not
implemented smoothly according to a statement/question from the Ombudsman.

e Portugal: Some school canteens remained open to provide meals for pupils who are
beneficiaries of the school social programmes.

e Slovakia: Schools, including canteens, were initially closed, then allowed to reopen for
provision of meals. It is not known how many facilities reopened or how many children
benefited.

e Spain: All children receiving free meals before COVID-19 have been guaranteed until
the end of the school year.

D2.3 Concluding remarks and implications for the selection of practices
assessed during the second stage

Our review of national policies shows the diversity of provision within the EU (universal for
some or all age groups; targeted for some groups; targeted for some schools or
geographical areas; none). The political priority given to provision of free school meals to
low-income children differs substantially across the EU. Some Member States clearly
prioritise such provision to all/most children as part of their health/education policy.
Studying the budget allocated to this priority and the conditions of implementation is crucial
to helping other Member States prepare themselves to possibly use this kind of lever to
guarantee one full meal to low-income children in the context of the CG. Other Member
States have opted to target their provision of free school meals at some children in
vulnerable situations or some schools. In some Member States, where school meals are
not provided on a large scale, some pilot programmes exist and may also provide
interesting insights. The source of funding and level of organisation are also very diverse.
In some Member States, EU funds are used to provide school meals.

The conditions of provision may have an impact on the benefits of free full school meals
for children in low-income households, and the extent to which problems of stigmatisation
may arise or low take-up occurs.

When selecting “good practices” (i.e. policies/programmes/projects for the second-stage
in-depth assessment), we have therefore ensured that these include different types of
provision (universal/targeted; large-scale/small-scale; national/local/EU funding;
recent/long-lasting scheme), in order to highlight the key conditions for success in different
contexts.
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Chapter D3: Overview of the in-depth assessed policies/
programmes

Programmes were selected for in-depth assessment based on the groupings presented in
Chapter D2 (Table D3). It was intended that at least two Member States were included in
each of groups 1 to 3. However, for practical reasons including availability of information,
this proved not to be possible. In-depth reports were received from experts in three
Member States in group 1 (EE, FI, LT), one in group 2 (CY), and one in group 3 (BG). An
additional programme in group 3 (EL) was included based on the initial expert assessment
and published literature.

Based on the additional detail provided in these in-depth reports, it was evident that two
of the programmes did not fit neatly into the three groupings. The Estonia scheme is
universal, but in some municipalities, except in the case of children in poor economic
circumstances, the scheme is subsidised rather than free and therefore parents have to
meet part of the costs. It can therefore be considered either as in group 1 or as a hybrid
of groups 1 and 2. The scheme in Bulgaria is implemented through schools-based targeting
in some areas and individual targeting in others, and therefore is a hybrid of groups 2 and
3.

Table D3: List of in-depth assessed policies/programmes®’

Bulgaria A free hot lunch provided by the Bulgarian Red Cross to disadvantaged children
aged 7-18. The programme is focused on particular schools and regions where
need is high. In 2019/2020, 1,673 children benefited from it.

Cyprus Free lunch to children in low-income households and some other target groups in
134 public primary schools that have a compulsory or optional all-day curriculum
(a minority of primary schools). An estimated 1,280 students benefit each year.

Greece DIATROFI Programme: since 2012, with funding from the Stavros Niarchos
Foundation and other private donors (under the auspices of the Ministry of
Education), it has supported students in socio-economically vulnerable areas
throughout Greece by offering a healthy free meal to all students in specific schools
and promoting healthy nutrition through educational activities. In 2019/2020 the
scheme covered 4,712 students in 73 schools.

Estonia A universal scheme providing free or subsidised lunch to all children in grades 1 to
12 and in vocational schools. In the case of subsidised lunch, additional support is
provided to parents in a poor economic situation.

Finland Finland was the first country in the world to provide free meals to all children at
schools, vocational schools, and colleges. Around 900,000 children benefit from the
scheme.

Lithuania A universal free school meals programme for children in pre-primary settings and

grade 1. The scheme started in 2020 and is expected to reach 57,110 children
across the two age groups in the 2020/2021 school year.

65 See Annex 1.1 for summary country fiches.
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Chapter D4: Key learning of the assessments and main
recommendations

D4.1 Participation of children in general, and low-income children in
particular, in the different types of policies/programmes

D4.1.1 Promoting participation

There are three main options for provision of free school meals - universal, schools-based
targeting, and individual targeting.

Universal programmes effectively ensure that all low-income children are covered, or have
the entitlement to be covered. In Finland, the take-up is reported to be 100%.%¢ The
gradual expansion of the scheme in Estonia provides an illustration of how take-up
increases when universal provision is introduced.®” From 2006, all children in basic schools
(grades 1 to 9) were eligible for the school lunch scheme, while secondary pupils were not.
A survey in 2011-2012 found that almost 100% of basic school students ate school lunch,
whereas among upper secondary school students only 68% did so.%®

Programmes targeted at schools, such as part of the scheme in Bulgaria, the DIATROFI
programme in Greece, and models in some other Member States listed in group 3 above,
can ensure participation by providing meals to all children in the school. This can be
reinforced if children are not able to bring their own food to school. On the other hand,
schools-based targeting can only hope to reach some or most vulnerable children in the
country, as there will be pockets of deprivation in prosperous areas.

Programmes targeted at individual children have the potential to promote the participation
of all AROP children, but there are limitations in terms of means-based or rules-based
criteria and the potential for stigmatisation and bureaucracy being barriers to take-up by
parents. The issue of how to set appropriate criteria to reach out to children who need free
meals is a crucial one in assessing the effectiveness of targeted programmes, and was
raised by several FCSG2 national experts in different Member States. For example, the
experts in Austria and Czechia both regarded the threshold as too low to ensure that all
disadvantaged children had access to school meals.

It should also be noted that two of the five programmes studied in depth - in Cyprus and
Lithuania — only included children in primary school. In the case of Cyprus, the provision
only reaches 1,280 students, out of 16,000 AROP children in primary or secondary
education, because the provision is only targeted at children in vulnerable situations
attending public primary schools that have a compulsory or optional all-day curriculum (a
minority of primary schools). In the case of Lithuania, in fact, the programme covers pre-
primary and grade 1 children only. There is also a focus on primary school children in other
Member States (AT, DE, HR, HU, LV, SK). This is a paradoxical approach, especially in the
context of Member States that wish to prevent school dropping-out, which is more likely
to happen at older ages. As the expert in Hungary noted, there does not appear to be any
rationale for this prioritisation of the nutritional needs of primary school children over
secondary school children: “It cannot be justified why only primary school students are
entitled to a means-tested, needs-based provision, and why secondary school students are
excluded. Taking into account that school costs tend to increasingly burden the household
budget as the student grows older, it would be justified to provide free meals for students
from needy families for the whole duration spent in public education, or at least until the
end of compulsory education (16 years of age). As poor children are disproportionately
more exposed to early school leaving, the reduced costs of public education - including the

66 Kangas (2020), p. 8.
87 Murasov and Arrak (2020), p. 8.
58 Hillep et al. (2012).
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decreased cost of school meals - may act as an incentive to stay longer in the public
education system.”®°

D4.1.2 Barriers to take-up

Targeting requires some sort of assessment and administrative procedure, and this can
create barriers to families accessing support. The example of Germany, where there is low
take-up of a scheme providing financial support for school meals, was highlighted in
Section D2.1.2.

In the Cyprus programme, using individual targeting in the schools included in the
initiative, meals were provided to all children in the school on either a free or paid basis.
This uniformity of provision may be a factor in reducing barriers to take-up. Children are
not allowed to bring their own food from home, ensuring that all children are equal, and
all have access to a balanced nutritious meal. Exceptions can only be made for children
with health issues (such as food allergies, diabetes).”®

Other barriers to take-up include poor-quality food, or the perception that it is of poor
quality, and lack of flexibility/adaptation to groups of children with different or specific
dietary needs. The importance of the quality of school lunches for take-up was highlighted
in the mapping of national policies.

D4.1.3 Risks of reverse targeting

Reverse targeting is built in by design to universal schemes and those using schools-based
targeting. This is the case in Bulgaria, for example, where in some areas the scheme was
co-funded by the local authority. This meant that the programme was applied to all children
in the school. However, the expert argued that this “would also have a positive outcome
since it would minimise stigmatisation of low-income children receiving the hot meal”.”*

A well specified and individually targeted scheme, on the other hand, will largely avoid this
issue, although there is the possibility of a residual amount of reverse targeting due to the
difficulties of specifying need and vulnerability precisely.

D4.1.4 Avoiding stigmatisation

Stigmatisation is a known problem when some children are being provided with free or
subsidised meals, and can deter take-up.

This may not be an issue in the Member States that run universal programmes, and
therefore this can be a notable advantage of this approach. This is conditional on school
meals being provided to all children. In Finland, for example, take-up is 100%: “joint
participation in school meals is part of educational activities”.”? In circumstances where
children are allowed to bring their own food to school in place of a school meal,
stigmatisation could still occur.

Individual stigmatisation is also not an issue in programmes that adopt schools-based
targeting, although stigmatisation of schools is a possibility. In Bulgaria, the meals are
provided to all children in some schools. At least six other Member States also have school-
based targeting (see Table D2).

Where targeting is individual, additional measures are needed to avoid stigmatisation. In
some schools in Bulgaria with individual targeting, the possibility of stigmatisation is
mitigated by a system of vouchers which are paid for by the parents (for non-eligible

& Albert (2020), p. 6.

70 MECSY (2019), quoted in Kantaris, Popovic and Theodorou (2020).
7t Bogdanov (2020), p. 6.

72 Kangas (2000), p. 6.
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children) and by the Red Cross (for eligible children). In Cyprus, it was noted that care is
taken with data protection regarding the eligibility lists held at schools.

On the other hand, there is evidence, from some of the experts consulted, of problems
with stigmatisation. Two studies undertaken in Lithuania of the individually targeted
scheme that preceded the current universal initiative highlighted the stigmatisation of
eligible pupils, and the problems this created in terms of discrimination by school staff and
peers.”3 Stigma was also noted as an issue in a qualitative study in Hungary:74 “parents
are often ashamed of claiming it, as they are afraid of the negative judgement of their
environment, based on which they are incapable of providing for their children
themselves”.”>

As noted in Section 4.1.2, the risks of stigmatisation can be reduced by ensuring that all
children are expected to participate in meals in the same way as the rest of school life,
irrespective of whether they receive a free/subsidised meal or not. This approach was also
noted in a school breakfast scheme in Spain: “To ensure that the programme is inclusive
and does not stigmatise the most vulnerable students within each school, breakfast must
be provided on a mandatory basis to all pupils in the school once the school is incorporated
into the programme."”’®

An informative experiment relevant to understanding stigmatisation was conducted as part
of the DIATROFI programme in Greece.’’ A sample of 34 schools were randomly assigned
to two different methods of food delivery — a daily lunch box for children and a monthly
food voucher for parents. Children were found to be less stigmatised with the lunch box
provision than the voucher provision. Additionally, this type of provision was found to
reduce children’s food insecurity more effectively than the voucher system, which did,
however, help to manage household food insecurity. The lunch box approach also appeared
to have educational benefits for children in terms of promoting healthy eating. This
indicates that the method of delivery of food support can be an important factor in
determining outcomes.

D4.1.5 Reaching the most vulnerable

In terms of reaching the most vulnerable children who attend schools, universal schemes
are clearly effective. In contrast, forms of targeting inevitably have limitations. Schools-
based targeting, if organised according to relevant criteria, will be effective in reaching
many of the most vulnerable but will not reach all of this group. In particular, children
living in pockets of vulnerability in more prosperous areas will miss out. These children
may be in greater difficulty and more stigmatised than children living in more
homogeneously disadvantaged areas. Individual targeting may appear to overcome this
difficulty, but if it is purely based on income it will not reach all vulnerable and socially
excluded children. On the other hand, attempts to cover all vulnerable groups become
increasingly complex, and potentially costly, to administer. As an example, the report on
the scheme in Cyprus lists 12 different categories of children who may be eligible: 78

e households receiving public assistance from the social welfare services;

e children residing in children’s shelters or under the legal guardianship of the social
welfare services;

e households receiving services from the Shelters of the Association for the Prevention
and Handling of Family Violence;

e large households (usually more than five members);

73 Traks$elys (2015), MartiSauskiené and Trakselys (2017).
74 Husz (2018).

75 Albert (2020), p. 8.

76 Moreno-Fuentes and Rodriguez Cabrero (2020a), p. 8.
77 Dalma et al. (2018)

78 Kantaris, Popovic and Theodorou (2020), p. 8.
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e single-parent households;

e households with divorced parents and/or children under the responsibility of other
family relatives;

e households with parents receiving a disability pension;

e households in which a member has a serious health problem;
e households in which a member has a severe disability;

e low-income households (GMI recipients);

e migrant/refugee/asylum-seeking families;

e unaccompanied migrant children; and

e enclaved families.

The children eligible for this scheme in each school are identified by a school advisory
committee in collaboration with the local church and social partners, which have
information about students’ needs, and care is taken to protect confidentiality and to
respect each child’s and family’s dignity.”?

Although lists such as this are extensive and go well beyond considering only income, it is
still not certain that all eligible children are identified administratively (automatic rights) or
ask for the provision (in case of voluntary request for eligibility) and that all children who
may be missing out on nutrition due to household circumstances are included.
Furthermore, the meal scheme is only available at all-day compulsory and optional schools
(which operate until 4 pm) (i.e. 137 out of 332 primary schools in 2018).

Additionally, school meals only apply to children in vulnerable situations who regularly
attend school. There is a well-established link between vulnerability and issues with school
attendance, exclusion, and dropping-out. Therefore, by definition, all school meals
schemes will miss some of the most vulnerable children (e.g. Roma children) and will need
to be complemented by other nutritional initiatives aimed at children who miss out.

Vulnerability is not static. New vulnerabilities can emerge due to disasters and emergency
situations. In Bulgaria, the scheme was also targeted towards areas hit by natural disasters
(such as earthquakes and floods). This is a pertinent issue in the face of the COVID-19
pandemic.

D4.1.6 Summary: Reach, stigmatisation, segregation, reverse targeting, and
cost

Different constellations of the issues discussed above arise across the different types of
scheme.

Universal free or subsidised schemes ensure children in vulnerable situations at school are
reached, and can entirely avoid stigmatisation and segregation. On the other hand, this
comes at a higher cost than targeted schemes, and involves a substantial amount of
reverse targeting. There are, however, cost savings in terms of the administrative costs of
determining eligibility and other organisational costs of non-universal delivery.

Schools-based targeting can avoid stigmatisation and segregation, but is a blunt tool that
cannot possibly reach all children in vulnerable situations, and at the same time it entails
a certain amount of reverse targeting. It is less costly than universal schemes although
there will be administrative costs in terms of determining school eligibility.

Well-designed individual targeting is likely to reach the most vulnerable more
comprehensively than schools-based targeting. It also minimises reverse targeting and
therefore may be the most cost-efficient, although some of the efficiencies will be offset
by higher administrative costs in determining eligibility and the administrative burden or
shame of parents when they have to prove their eligibility, which can in turn lead to non-

79 Kantaris, Popovic and Theodorou (2020), p. 9.
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take-up. It does, furthermore, run the highest risk of stigmatisation and non-effectiveness.
Measures may be taken to mitigate this but may be difficult to implement.

D4.2 Benefits for children, their families, and society

D4.2.1 Intended benefits

Beyond the immediate nutritional benefit, different motivations are evident in the in-depth
reports:

e reducing costs for household with children;

e improving children’s health, and reducing underweight and overweight/obesity;
e enabling children to learn about food and encouraging healthy eating;

e encouraging school attendance and reducing dropping-out; and

e improving students’ abilities to concentrate at school, and thus boosting learning and
outcomes.

Additionally, all the reports focused in one sense or another on broader aims such as
reducing socio-economic disadvantage and providing dignity. These ideas come through in
a number of the national in-depth assessments. For example, from the Cyprus report: “It
can be said that overall the scheme is applied successfully, ensuring that all students who
fulfil the criteria, at all levels of education receive daily free quality breakfast in the most
discreet possible way, within a framework of confidentiality and respect to each child’s and
family’s dignity”;8° and, from Lithuania: “School meal is more than nutrition and shall be
treated as an integral element of school life, providing a healthy environment, sustainable
schooling and personal dignity” .8

The Finland in-depth assessment provides an illuminating account of the evolution of ideas
about the purpose and benefits of the free school meals programme:

“There were several motivations behind the early legislation. The first and most
immediate one was related to children’s health status. When the legislation was
enacted, the country was poor and war-stricken. Children in many poor families
suffered from malnutrition and various diseases linked to it. The immediate intent to
abolish malnutrition was linked to longer-term plans to improve population health—
which goal, in turn, was linked to hopes of improving youngster’s fitness for military
service. Also, pedagogical reasons were central and mentioned in the legislation.
Healthiness and nourishment were regarded as essential preconditions for good
learning results. In the beginning, the intention also was to teach pupils good eating
habits and table manners. There were also educational aspects linked to hard work:
pupils were required to do a reasonable amount of work outside of school hours to
grow vegetables and collect groceries for the school canteen (Elo-foundation, 2020).8?
Gradually, in pace with societal change and urbanisation, the last requirement
disappeared.

Today, food education in schools is a holistic pedagogic tool, which extends far beyond
nutrition and the school lunch itself (Elo-foundation, 2020, Op.Cit.). According to the
Finnish National Agency for Education (2020).83 The task of school meals is to support
the healthy growth and development of students, their ability to study, and their food
skills. The health, social, and cultural significance of meals should be considered when
organising school meals. Furthermore, school meals have not only the task of
promoting pupils’ physical well-being and ability to study, but also an educational

80 Kantaris, Popovic and Theodorou (2020), p. 12.
81 Poviliinas and Sumskiene (2020), p. 11.
82 See link here.

83 Finnish National Agency for Education (Opetushallitus), “Kouluruokailun historiaa” [History of School Meals],
2020. (See link here.)
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function. While eating formally, they learn to be sociable and develop interaction skills.
Thus, school meals are a central part of the overall educational curriculum.”*

D4.2.2 Evidence of benefits

The most direct benefit of school meals is in terms of children’s nutrition. This also reduces
the pressure on family finances. In fact, a key component of the cost-benefit calculation
conducted by the World Food Programme in a number of non-European countries is the
value transfer to households.®> If children take up good-quality school meals there is
necessarily a nutritional benefit. Rates of take-up and controls on food quality are therefore
useful proxy measures for benefit. The Finland case study report notes that: “There are
indirect indications on the importance of school meals: on Mondays the consumption of
food can be 20% more than on other weekdays—which may indicate that during weekends
children in low-income families may not get enough food.® ... Consequently, malnutrition
is not a major problem in Finland. The proportion of children in the country who live in a
household where there is at least one child lacking fruits and vegetables daily for
affordability reasons is one of the lowest among EU Member States; and this includes all
children, including those of immigrants, single parents, or from income-poor families.”®”

There is also evidence from the United States of America (US) that food security and
sufficiency in holiday periods is lower than in school periods in economically disadvantaged
households.® Studies in Greece have also reported positive effects of the DIATROFI school
meal provision on food security.®® The evaluation showed that the programme had a
positive impact on students’ food security, with a more important effect among poor
students and those who participated for a longer period in the programme. Indeed, 64.2%
of children’s households experienced food insecurity and 26.9% experienced hunger when
entering into the programme. During the intervention, food insecurity dropped by a
statistically significant 6.5%, and for each additional month of participation in the
programme the odds of reducing food insecurity increased by 6.3%; a significant reduction
in food insecurity levels was observed after at least three months of participation. This is
one of the first experimental studies on the impact of school meals on food insecurity in a
high-income country.®® Research in Portugal also showed an impact on poverty
alleviation.®® These findings on food security are important because food insecurity in the
EU rose during the great recession®? and the current sanitary crisis and, for example, a
global review has found that food insecurity is associated with adolescent suicide
attempts.?3

The findings on health outcomes associated with school meal provision are a little more
mixed. Some early US studies found no evidence of health benefits either in the short
term®* or in the longer term.?> One US study?® found a small increase in adult obesity linked
to the national school lunch programme. Other analysis of the same interventions using
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more sophisticated statistical techniques®” has, however, found some positive health
benefits. There is also some positive evidence of the health benefits of free school meals
in Norway®® and the United Kingdom (UK),?? and this is also argued to be the case in France
and Japan.'% On the one hand, a study in Denmark!°! reported increases in obesity in boys
as an outcome of a healthy free school lunch. On the other hand, an analysis of the
DIATROFI programme found evidence of significant reductions in overweight/obesity.!02

A study in South Koreal® found that the introduction of a free school meal programme
was associated with drops in student fitness, and notes that there is a risk of the costs of
meals leading to lower funding for sports and related facilities. This, of course, is not
relevant if there is new funding for meals. A global systematic review concluded that school
meal programmes may have small physical and psycho-social health benefits for children
in economically disadvantaged households.'% It seems, however, that these gains may be
stronger in low-income countries,°> and a comparative study'® concluded that in higher-
income countries there is little evidence of short-term or longer-term improvements in
health or dietary habits linked to school meal provision.

There is also evidence of positive educational outcomes of school meal provision. These
positive outcomes include: reduced behavioural problems in South Korea;'%” a positive
impact of a universal free school meals pilot on attainment in England;° and reductions
in school dropping-out and improved school concentration, behaviour, and performance in
a randomised controlled trial (RCT) in Greece in the context of the DIATROFI provision.9?

Other authors argue that the benefits of school food interventions in general should be
seen in terms of not only health and educational outcomes but also the potential learning
gained by children.® A study of a school meal scheme cited by the expert in Ireland!!!
reported increased social skills among children, a result that was attributed to the
experience of eating together. Universal school meals can also be seen to embody a
broader social welfare system, as has been the case in Sweden.!!?

There is also a substantial literature on school breakfasts, primarily in the US but also
covering other high-income countries within and outside Europe. Briefly, although there
are some findings of no or limited effect,''* such schemes have been found to: reduce food
insecurity;!'* reduce breakfast skipping;!'®> improve diet;''® reduce obesity;!!” and
potentially improve educational attendance,!'® behaviour, mental performance,!*® and
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attainment.'?° Some of these potential benefits have also been identified in an ongoing
school breakfast initiative in Spain which was reviewed by national experts for this report.
This included an evaluation'?' which indicated positive added value in terms of
anthropometric measures, school performance, social skills, and cognitive functioning.!??

Finally, it should be noted that there is a shortage of robust statistical evidence on the
benefits of school meals in the EU, and that provision is too rarely assessed in terms of
short- and long-term benefits for children. Policies and programmes which are evidence-
based and adequately documented can be more easily replicated in other countries/
regions.

D4.3 Key conditions for realising the benefits for low-income children

In order to realise the potential benefits of school meal provision for low-income children,
a number of key conditions need to be met. The issue of affordability in terms of either
free or subsidised meals needs to be addressed. It is also important to consider removing
barriers to take-up and ways of avoiding stigmatisation (see Sections D4.1.2 and D4.1.4
respectively). The quality of the food provided must also be assured in order to encourage
take-up and to realise the health benefits and potential longer-term changes in food habits.
The issue of how to fill gaps in provision during weekends and holiday periods should also
be considered (see Section D2.2.1). Bearing these issues in mind, there are several key
aspects of learning from current initiatives in relation to governance, political commitment,
infrastructure, replicability, and the engagement of children and parents.

D4.3.1 Governance of the schemes

All five programmes incorporated a mixture of both national and local governance. In
Estonia, Finland, and Lithuania the programmes were founded on national legislation. In
Cyprus, there is no legal framework, but the scheme is put into effect by formal circulars
from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports and Youth. The programme in Bulgaria is
designed by the Red Cross at a national level.

In all five Member States, the practical implementation of the school meal provision is
devolved to more local bodies, such as municipalities, and to the individual schools. These
localised elements of governance were viewed as key ingredients of success. For example,
in Cyprus, outsourcing to the very local level was seen as a benefit, since schools and
communities “are the most suitable to identify and assess the needs emerging from
socioeconomic hardships”.t?3

On the other hand, devolution of responsibility to municipal and school levels also created
inequities in provision and in quality of food. For example, in Estonia, the scheme is not
totally universal: in some schools the meals are subsidised rather than free. In the case of
poorer families, it is often the municipalities that meet the remaining costs.'?* The fact that
the intervention depends on the local government is an element that causes inequalities.
This also requires some form of means testing. In terms of quality, the report on Finland
notes variations across municipalities regarding “the content and quality of the meals”.1?>
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D4.3.2 Political commitment and public support

An overarching message from the experience of the three universal schemes was the
fundamental importance of substantial public support and political will for the provision of
school meals that had been built up over a long period of time. In Finland, the first
legislation was introduced in 1943, but it was not until the 1970s that the right to a free
school meal was extended to secondary education. Estonia has gradually extended its
scheme from grades 1 to 4, in the introductory phase in 2002, to include secondary schools
up to grade 12 in 2015. Estonian organisations such as the Union for Child Welfare were
active in calling for such extension. It was also explained that this incremental process has
happened because: “the measure has clearly been primarily an agenda of a political party
(the Centre Party). Within their periods of power, they have expanded target groups and
increased allowance rates. Other parties have not made a significant contribution to the
measure. However, they have also not reversed nor restricted it in any other way.”126
Lithuania may be on a similar gradual trajectory as the programme has initially been
introduced only for pre-primary settings and then grade 1.

The programme in Bulgaria is the only non-governmental scheme considered. It is a
longstanding programme and the expert notes that it is dependent on the broader support
of the Bulgarian Red Cross, other partners, and a network of volunteers. The more recent
involvement of some municipalities in co-funding has also aided the continuation and
development of the programme.

The main impetus for the Cyprus programme of school full meal and breakfast schemes
was a crisis: “These are exceptional initiatives whose need arose mainly from the
unprecedented for Cyprus financial crisis of 2011-2016".1%7

D4.3.3 Infrastructure issues

The existence of adequate universal infrastructure across schools is a key prerequisite for
providing school food.

No infrastructure issues were mentioned in Cyprus, Estonia, Finland or Lithuania. This
perhaps indicates that these programmes are already sufficiently well embedded. The
Bulgaria report noted that in some case lunches are provided in the canteens of the Red
Cross or in local restaurant facilities, indicating that there may be some lack of
infrastructure within schools.

The phase 1 synthesis report for the CG initiative on nutrition!?® noted that some EU
Member States had reported that school canteens were not universally provided at
secondary school level. This was also reflected in the country mapping for this phase of
the work. The experts in Croatia, Hungary, and Italy all noted that not all schools had
canteens. For example, in nine out of 20 regions in Italy more than half of students in
primary and lower secondary schools did not have access to school canteens.?° Apart from
strengthening infrastructure, alternative approaches in these circumstances are to buy in
food from a service provider — an approach that has been adopted in Hungary.*30

D4.3.4 Challenges in replicability

The challenges in replicability vary according to the type of programme. For all types,
sufficient infrastructure is required and, as noted above, this would require capital
investment in some Member States.
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Universal programmes offering free school meals to all children - such as those operated
in Estonia, Finland, and Sweden, as well as for some age groups in Latvia and Lithuania -
have advantages. They can prevent stigmatisation of low-income children and also avoid
the complexities, administrative burden, and barriers to take-up of the assessments
required for targeted schemes. The establishment of such programmes, however, appears
to take substantial time, and political and public support for them needs to be built up
gradually. They may also be implemented most easily in countries that have a more general
approach to providing universal services (e.g. universal family allowances).

The two programmes reviewed using schools-based targeting - in Bulgaria and Greece -
relied on the support of NGOs. However, the country mapping (Chapter D2) identified other
schemes using government funding, including in Austria, Belgium, Ireland, and Romania.

As regards programmes using individual targeting, as noted in Chapter D2, similar
programmes are already in existence in a number of other EU Member States, either at a
national level or within specific regions, municipalities or groups of schools. Some attention
needs to be paid to identifying children and households to be targeted, as income is only
one possible criterion. The Cyprus scheme appears quite comprehensive in this respect.
Other similar sets of criteria were also evident in other countries described in Chapter D2.
For example, in addition to income, the following criteria are considered in some regions
of Spain: “the size of the household, students belonging to special large families, protected
in family and residential fostering, those living in households suffering from gender-based
violence, victims of terrorism, unaccompanied minors, with disabilities equal to or greater
than 33% and special situations not foreseen”.'3! The expert report from Cyprus notes the
following factors that can support successful implementation: (a) funding and support from
a national government ministry; (b) outsourcing at a local level in order to effectively
identify need; and (c) sponsors and local stakeholders who are willing to support the
scheme.132

D4.3.5 Involvement of children and parents/carers in design and
implementation

There are several examples from the in-depth studies of good practices involving children
and parents in the design, implementation, and monitoring/evaluation of the programmes.

In Bulgaria, feedback is gathered by the Bulgarian Red Cross from children through
questionnaires. A similar approach is taken in Estonia where feedback is gathered through
a national student satisfaction survey. In Finland: “Pupils are encouraged to participate in
the planning, implementation, and evaluation of school meals in general and at mealtimes
in particular” 133

In Finland, parents are also involved in the organisation of school meals; in Cyprus a
representative of the parent association is a member of the advisory committee within the
school.

D4.4 Quality of the provision

D4.4.1 Key elements of quality of provision

In Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, and Lithuania, detailed guidelines on aspects such as the
content and balance of meals, food preparation/hygiene, and quality standards are
provided by national expert bodies or organisations. In Bulgaria, quality standards are
determined by the Bulgarian Red Cross. An example of the national approach is in Cyprus
where a weekly menu including the main food groups is designed by the Cyprus Dietetic

131 Moreno-Fuentes and Rodriguez Cabrero (2020a), p. 4.
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and Nutrition Association. In Estonia, as well as national government guidelines, some
municipalities have applied additional criteria. For example, the city of Tartu promotes the
use of organic ingredients in the meals, and the city of Tallinn has piloted a similar approach
with food at kindergartens. The need for variation in provision to meet the requirements
of children from different cultural and ethnic backgrounds was noted in the Finland report,
and for children with special needs in the Cyprus and Lithuania reports.

D4.4.2 Monitoring and enforcement of quality standards

In Cyprus and Estonia, the monitoring of food standards is conducted at the school level.
This includes, in Cyprus, a member of the school’s parent association. In Estonia, feedback
is gathered from students about the school lunches. In Finland and Lithuania, on the other
hand, the responsibility for monitoring lies with national departments. In Finland, this duty
lies with the school health promotion study of the Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare,
while there have been a number of research studies “analysing the quality, nutritional
value and acceptance of school meals”.'3* In Lithuania, quality control is the responsibility
of the state food and veterinary service which, with the Ministry of Health and the Ministry
of Education Science and Sport, has “established the mobile team of experts to control the
quality of nutrition in educational institutions”.13> In Bulgaria, national and regional offices
within the Bulgarian Red Cross undertake monitoring of the implementation of the scheme.

An extensive approach was also reported in the mapping report from Slovenia:

“In accordance with the School Meals Act (2013), schools must follow the guidelines for

nutrition in educational institutions adopted by the Council of Experts of the Republic of

Slovenia for General Education when organising school meals (Article 4 of the Act). The

guidelines include:

e objectives, principles and educational activities related to school nutrition; and

e professional guidelines and instructions defining the criteria for food selection,
composition planning, quantitative norms and the method of preparing school meals
and the time frame for its implementation, determined by the National Institute of
Public Health.

Professional monitoring to determine the compliance of school nutrition with professional
guidelines is exercised at least once a year by the National Institute of Public Health and
its regional offices. They also provide counselling. There is also an internal monitoring
through surveys among pupils/students and parents on their satisfaction of with school
meals. The Inspectorate for Education and Sport of the Republic of Slovenia is in charge
of external control (School Meals Act, 2013).

Since 2019, a research project has been going on, implemented by the National Institute
of Public Health. Its title is "Analysis of the nutritional composition of meals in elementary
schools and testing of the effectiveness of the computer model in support of the
implementation of guidelines for healthy eating in educational institutions in Slovenia."'36

D4.4.3 Sustainability

The environmental impact of school meals provision is another important factor that should
be considered. The use of local food suppliers may have the dual benefit of stimulating
local economies and reducing the carbon footprint of school meals. The expert in France
reported that EU funds have been used to promote the use of organic produce and
encourage the use of local produce in school catering. There are also other initiatives to
improve catering practices: “For example, the Fondation pour la Nature et I’'Homme and
the Restau’Co network have created a free tool called Mon Restau Responsable promoting

134 Kangas (2020), p. 9.
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positive action carried out by restaurants and creating a network of establishments
involved in the transition towards sustainable development and organic produce,”'3”

The problem of possible waste of school food also needs to be addressed. For instance, a
survey conducted in 2019 in Estonia®3® indicated that nearly 1,400 tonnes of school meals
go to waste every year. The extent of waste depends on different aspects that need to be
taken into account in the planning and delivery of school meals. Information/awareness-
raising sessions about the cost and environmental impact of waste, as well as satisfaction
surveys and participation of students, should help to find ways of better addressing this
important issue when implementing free school meals programmes.

D4.5 Source(s) of funding

D4.5.1 Sources and proportions of funding

In Bulgaria, around one third of the funding is provided directly by the national Red Cross
and around two thirds by the Care Partner Network (25 corporations). Some municipalities
also fund the initiative directly. The Red Cross also covers some of the central management
costs of the initiative.

In Cyprus, two thirds of the funding is provided centrally by the Ministry of Education,
Culture, Sports and Youth, through the transfer of funds to each regional school board
committee. The remaining one third is covered by the parents’ association of each school.

In Estonia, the central government contributes €175 per pupil per school year. Other costs
are paid by municipalities and vary. Data on these costs are not available.

In Finland, municipalities cover all costs of the scheme, including salaries for the staff, the
cost of food, equipment, facilities, and transport. The scheme accounted for 6% of total
education budgets in the municipalities in 2019.

In Lithuania, expenses for the products acquired are funded through a targeted subsidy
from central government to the municipalities, while the costs of administration are funded
by municipalities.

As noted in Section D4.3.1, the involvement of local partners was seen as a strength of
the schemes examined in depth. Municipalities and/or schools often provided part of the
funding for schemes and this can promote engagement and a sense of ownership. On the
other hand, as also noted earlier, there may be drawbacks or complexities in terms of
variability of funding and geographical disparities. These factors need to be weighed up in
considering the advantages and disadvantages of a mixture of national and local funding
arrangements.

D4.5.2 The potential of private sector partnerships

The primary example of a private sector partnership involved in funding the schemes was
in Bulgaria, where a majority of the funding is raised by the Bulgarian Red Cross from a
charity partnership network that includes 25 corporations. The report on Cyprus cites
growing interest from social partners and sponsors at a local level. The DIATROFI
programme in Greece has been funded jointly by a charitable foundation and private
sponsors. The mapping report from the expert in Poland also identified initiatives that had
been supported by a humanitarian action organisation and by a foundation.

Cooperation with local or large-scale food providers could potentially provide additional
funds and be of interest as a way to substantially reduce the public cost of school meal
provision. It is, however, important that the quality of school meals be defined according

137 Legros (2020), p. 6. For more information see here.
138 For more information see here.
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to clear professional guidelines, which are not influenced by the marketing strategy of
private funders.

D4.5.3 The potential role of EU funding

No specific comments about this issue were made in the in-depth reports. Information from
other sources has highlighted some existing uses of EU funding for school meals provision.
This includes a scheme in the Croatian city of Virovitica, Virovitica-Podravina county, where
funding from the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) was used to distribute
daily meals to 195 children in primary schools who were in, or at risk of, poverty; and the
use of FEAD funds in Czechia towards the “school lunches for disadvantaged children”
programme. The country mapping reports also identified some uses of EU funds. FEAD
funding has been used to indirectly support the holiday meals scheme in Spain and to
invest in school canteens in Italy. The ESF was used in Portugal to co-fund school meals
for certain paths involving professional courses and to provide meals with the specific aim
of reducing early school dropping-out in Latvia.

Given the fact that many existing schemes involve a mix of funding from a variety of
sources at national, municipal, and school levels, sometimes combined with local
donations, there may be scope for EU funding to contribute to this mix through matched
funding and thereby encourage the expansion of existing initiatives.

The EU school fruit, vegetables, and milk scheme offers an interesting example of how EU
funds can be used to promote healthy eating.

D4.6 Monitoring

Children’s nutrition should be monitored regularly for the general population of children,
and for poor children in particular, in order to assess the need for public intervention. Data
on enforced lack (due to affordability reasons) or simple lack (due to preferences or other
reasons) of nutriments (fruits, vegetables, and proteins), on the level of children’s food
insecurity and hunger, and on obesity risks, should be used (and collected where not
available).

When school meals programmes are in place, monitoring and evaluation could cover
different aspects of these programmes (Table D4).

Outputs of the scheme could be measured in terms of numbers of meals provided for free,
and how many of these meals were provided to children in specified target groups (such
as those on low income). When not free for all children, the net out-of-pocket costs of
school meals should be estimated for all children and for target groups (such as those on
low income, lone parents).

Systems of monitoring the implementation of carefully defined quality standards and the
quality of food should be put in place. Satisfaction with the programmes could be measured
by questionnaires to children and parents/carers. This could be achieved by standardised
questionnaires issued by schools, or could be incorporated into national surveys (e.g.
annual student surveys, general population surveys). The latter approach is likely to
provide more robust and representative data, as surveys administered by schools would
have unpredictable response rates and may also suffer from response bias. Children and
parents could be asked standard questions about satisfaction with the way school meals
are delivered, meal content and variety, and food quality.

Outcomes to be measured could include primary objective (food security and nutrition
level) and intended secondary benefits, including standardised measures of progress and
achievement and rates of underweight/overweight/obesity. Measures of progress and
achievement might include student scores in international tests such as progress in: the
international reading literacy study (PIRLS); the trends in international mathematics and
science study (TIMSS); the programme for international student assessment (PISA); and
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results in national tests. Where possible, these scores could also be disaggregated to
analyse the scores of children in the target groups. Underweight/overweight/obesity could
be gathered from health records, or height and weight could be asked in surveys of children
(although this method is prone to high levels of missing data). If these outcomes data were
gathered in relation to newly developed schemes, they may at least provide correlational
evidence of changes in outcomes linked to the introduction of a new programme, which
could be used to make comparisons with schools or regions where the programme has not

been implemented.

Table D4: Criteria to assess specific school meals programmes

Criteria

Sub-criteria

Indicator

Definition of the
indicator and

Accessibility

Reach of scheme to target
groups

Extent of take-up
of scheme by low-
income children

possible sources

Percentage of
poor children
receiving free full
school meals
[School records
and
administrative
data]

Accessibility

Affordability

Cost paid by
parents when not
free

Net out-of-pocket
cost for poor
children (after
deduction of
possible fee
reductions,
allowances and
tax credits)
[School records
and
administrative
data]

Accessibility/organisation

Children’s and parents’
satisfaction with mode of
operation

Satisfaction with
how the scheme is
available and is
run

Self-reported
satisfaction
question (0 to 10
or smiley faces)
[Survey]

Adequacy/Quality

Children’s and parents’
satisfaction with meal
content

Satisfaction with
meal content

Self-reported
satisfaction
question (0 to 10
or smiley faces)
[Survey]

Adequacy/Quality

Children’s and parents’
satisfaction with food quality

Satisfaction with
food quality

Self-reported
satisfaction
question (0 to 10
or smiley faces)
[Survey]
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Children suffering from food

Food security

Self-reported food
security of
poor/all children

Outcomes underweight/overweight/obesity

underweight,
overweight or
obese

insecurity level [Food security
survey modulel3®
student survey]
] Body-mass index,
Children who if reliable height
Children are deemed and weight can be

collected [Health
records/student
self-report]

Children living
in households
who have

Capacity to make
ends meet [EU-
SILC]

Household’s economic strain difficulties in

making ends
meet

Quality standards Control of nutritional quality and hygiene

Monitoring and evaluation in the best interest of the child and involving

Participation all stakeholders

Monitoring that supports | Monitoring and evaluating produces information at the relevant local,

continuing regional, and/or national level to support continuing improvements in
improvements the quality of policy and practice
Transparency Information on the quality of the school meal system is publicly

available

Chapter D5: Main recommendations and conclusion

There is a huge diversity of approaches to full school meal provision across the EU. A small
number of Member States provide universal provision for at least some age groups of
children and, at the other end of the spectrum, others provide nothing at all. In between
there is a range of targeted schemes focused either on schools or individual children
meeting certain criteria.

A clear picture emerges of the way in which school meal provision reflects different
philosophies in different Member States. In Finland, the first country in the world to provide
free meals to all schoolchildren, and in Sweden, the concept of a school meal is much more
than a nutritional intervention. It has become embedded in the culture, and in children’s
experience of childhood. One study argues!4® that this development is intrinsically linked
to the social democratic welfare state regime in Esping-Andersen’s (1990) classification.
This is an important point because the drive to provide free meals to all in these two
countries can be seen as part of a broader approach of universal services aimed at social
inclusion. While improving children’s nutrition after the Second World War was a motivating
factor in both countries, it is clear that ideas of social inclusion provided an important
theoretical underpinning for the initiative. The other countries within the EU that have to
a lesser or greater extent also implemented some type of universalistic approach are the
three Baltic nations, two of which are also included in the in-depth assessments above.
Although other countries can no doubt learn much from these initiatives, any attempts at
replication in different types of welfare state regimes imply the need for substantial
philosophical as well as practical realignment.

139 Bickel et al. (2000).
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10 Member States provide a more targeted form of provision throughout the whole country.
These include a block of six central European countries (CZ, DE, HU, LU, SI, SK) and four
southern European countries (CY, ES, MT, PT).

A further 10 Member States (AT, BE, BG, EL, FR, HR, IE, IT, PL, RO) provided targeted
provision that did not cover the whole country. This included subsidised and free meal
schemes targeted either at the individual or school level.

Two Member States (DK, NL) did not provide any form of free or subsidised school meal
provision.

In view of the analysis conducted and presented in previous sections, the following
conclusions and observations are made.

1.

Philosophy. The form of school meal provision needs to be consistent, and coherent
with broader philosophies of social welfare intervention within the country. The
establishment of universal programmes in Finland and Sweden, for example, was
supported by a widespread acceptance of the value of universal interventions. There
are examples in other countries of differing approaches to school meal provision
according to the political administration. Depending on the starting point, the
establishment of universal schemes may require some time, and the development of
political and public support. The countries with universal coverage have all adopted an
approach of gradually expanding the scheme across age groups. School meals can be
viewed as a form of social protection and the costs must be weighed up against
alternative courses of action. For example, the Danish expert argued that: “Social
assistance have been set at levels that is expected to allow having an ordinary life,
including eating well and nutritious”;**! but it was acknowledged that lower levels of
benefits for recent migrant and refugee families may undermine this argument.
Nevertheless, school meals are a means of ensuring that expenditure directly reaches
and benefits children. It is therefore recommended that the CG encourages Member
States to develop their school meals schemes in ways which ensure full coverage.

Universal/targeted approaches. The choice between universal and targeted
approaches should take account of the above underlying philosophical and political
ideas and consider the balance between costs and ensuring that all disadvantaged
children are reached. Schools-based targeting can reach the majority of AROP children
but, by definition, cannot reach all and therefore does not fully meet the concept of a
“guarantee” for all poor or vulnerable children. Individual targeting does, at least
theoretically, have the potential to reach all children in the CG target groups. This
requires a broader set of criteria than household income alone. Some examples of sets
of criteria are provided above (e.g. CY). Nevertheless, in practice it may be difficult to
ensure that criteria are comprehensive enough to reach all disadvantaged children.
Individual targeting within schools also runs the risk of stigmatisation of eligible
children, although mechanisms to avoid or minimise this risk were identified (see
Chapter D4). Universal approaches overcome the limitations of targeted approaches at
a cost. It is therefore recommended that universal schemes be developed, as they allow
all children at school to be reached and avoid stigmatisation and administrative burden,
wherever it is possible from a political and financial point of view. When this is not
possible, more targeted schemes should be developed, in ways that ensure high levels
of take-up and avoid stigmatisation. In this regard it could be helpful for the European
Commission, in supporting the implementation of the CG, to support the exchange of
good practices between Member States and draw on this to develop guidelines on how
best to improve take-up and avoid stigmatisation.

141 Kyist (2020), p. 5.
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3. Infrastructure. Capital investment may be required as part of ensuring the CG for all

children. School meal provision requires infrastructure. Few issues with infrastructure
were identified in the in-depth case studies, but these mostly relate to programmes
that are already well embedded. It was noted in FSCG1 that in some Member States
there are gaps in the necessary infrastructure in terms of school canteens and catering
facilities to make the provision of school meals a possibility throughout the country.
Creating a nationwide universal or targeted school meal system in these countries to
provide a guarantee for all AROP children will therefore require capital investment. It
is therefore recommended that, in the context of the CG, EU funds are made available
to support those Member States that need to invest in building up infrastructure.

4. Clarity about benefits and links with other components of the CG.

¢ Nutritional benefits. Based on available evidence, school meals of good quality
should be seen first and foremost as a nutritional intervention, rather than a health
or educational one. This provision should be seen as a key method of achieving the
CG’s objective in relation to ensuring that all AROP children have access to adequate
nutrition (see Box C1 for a definition). Viewed in this way school meals of good
quality inevitably achieve their intended outcomes as they are a direct nutritional
benefit to children. They also offer financial relief to families. However, it was clear
from the experts’ consultation that school meals were not viewed in this way in all
countries. In response to a question about meals provision during the COVID-19
pandemic, one expert commented that no alternative arrangements were made
because children were not in school. This provided further evidence of a pattern
that in some countries school meals were viewed as an educational rather than
nutritional intervention.

« Health benefits. Experts reported that some Member States saw the provision of
school meals, alongside related initiatives to engage children in learning about food,
as a means of improving health outcomes linked to nutrition. There is some research
to support this. In Greece, an evaluation of a school meals intervention based on
schools-based targeting found reductions in obesity rates. Long-term benefits of
adequate nutrition can also be expected, but there is a shortage of studies assessing
such crucial long-term impacts of school nutrition.

o Educational benefits. There is some evidence that the provision of school meals
may encourage school attendance and therefore reduce the likelihood of pupils
dropping out. On the other hand, it is less clear whether school lunches boost
educational attainment. Even if they do, there may be much more cost-effective
ways of achieving this outcome.!#? If boosting educational progress is the key
intended outcome, school breakfast provision also shows promising results and
could be considered as a less costly alternative.

It is therefore recommended that, in terms of the CG, provision of school meals is promoted
first and foremost as a nutritional intervention. There may also be secondary benefits for
health and education.

1.

Need for robust evaluations and CBAs of implemented programmes. There is a
need for more well-designed evaluation studies and CBAs of school meals interventions.
There is relatively little such research in EU Member States, and this is a barrier to
providing policymakers with robust and reliable evidence on which to base decisions.
It is recommended that the EU supports and encourages a greater degree of evaluation
of school meals programmes as part of the implementation of the CG.

142 See, for example, Kitchen et al., (2013).

61



Study on the economic implementing framework of a possible EU Child Guarantee Scheme
including its financial foundation - Final Report

2. Quality assurance. To maximise its benefits, the provision of school meals should be
accompanied by well-informed quality standards and systems for monitoring the
implementation of these standards and the quality of food. There are some good
examples of such standards and guidelines in some countries, and these may form a
useful starting point for other countries wishing to implement this approach. In this
regard the European Commission could usefully support the exchange of good practices
and consider developing guidelines to s