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Figure 9 shows that the gender gap is greatest for PRUs and special schools where at 
each time point two thirds or over of the pupils who attended breakfast clubs were boys.  
In primary schools, the proportion of each gender is broadly the same, around 50%, at 
each time point. There was more fluctuation in secondary schools; girls were more highly 
represented in the first two time points (53% to 54%) but less so in the last time point 
(42%).  
Figure 9 Share of male and female pupils attending breakfast clubs, by time point and school type 

 

Source: Magic Breakfast and ICF attendance data.  
Base15: 9,553 pupils (time point 1), 9,742 (2), 11,288 (3) and 6,175 (4). 

 

                                            
 

15 As information is missing for some schools, totals do not add to 100% 
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For the last time point, schools were asked to provide additional information on the 
number of boys and girls on the school roll to see if variations in gender attending 
breakfast clubs reflected the gender split for pupils attending the school. Table 13 shows 
that, on average, the proportions of girls and boys attending breakfast clubs were broadly 
in line with the school roll. There was a slightly higher share of boys attending breakfast 
clubs in secondary schools (three percentage points more) and of girls attending 
breakfast clubs in PRUs and special schools (two percentage points more). 

Table 13 Percentage of girls and boys attending breakfast clubs compared to girls and boys on the 
school roll 

 Average percentage of girls Average percentage of boys 
Attending 
breakfast clubs 

On the school 
roll 

Attending 
breakfast clubs 

On the school 
roll 

Primary 50% 50% 50% 50% 
PRU 27% 25% 73% 75% 
Secondary 39% 37% 60% 63% 
SEN 22% 23% 78% 77% 

Source: ICF attendance data.  
Base16: 91 schools (time point 4). 

  

                                            
 

16 As information is missing for some schools, totals do not add up to a 100%. 
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5.5 FSM eligible pupils 
Around one third to two fifths of the pupils who attended breakfast clubs were eligible for 
FSMs. Table 14 shows that for the first three time points, the FSM proportion was 
consistent at around two fifths, with a dip in the last time point to 35%.  

Table 14 FSM/non FSM eligible pupils attending breakfast clubs, per time point 

 Time point 1:  
First month after 
start breakfast 
club 

Time point 2: End 
of academic year 
2015 

Time point 3: 
End of 
project 

Time point 4: 
Post contract 

Non FSM 
eligible 

5227 (52%) 5664 (57%) 6683 (59%) 4017 (65%) 

FSM 
eligible 

4317(44%) 4059 (41%) 4591 (41%) 2153 (35%) 

Unknown 439 (4%) 164 (2%) 16 (0%) 20 (0%) 
Source: Magic Breakfast and ICF attendance data.  

Base:17 37,350 pupils.  

 

Figure 10 shows the distribution of FSM pupils who attended breakfast clubs by school 
type. In primary and secondary schools, the proportion of FSM pupils was fairly 
consistent across the first three data points (at around 40% and 50% respectively) but 
dipped in the last time point (to 32% and 38%). In special schools, there was a slight 
decrease in the number of pupils who were FSM eligible from the first to the last time 
point, following an increase at the second and third time points. In PRUs, the first time 
point showed a high proportion of FSM eligible pupils (72%), falling to around half in the 
later three time points. In both special schools and PRUs, there was a larger proportion 
of pupils where the school reported that they did not know if a pupil was FSM eligible (up 
to 14% for PRUs in the second time point). Many PRUs reported that they do not hold 
information on FSM status as this is held only by referring schools.  

                                            
 

17 Figures are rounded and therefore may not add up to a 100%. 
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Table 15 Comparison of the average share of FSM eligible pupils who attended breakfast clubs and 
the average share of FSM eligible pupils on the school roll 

 

Source: Magic Breakfast and ICF attendance data.  
Base: 159 schools (time point 1), 166 (2), 173(3) and 91 (4). 

There is a wider difference if we look at the distribution across schools. For time point 2 
(end of academic year 2015), the difference between the share of FSM eligible pupils 
attending breakfast clubs and the share of FSM eligible pupils on the school roll was 
calculated for each school. The boxplot presented in Figure 12 and summarised in Table 
16 sets out these results. PRUs were not included as there were not sufficient numbers 
for analysis. It shows that, at time point 2, one half of all schools fell within the range of a 
plus or minus 10 percentage point difference between the share of FSM eligible pupils 
who attended the breakfast club and the share on the school roll. At this time point, 
secondary schools had, on average, more FSM eligible pupils attending breakfast clubs 
(+6 percentage points) than on the school roll, as did special schools18 (+5 percentage 
points). Primary schools had, on average, fewer FSM pupils attending that were on the 
school roll (-3 percentage points).  
                                            
 

18 This figure is influenced by a few schools who had a significantly greater proportion of FSM eligible 
pupils attending breakfast club (up to 63 percentage points). 

Average share Avg proportion Balance
of FSM pupils of FSM pupils (breakfast club

Phase on school roll at breakfast club minus school roll)
Time point 1 Primary 42 % 41 %

PRU 48 % 61 %
Secondary 41 % 46 %
SEN 45 % 45 %

Time point 2 Primary 41 % 41 %
PRU 52 % 64 %
Secondary 42 % 46 %
SEN 44 % 47 %

Time point 3 Primary 36 % 39 %
PRU 51 % 47 %
Secondary 39 % 47 %
SEN 44 % 49 %

Time point 4 Primary 35 % 34 %
PRU 40 % 44 %
Secondary 38 % 42 %
SEN 43 % 44 %

> 5 % above the average share of FSM eligible pupils on the school roll
± 5 % the average proportion of FSM eligible pupils on the school roll
< 5 % below the average proportion of FSM eligible pupils on the school roll







68 
 

Table 19 Comparison of share of pupils at time point 4 who attended at all time points and the total 
share of pupils who attended at time point 4, by school type 

Type Number of pupils 
who attended at 
four time points 

% of pupils who 
attended at four 
time points 

Number of pupils 
who attended at 
time point 4 

%  of pupils who 
attended at time 
point 4 

Primary 897 71% 4,484 72% 

PRU 15 2% 182 3% 

Secondary 20 2% 370 6% 

SEN 339 27% 1,154 19% 

Total 1,271 100% 6,190 100% 

Source: ICF attendance data for time point 4.  
Base:19 6,190 pupils for time point 4.  

 

Table 20 examines the share of pupils who attended at all four time points by school 
type. This shows that special schools had the largest share of pupils who attended at all 
four time points (29%) and secondary schools the lowest (5%). Twenty percent of pupils 
in primary schools, which account for most participating schools, attended at all four time 
points. 

Table 20 Comparison of pupils at time point 4 who attended at all time points and those who did 
not, by school type 

Type Pupils who attended at all four time 
points  

Pupils who did not attend all four 
time points 

 Number of pupils 
in this school type 

% of pupils in 
this school type 

Number of pupils 
in this school type 

% of pupils in 
this school type 

Primary 897 20% 3,587 80% 

PRU 15 8% 167 92% 

Secondary 20 5% 350 95% 

SEN 339 29% 815 71% 

Source: ICF school management data for time point 4.  
Base: 6,190 pupils for time point 4. 

 

                                            
 

19 Figures are rounded and may not add up to 100%. 
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Figure 13 breaks this down further, by year group. It shows that the share of pupils who 
attended at all four time points is highest in year groups 4 to 6, and in year groups 10 
and above (both 29%). Pupils in older year groups in special schools were particularly 
likely to have attended at all four time points with 92% doing so.   

Figure 13 Comparison of pupils who attended at all four time points and those who did not, by year 
group 

 
Source: ICF attendance data for time point 4. 

Base: 6,190 pupils for time point 4. 

 

Pupils who attended at all four time points were also more likely to attend more 
frequently. Figure 14 shows that 61% of pupils who attended at all four time points 
attended for five days compared to 48% of those who did not attend at all time points. 
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Figure 14 Pupil breakfast club weekly attendance for all pupils and for pupils who attended at all 
four time points and those who did not 

 

Source: ICF attendance data for time point 4. 
Base: 6,190 pupils for time point 4. 

5.7 Summary 
Numbers attending 

• Large numbers of pupils attended breakfast clubs under the DfE programme. In 
time point 3, for which most schools returned data, at least 11,300 pupils were 
attending. At all time points some schools did not return data, so the actual figures 
will be higher; 

• Most of the pupils attending breakfast clubs were in primary schools. Primary 
school pupils account for about 60% to 70% of pupils, and primary schools account 
for 63% of all participating schools;  

• Special schools and PRUs had the highest average proportions of pupils attending 
breakfast clubs. In special schools, over half of pupils attended, and in PRUs, 
around two thirds attended. Around a quarter of pupils in primary schools attended, 
while in secondary schools attendance was slightly lower (one eighth to one 
quarter); 
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Not all pupils were coming to school hungry before the breakfast club was introduced 
and the extent of this may well vary between the schools in the programme. In one case 
study secondary school, most of the parents who replied to the survey said that before 
the breakfast club started, their children ate breakfast most or every day before they 
went to school20. In the same school, several of the pupils interviewed said that they 
mixed and matched, eating breakfast at home some days and eating in breakfast club on 
other days. None said they never ate breakfast before the breakfast club was introduced. 
The impression given was that, for many of the pupils in this school, the breakfast club 
supplemented or replaced breakfasts eaten at home.  

As well as reducing the number of pupils coming to school hungry, most schools 
reported that they felt that the breakfast club was having an impact on pupils eating more 
healthily. In one PRU with a fast food take away close to the school, many of the pupils 
said that they were eating burgers most days prior to the breakfast club opening. Staff 
were aware that the students were getting take away food in the mornings and felt that 
the breakfast club meant that pupils were eating more healthily and saving money.  
However, while the breakfast club was helping them to eat more healthily it did not mean 
that pupils always did so. None of the pupils attended the breakfast club every day. Most 
said they either ate breakfast at home or got something from a fast food outlet on the 
days they weren’t using the breakfast club.  

‘We don’t get crisps and chocolate for breakfast as this isn’t healthy. There isn’t a 
tuck shop at school anymore as this used to sell crisps and biscuits but they are 
not healthy and now we have healthy breakfasts instead’ (Y10 pupil) 

 
Staff in special schools were most likely to emphasise the importance of breakfast clubs 
providing access to food during the morning and helping embed routine into children’s 
eating habits. For example in one special school, staff said that they felt it was important 
that all pupils had something to eat after a lengthy journey to school and that staff could 
encourage them to eat something more healthy than might sometimes be provided by 
parents. 

                                            
 

20 This finding may not be representative of all families in the school as it is based on a small number of 
replies. It could be influenced by parents giving an overly optimistic response of what happens at home.  
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7. Sustainability 
This section sets out the extent to which schools continued with breakfast clubs once the 
free support from Magic Breakfast had finished, how they took the decision to continue or 
not and the barriers and enablers for sustainability. It draws mainly on the case studies, 
the second round of interviews with breakfast club leads and Magic Breakfast staff and 
on some additional management information supplied by Magic Breakfast (2016a).  

7.1 Extent to which schools have continued breakfast clubs 
Magic Breakfast’s contract with DfE finished, as expected, in March 2016. The charity 
stopped food deliveries to most schools by December 2015, reflecting the fact that most 
schools started provision in the autumn term and would have had a minimum of 12 
months’ support by then. The charity continued to provide free food to some schools until 
the end of March 2016; this included schools where they judged a school was still 
considering whether to continue and would struggle to do so, if free deliveries stopped. 
Some schools continued to receive food free of charge past March 2016 because they 
joined the project late and were therefore yet to receive their 12 months' worth of free 
food. 

In the interviews, Magic Breakfast reported 14 schools dropping out near the start of the 
programme who were replaced with other schools21. Nearly all schools have continued to 
run breakfast clubs after the programme ended. Of the 131 schools who replied to ICF 
when contacted to collect the final set of attendance data, 126 (96%) still had a breakfast 
club. Only five had closed their club and two of those continued to provide bagels to 
pupils who were hungry. Two schools had closed.  

As part of their contract, Magic Breakfast were committed to working with schools to 
draw up sustainability plans for breakfast clubs continuing after the contract ended. 

Magic Breakfast interviewees said that they were worried that schools would either 
struggle to keep provision going after the project ended or would not try to keep it going 
because they thought it would be too difficult. They therefore started to think about 
whether there was an alternative offer that they could develop to encourage schools to 
keep their clubs going. As a result, the charity set up a new membership scheme 
towards the end of the programme. For an annual fee, schools would continue to receive 
food from the charity at no extra cost, as well as access to advice and information 
sharing with other schools.  

                                            
 

21 Magic Breakfast slightly over recruited to allow for some drop out.  
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While breakfast clubs appear to be working reasonably well in schools and are valued by 
the pupils attending, the evidence suggests that more could be done to ensure that 
pupils most in need actually attend the club. The data show that around one fifth of 
participating schools had substantially22 lower proportions of FSM eligible pupils 
attending breakfast clubs than are on the school role. This seems more likely to be true 
for primary schools, which on average had fewer (-3 percentage points) FSM eligible 
pupils attending the breakfast club than were on the school role.  

It is true that FSM eligible pupils are not the only ones who can benefit from breakfast 
provision, but they are an important disadvantaged group. The expert provider should be 
able to support schools in identifying which pupils they should more support and help 
them develop strategies to do so.  

R8: We recommend that any extension of the programme tasks the expert provider 
with supporting schools to more actively target older pupils through age specific 
marketing and promotion.  

In secondary schools, pupils in the older age groups are less likely to attend the 
breakfast club which suggests that pupils who could benefit, are not doing so.  

R9: We recommend that any future expert provider is tasked with supporting 
schools to systematically assess if they could be doing more to maximise the 
impact of the breakfast club, including maximising links to teaching and learning 
within a whole school approach. This should be done in a way that minimises 
burdens on schools. 

There is little evidence of schools systematically monitoring and reviewing how the 
breakfast club was working and if it could be improved. Some schools did monitor and 
review their breakfast club, but not many. Senior leaders tended to be involved when 
deciding to set up a club, but after this there is little evidence that they took an interest in 
evaluating its effectiveness or how to integrate the club with teaching and learning.  

R10: We recommend that the programme should aim to develop a sustainable 
model for supplying low cost food to schools beyond the programme life cycle.  

There is evidence that many schools were late in thinking about the sustainability of their 
breakfast club and did not effectively plan ahead to be in a position to continue their 
breakfast club should Magic Breakfast support stop. It seems reasonable therefore to 
infer that without Magic Breakfast’s initiative in setting up a new membership scheme, 
many schools would have struggled to sustain a breakfast offer.  
                                            
 

22 Defined as more than a 10 percentage point difference 
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The charity recognised this and said it was one of the main reasons why they set up the 
scheme. This suggests that many schools are dependent on a delivery agent providing 
food supplies and taking the lead to make their breakfast club secure. For many schools 
there is likely to be a risk that if a delivery contractor scheme were not to continue they 
would struggle to sustain their breakfast club. 
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Appendix 1: School Interviews Sampling Framework  
Table1 shows the characteristics of the 40 schools interviewed in the initial round of 
interviews between December 2014 and February 2015.   

Table 1 School interviews completed at Wave 1 

School characteristics Number 

Percentage of FSM eligible pupils on roll   

26% - 35% pupils eligible 8 

36% - 45% pupils eligible 16 

Over 46% pupils eligible  16 

Number of pupils on school roll  

Less than 100 pupils 8 

101 – 300 pupils 22 

301 - 500 pupils 6 

Over 500 pupils 4 

School type  

Primary schools 24 

Secondary/all through schools  7 

Special schools (SEN/PRU) 9 

Schools with postcodes in each quintile of deprivation  

Fifth quintile  24 

Fourth quintile  9 

First, second and third quintile 7 

Region  

East Midlands 3 

London 12 

North West 5 

South East 3 

West Midlands 6 

Yorkshire & The Humber 11 

Academies, academy special or convertor schools 11 

Schools with over 60% of pupils with EAL 11 
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Appendix 2: Case Study Sampling Framework  
Table 22 shows the characteristics of the 15 schools which hosted case study visits 
during the autumn term 2015.  

Table 22 Characteristics of schools which hosted case studies 

Sampling Criteria Achieved 

Percentage of pupils attending 
breakfast club who are eligible for 
FSM 
 

10-23% 5 

24-49% 4 

≥ 50%  6 

Type of Breakfast Club Universal 11 

Targeted  4 

Charging Universal 223 

Targeted  1 

School type  Primary 6 

Secondary 4 

Special 424 

PRU 1 

Geographic Spread East Midlands  2 

London  4 

North West 2 

South East 2 

West Midlands 2 

Yorkshire & Humber 4 

Percentage of Pupils on School 
Roll Attending Breakfast Club 

≤ 25% 7 

26-50% 4 

51-75% 1 

≥ 76% 3 
 

                                            
 

23 Includes 1 school asking for voluntary donations 
24 Includes 2 primary special schools, 1 all through special school and 1 secondary special school  
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Appendix 4: Attendance data  
Table  below shows the source of each set of baseline information and the number of 
schools for which we have these characteristics.  

Table 4 Data sources for pupil attendance analysis 

 Wave 1 (First 
month) 

Wave 2 (End of 
academic year) 

Wave 3 (End of 
project) 

Wave 4 (Post 
contract) 

Attendance 
and pupil 
characteristics  

School MI 
delivered to Magic 
Breakfast, to ICF 
(information for 
168 schools, 9983 
pupils) 

School MI 
delivered to Magic 
Breakfast, to ICF 
(information for 
175 schools, 9887 
pupils) 

School MI 
delivered to 
Magic Breakfast, 
to ICF 
(information for 
175 schools, 
11290 pupils) 

School MI 
delivered 
directly to ICF 
(information 
from 94 
schools, 6190 
pupils) 

School roll 2014 Census 
provided by Magic 
Breakfast to ICF 
in a school 
baseline  file26 

2014 Census 
provided by Magic 
Breakfast to ICF 
in a school 
baseline  file24 

2015 Census 
(ICF retrieved 
information from 
census based 
on school 
URN’s) 

School MI 
delivered 
directly to ICF 

School type Where ICF 
received MI for 
wave 4 (Post 
Contract), this 
was taken from 
the MI. For other 
schools, ICF 
obtained this from 
EduBase and 
desk research. 

Where ICF 
received MI for 
wave 4 (Post 
Contract), this 
was taken from 
the MI. For other 
schools, ICF 
obtained this from 
EduBase and 
desk research. 

Where ICF 
received MI for 
wave 4 (Post 
Contract), this 
was taken from 
the MI. For other 
schools, ICF 
obtained this 
from EduBase 
and desk 
research. 

School MI 
delivered 
directly to ICF 

School FSM % 2014 school 
performance 
provided by Magic 
Breakfast to ICF 
in a school 
baseline file 

2014 school 
performance 
provided by Magic 
Breakfast to ICF 
in a school 
baseline file 

2015 Census 
(ICF retrieved 
information from 
census based 
on school 
URN’s) 

2015 Census 
(ICF retrieved 
information 
from census 
based on 
school 
URN’s) 

 

                                            
 

26, 24 Or from performance tables or Magic Breakfast school visits recorded in the baseline data, if Census 
data was not available 


