


Food for Education Works:  
A review of WFP programme monitoring and evaluation 2002-2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
"We shall measure our progress by the improvement in the health of our people; by 
the number of children in school, and by the quality of their education; by the 
availability of water and electricity in our towns and villages, and by the happiness 
which our people take in being able to manage their own affairs. The welfare of our 
people is our chief pride, and it is by this that my Government will ask to be judged.”  

(Kwame Nkrumah, Broadcast to the Nation, Ghana, 1957) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“This approach goes against – and to a great extent undermines – the belief that has 
been so dominant in many policy circles that “human development” (as the process of 
expanding education, healthcare and other conditions of human life is often called) is 
really a kind of luxury that only richer countries can afford. Perhaps the most 
important impact of the type of success that the Asian economies, beginning with 
Japan, have had is the total undermining of that implicit prejudice. These economies 
went comparatively early for massive expansion of education, and later also of health 
care, and this they did, in many cases, before they broke the restraints of general 
poverty. And they have reaped what they have sown.”  

(Amartya Sen, Development as Freedom, 1999)
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Preface 
Basic education is one of the most effective investments in improving economies and 

creating literate, self-reliant and healthy societies. In the last decade, access to primary 
education has improved significantly in many parts of the world [1]. Yet, 77 million children 
of primary school-age, 49 percent of them in sub-Saharan Africa, are not in school and 57 
percent of them are girls [2]. Governments aiming to achieve the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) on education are faced with the need to identify and prioritise different 
educational policies within different national contexts. 
 
Box 1  

Millennium Development Goals directly related to education  

• Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to complete a full 

course of primary schooling.  

• Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education, preferably by 2005, and to all 

levels of education no later than 2015.  

• Ensure that, by 2015, 80 percent of primary school children are educated about hygiene. 

Millennium Development Goals related to school health and nutrition 

• Reduce by half the proportion of people without sustainable access to drinking water by 2015.  

• Reduce by half the proportion of people without access to adequate sanitation by 2015.  

 
Poor nutrition and health among schoolchildren contributes to the inefficiency of the 

educational system. Children with diminished cognitive abilities and sensory impairments 
naturally perform less well and are more likely to repeat grades and to drop out of school than 
children who are not impaired; they also enroll in school at a later age, if at all, and finish 
fewer years of schooling. The irregular school attendance of malnourished and unhealthy 
children is one of the key factors in poor performance. Even short-term hunger, common in 
children who are not fed before going to school, can have an adverse effect on learning. 
Children who are hungry have more difficulty concentrating and performing complex tasks, 
even if otherwise well nourished. Research and programme experience show that improving 
nutrition and health can lead to better performance, fewer repeated grades and reduced drop 
out. The extra demands on school-age children (to perform chores or walk long distances to 
school) create a need for energy that is much greater than that of younger children. 

 
Recognising that education and learning depend on good nutrition and health, WFP Food 

for Education (FFE) programmes increasingly operate under the umbrella of the Essential 
Package (EP), a set of twelve interventions to improve the school health and nutrition of 
school-age children [3]. The EP is based on the FRESH (Focusing Resources on Effective 
School Health) Framework, an inter-sectoral initiative, providing the context for effective 
implementation of access to health and nutrition services within school health programmes. 
However, in order to assess the feasibility of including FFE, along with other elements of the 
EP, within national educational development plans, it is essential to understand the magnitude 
of the costs and benefits involved in a scale-up process. In light of this, WFP has collected, 
analysed and disseminated the evidence on the benefits and costs of FFE, both from its own 
operations in 74 countries, and from an increasing body of partners in the field, including 
national governments, other UN agencies, NGO’s and academia.  
 

In Food for Education Works, for the first time we attempt to consolidate the different 
analyses of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data collected by WFP between 2002 and 
2006 in order to strengthen the knowledge-base of its FFE programmes. It is important to note 
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that the operational nature of the surveys used in most of this report limits the robustness of 
some of the findings, since the data was collected as part of WFP’s ongoing school-level 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of FFE programmes and not as part of a specific impact 
assessment. In practice, because of the lack of strict control groups, we have generally limited 
ourselves to comparing the trends over time of certain indicators in schools assisted with 
different types of FFE programmes. Moreover, the writing of Food for Education Works also 
provided an opportunity to step back and gather some of the thoughts behind the programme 
theory of WFP FFE.  

 
Food for Education Works has the following structure: The first section outlines the 

general framework behind WFP FFE, defining the main role that food can have in supporting 
access to education, and the way in which WFP monitors its FFE programmes. Building on 
results from standardised surveys, first launched in 2001 and now an integral part of WFP’s 
programme M&E, the following sections then explore the progress made in WFP assisted 
schools over the last 5 years. The scope of this work is then broadened with studies on FFE 
costs and a cost and benefit analysis. We then conclude the report with a section on the way 
forward in terms of WFP M&E.  
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1. A framework for Food for Education  
In this section we attempt to capture the programme theory behind WFP FFE 

interventions. By programme theory, we intend to identify both the general programme 
impact theory, and the key processes that are necessary to achieve the desired impact. We 
then outline the needs for FFE and describe the programme impact theory behind FFE, 
followed by a description of some key FFE processes. We conclude by describing some of the 
tools used by WFP to monitor and evaluate FFE programmes. 

1.1   What are the needs for Food for Education? 

Food for Education interventions are generally designed to improve school participation 
amongst vulnerable, food insecure populations. FFE is usually targeted where access to 
school is weak, particularly for girls.  
 

The risk of not accessing and/or completing primary school, a form of “educational 
vulnerability” anchored within a context of food insecurity, may be used to describe the 
common characteristic shared by the children targeted by FFE. This idea reflects the reality 
that household choices regarding education are often a result of complex decision processes, 
where poverty and hunger play an important role in determining the schooling outcomes [4]. 
In Figure 1, we outline the main characteristics of the primary targets of FFE: Children in 
need of support to access/complete primary education. 
 

Child in need of FFE 

Child not enrolled 
in school 

Child enrolled in 
school but not 

attending 

Child enrolled in 
school but at risk of 

dropping-out 

Child enrolled in 
school but performing 

poorly 

Child enrolled in 
school but facing 
short-term hunger 

Child lives in vulnerable/food 
insecure household 

 

Figure 1: Characteristics of children targeted by WFP FFE 

In practice, however, WFP FFE programmes do not target children individually. 
Generally, children in need of FFE are reached through schools that are located in vulnerable, 
food insecure areas with low access/completion of primary education. The school is the 
“distribution point”, and only children enrolled in WFP-assisted schools will benefit from 
FFE assistance. Figure 2 outlines the characteristics of schools assisted by FFE in practice. 
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School selected for 
FFE  

 

Figure 2: Characteristics of schools assisted by WFP FFE in practice 

Traditionally, in most WFP development programmes, accounting for just under half of 
WFP’s FFE beneficiaries in 2005, FFE interventions are targeted through a vulnerability 
analysis and mapping (VAM) study, where food insecure areas (e.g. districts) are identified. 
Food insecurity data is then usually complemented with secondary data collection covering 
educational indicators [5]. Schools eligible for FFE are then screened on the basis of criteria 
including infrastructure, availability of implementing partners in education and community 
involvement1.  

1.2  Food for Education impact theory 

The broad range of contexts in which FFE interventions have been designed and 
implemented has led to an increasing awareness of the potential benefits of FFE in different 
socio-economic dimensions, including education, nutritional status, social equity and 
agricultural development. The impact of FFE on educational outcomes is perhaps the most 
studied. Evaluations of FFE programmes [4,7,8,9] have shown that FFE programmes lead to 
increased enrolment and attendance (of girls in particular), reduced drop-out particularly in 
the lower primary school grades, and improved student learning capacity.  These findings are 
reflected in the basic general logic model for WFP FFE activities, as shown in Table 1. A 
word of caution must be made on the framework outlined below: The main purpose of this 
section is to present a model that may be applicable to FFE programmes in general. This 
framework is by no means complete and it should be used within an in-depth analysis of the 
specific context in which FFE is to be implemented. In particular, the programme theory 
outlined here can be used to facilitate the problem analysis that precedes any FFE programme, 
and be used to clarify the role of food within educational sector policies. The basic logic 
model can then be tailored to the specific needs of the context and be used to formulate 
objectives that will be specific to the programme in question.    
 

                                                 
1 Eligibility for FFE inevitably raises questions on selection criteria, which in certain contexts may result in FFE targeting 
schools in areas that are not the “poorest” or worst-off. 

School 
located in 

area with low 
enrolment 

School 
located in 

area with low 
attendance 

School located in 
area with high 

drop-out 

School located in 
vulnerable/food 
insecure area 

School located in 
area with poor 

learning achievement

School located in 
area with high 

gender gap 

School located in 
area with high 

prevalence of short-
term hunger 
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Table 1: Basic FFE logic model (on-site meals or snacks) 
    Outcomes  
Inputs Activities Outputs Initial Intermediate Distant 
WFP 
provides 
food 

Food prepared/ 
distributed in 
school as snack 
and / or lunch 

Pupils eat 
snack/ 
lunch 

Households receive 
incentive to send 
pupils to school 

Reduced absenteeism 

   Pupils receive 
incentive to go to 
school 

Reduced drop-out 

    Increased enrolment 
(reduced gender gap) 

   Pupils short-term 
hunger relieved 

Improved academic 
performance 

Improved 
access, 
promotion and 
completion for 
primary school 
children 
(MDG 2 & 3) 

 
Though FFE programmes are today generally designed to achieve educational goals, 

including the MDG for universal primary education, the “food” element of FFE interventions 
often leads practitioners to also expect nutritional outcomes. It is particularly important to 
clarify this element of confusion when we evaluate the progress of FFE interventions that are 
designed with the objective of achieving positive educational outcomes. If secondary benefits 
of FFE include improved nutritional status, an outcome that well targeted FFE providing 
micro-nutrient fortified meals interventions are designed to achieve, then this effect should 
also be assessed separately. Conceptually, the nutritional gains in FFE can reinforce the 
impact on education. For example, addressing micro-nutrient deficiencies, in particular iron 
and iodine, has been shown to have a positive impact on learning [10], as has the systematic 
deworming of school-age children in areas of high prevalence of intestinal helminths [11]. 

1.3  FFE cause and effect 

The main impact theory for FFE is summarised in Figure 3 for on-site feeding and/or 
snacks combined with micronutrient supplementation and deworming, and in Figure 4 for 
take-home rations (THRs). The causal links are traced between inputs and the desired 
educational outcome of increased access, promotion and completion for primary school 
children. The link between FFE and other outcomes, namely nutritional status, social equity 
and community development are not developed explicitly in this preliminary analysis.  For 
completeness, the impact theory depicted below should include most of the four core 
components of FRESH, or Essential Package, that should be made available together for all 
schools: Health-related school policies, safe water and sanitation, skills-based health 
education and access to health and nutrition services. The impact theory described here relates 
principally to FFE and the provision of EP services is seen here as a set of key processes (or 
enabling factors) that are necessary to achieve the desired outcomes [12]. Moreover, the EP 
interventions are implemented through broad partnerships, ideally coordinated by national 
governments through educational development plans. As a result, different stakeholders will 
be accountable for the provision of EP services in different contexts. These accountabilities 
need to be well defined, and monitored, in order for the EP to be implemented effectively on 
the ground.  
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Deworming tablets 
consumed by pupils

Deworming tablets 
distributed to schools

Food 
distributed 
to school

 

Figure  3:  FFE  impact  theory  for  on‐site  feeding  and/or  snacks,  including micronutrients 
and deworming 
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Figure 4: FFE impact theory for take‐home rations 

In this model of FFE, the initial outcome that drives increased school participation is the 
incentive to the household to send children to school. Generally, the incentive is achieved by 
way of an income transfer, particularly with THRs, and also through an enhancement of the 
services provided at school [13]. FFE also has an incentive effect on pupils actually wanting 
to go to school to receive a meal, rather than staying at home and missing out on lunch. Both 
of these effects will contribute to shift, in the short-term, a households’ decision towards 
increased schooling. Once again, the specific effect of the incentive will very much depend on 
the context in which FFE is operating. 
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1.4  FFE programme processes 

FFE, as other school level interventions, will only benefit directly those children who are 
enrolled, or will enrol, in assisted schools. In other words, if a child is excluded from 
schooling altogether, an alternative type of intervention should be considered in order to reach 
her. Furthermore, once a child has completed primary school, and will no longer benefit from 
FFE, complementary services should be provided to further his development. Seen from this 
perspective, FFE is one branch of an educational social protection framework that would 
ideally follow a child from birth through to full educational development. The FFE service 
utilisation plan, summarising programme flow is shown in Figure 5. The service utilisation 
plan can be used to highlight the extent to which FFE can cover children in need.  
 

 

Figure 5: WFP FFE service utilisation plan 

Figure 6 shows a breakdown of the main processes aimed at providing timely FFE 
services of adequate quantity and quality to the targeted population. Ideally, relevant ISO 
standards could be used to provide measures of adequacy for the provision of services2 in 
each school.  

 

                                                 
2 ISO standards regarding food safety and management are currently being implemented in many national FFE programmes, like 
ISO 9000 in Ecuador’s Programa de Alimentación Escolar (PAE). 

Child enrols into 
school 

Child reaches 
primary school-age 

Child does not 
enrol into school 

Child completes 
school 

Child doesn’t 
complete school 

School targeted by 
FFE 

School not 
targeted by FFE 

Programme 
plan 

Child receives timely FFE 
in adequate quantity and 

quality 

Child doesn’t receive 
timely FFE in adequate 

quantity and quality 
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Adequate food 
distributed to school 

 
Figure 6: A breakdown of key processes for on‐site feeding at school level 

1.5  Measuring progress in WFP‐assisted schools 

WFP has been using standardised school feeding surveys since 2001 to assess the 
progress of its FFE programmes and to provide a sound basis for monitoring, evaluation, 
management and reporting. During the course of 2005/2006, SSFS were streamlined into 
WFP’s Common Monitoring and Evaluation Approach, and are therefore an integral part of 
WFP FFE programme M&E. School feeding surveys collect data on a wide range of 
indicators on the overall context in which SF operates. This includes information related to 
quality of schooling (included in the Essential Package) such as school infrastructure, teacher 
absenteeism and deworming treatment provided. SSFS are usually implemented at the 
beginning of an FFE project to provide baseline data, and then at different intervals 
throughout the project to provide evaluation data (see Figure 7). 
 

 
Figure 7: SSFS within the M&E cycle 

The timings of the surveys depend on several factors, including project duration, funding 
availability and other local issues like security and human resource capacity. Usually, during 
a five-year country programme for example, a baseline survey is implemented within a six 
month window overlapping the beginning of a programme and an evaluation survey is 
performed within six months of the programme end. If funds are available, a mid-term review 
is sometimes performed half-way through the programme. M&E systems would also collect 
data on a monthly basis, usually on a smaller set of indicators to those used in surveys, to 
provide output and outcome data for the yearly reporting exercises.  

SSFS Sampling and implementation 
The SSFS are generally sample surveys. School selection in SSFS is designed to provide 

programme wide estimates that can be used for performance reporting, both at project level 
and in regional/global aggregates. Generally, SSFS use random sampling with school 
inclusion probabilities proportional to school size (PPS) for school selection. In some cases, 
where enrolment figures are not available prior to the survey, simple random sampling is used 
instead. In a small number of countries with small FFE programmes, SSFS have covered all 
assisted schools. 
 

Child receives timely 
FFE in adequate quantity 

and quality 

Adequate food  
storage 

Trained cooks  Adequate water & 
sanitation 

Adequate cooking 
facilities available 

Food adequately 
prepared 

Food served before 
end of classes 

Adequate plates, cups and 
other non-food items 

Children wash hands 
before eating 

Child receives 
adequate ration 
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Typically during each survey, the questionnaire release is staggered by the WFP Country 
Office throughout the survey period: For example, in 32 surveys implemented between 2002 
and 2005 in sub-Saharan Africa, the field work in each country lasted an average of 65 days 
and a median of 37 days. A team of enumerators, often sub-contracted by WFP Country 
Offices, are given relevant training prior to the implementation of the surveys.  
 

The individual WFP Country Offices, thanks to an innovative survey data management 
software tool developed by the School Feeding Service called DOMUS, now perform the data 
processing and analysis of the survey data. 

Decentralisation of the School Feeding surveys 
In the past, the School Feeding Service in Rome would analyse all the survey data and 

send the results back to the Country Offices for reporting. This process was lengthy and 
laborious and often resulted in long periods of processing time between data collection and 
reporting. The decentralization of the SF survey not only provided an opportunity to 
implement WFP’s strategic objective of building capacity in WFP and counterparts’ field 
offices but it also allowed for improved knowledge transfer and flow of information, as well 
as more timely inputs into decision-making and project design. The School Feeding Service 
supports closely each survey implementation, providing standardised tools and processes 
based on the lessons learned over the last five years. DOMUS enables Country Offices and 
Regional Bureaux to own and manage the survey process through the use of data processing 
tools designed to optimise the data quality. A standardised analysis of the survey results can 
also be generated automatically, allowing users to focus on interpreting the survey findings 
for inputs into programme management and design. The decentralization process has been 
launched through regional hands-on training-of-trainers’ workshops for WFP and its 
counterparts. As of the end of 2006, workshops have been held in Sierra Leone, Thailand, 
Egypt, El Salvador and Tanzania benefiting over 60 Country Office staff from 31 countries 
and 5 regional offices.  

WFP India: An example of SSFS decentralisation success 
A standardised school feeding survey was planned in India for the first months of 2006. 

The results of the survey were to be included in the evaluation due for April of the current 
country programme, reaching over 800,000 beneficiaries in 10,518 WFP-assisted schools in 
five states within the country. 
 

WFP India Country Office staff participated in the regional training-of-trainers workshop 
held in Bangkok, in December 2005, and in January 2006 began the survey data collection in 
a sample of 389 schools spread throughout the five assisted states. By using DOMUS they 
succeeded in processing and analysing all survey data and reporting the results to their 
Country Office in time to meet the three-month deadline for the evaluation. This is one of the 
first examples of a school feeding survey managed entirely at local level, from the early 
planning stage through to the final report.  

 

1.6  Discussion 

In the last decade, access to primary education has improved significantly in many parts 
of the world [1]. However, globally, an estimated 61.6 million girls of primary school-age are 
still not enrolled in school, accounting for 53 percent of the total number of children out of 
school [6]. Food for Education interventions are generally designed to improve school 
participation amongst vulnerable, food insecure populations. FFE is usually targeted where 
access to school is weak, particularly for girls. We began this section by outlining the 
characteristics of the FFE target group, describing the assessment process required to qualify 
and quantify the need for FFE. The risk of not accessing and/or completing primary school, a 
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form of “educational vulnerability”, may be used to describe the common characteristic 
shared by the ideal FFE targets, reflecting the reality that household choices regarding 
education are often a result of complex decision processes, where poverty and hunger play an 
important role in determining the schooling outcomes [4]. We described the impact theory 
behind FFE, stressing that the primary objective of FFE is linked to an educational outcome, 
even though secondary benefits of FFE can include positive effects on nutritional status, 
social equity and community development. For completeness though, the impact theory 
described in this section needs to be extended to cover all other educational, health and 
nutritional and other EP services provided in schools and classrooms. It is through the EP that 
quality of education is addressed in WFP-assisted schools. The logic model presented in this 
section attempts to capture FFE programmes in general and is by no means complete. Its 
purpose is to facilitate an in-depth analysis of the specific context in which FFE is to be 
introduced. In particular, the programme theory we outlined here can be used to develop the 
problem analysis that precedes any FFE programme, and be used to clarify the role of food 
within educational sector policies. The basic logic model can then be tailored to the specific 
needs of the context, and be used to formulate objectives that will be specific to the 
programme in question.  

 
 
 
In this section we have attempted to identify a general framework for FFE interventions 

aimed at increasing school participation. In the next section we will describe the progress 
made in WFP-assisted schools with regards to enrolment. 
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2. Food for Education, enrolment and gender 
In this section we explore the progress made in WFP-assisted schools with regards to 

enrolment. We focus in particular on the trends observed in girls’ absolute enrolment in 
schools with different modalities of FFE assistance (namely on-site feeding or on-site feeding 
combined with take-home rations).  

2.1  Background 

“Achieve universal primary education: By 2015, ensure that all boys and girls complete 
primary school.” 

(Millennium Development Goal II) 
“In short, one in five eligible girls does not go to school.” 

(Global figure, “Children out of school”, UNESCO 2005) 
 

In a world of constrained resources, national governments in developing countries are 
faced with a need to identify and prioritise different policies aimed at achieving the MDGs. In 
the last decade, access to primary education has improved significantly in many parts of the 
world [1]. However, globally, an estimated 61.6 million girls of primary school-age are still 
not enrolled in school, accounting for 53 percent of the total number of children out of school 
[6]. 

 
In 2005, WFP-assisted FFE programmes were on-going in 72 countries, reaching 

approximately 21.7 million beneficiaries. WFP FFE programmes are designed to support 
equitable access to education amongst the most vulnerable and food-insecure population 
groups of the assisted countries. By providing FFE programmes - school feeding (school 
meals or snacks) and/or food for schooling (take-home rations) - WFP intends to support 
efforts aimed at achieving universal primary education and reducing gender disparities in 
education [14]. However, in order to help people facing simultaneous needs in different areas, 
there is a need to evaluate the level of attainment of such objectives in practice, particularly as 
FFE programmes have been implemented in many different social and educational contexts. 
Since 2001, WFP has been implementing standardised school feeding surveys to provide a 
sound basis for monitoring, evaluation, management and reporting of FFE programmes. This 
section consolidates, for the first time, results from all WFP-assisted schools in sub-Saharan 
Africa (SSA) surveyed between 2002 and 2005. The surveys covered over 1 million pupils in 
over 4,000 schools in 32 countries. 

2.2  Study design 

The objective of this study is to describe the effect that the different modalities of FFE 
programmes, on-site feeding or on-site feeding combined with THRs, can have at the school 
level in supporting access to primary education especially for girls, in countries in SSA. A 
retrospective cross-sectional quantitative study was designed to study the effect that the 
different modalities of FFE programmes can have at the school level in supporting access to 
primary education especially for girls, in SSA countries. The study population consisted of all 
WFP-targeted schools, usually located in food-insecure areas which also suffered from lack of 
access to education. Schools assisted by WFP FFE are targeted on the basis of food insecurity 
and VAM as well as an analysis of the educational context in each country. A standard 
questionnaire was applied to a representative sample of schools that included official primary 
school grades and were assisted by the WFP FFE programme. The structured questionnaire 
included interviews with school heads, groups of teachers, groups of parents and groups of 
pupils. The questionnaire covered educational indicators, particularly enrolment and 
attendance, as well as an indicator covering the relief of short-term hunger by school feeding 
programmes. Data on school infrastructure, classrooms, teaching and other school quality 
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related indicators part of the EP [3] of school based interventions was also collected to 
monitor the educational context in which FFE assistance is provided, as the provision of 
complementary services in FFE-assisted schools is necessary in order to achieve the desired 
educational outcomes. 

School selection and survey implementation 
The sample of surveyed schools was initially selected through simple random sampling or, 

in the latest studies during 2005, using random sampling with probabilities proportional to 
school size (as measured by total absolute enrolment). In countries where the WFP 
programme assisted a relatively small number of schools (usually less than 150) the survey 
would cover all assisted schools. 

 
The sample frames were stratified by the length and the type of programme, i.e. schools 

with recently introduced FFE programmes and schools with FFE programmes of one year or 
more. The surveys covered the period from October 2002 to February 2005 (see Appendix 1). 
The questionnaires were slightly modified from year to year but retained the core sections 
covering enrolment information. During each survey, the questionnaire release was staggered 
by the WFP Country Office throughout the survey period; and the field work in each country 
lasted an average of 65 days and a median of 37 days. A team of enumerators, often sub-
contracted by WFP Country Offices, were given relevant training prior to the implementation 
of the surveys. In order to examine short-term trends, each country collected specific 
information during a maximum of three years prior to the survey year. 

Data analysis 
Once collected, the survey data was sent back to WFP Headquarters in Rome where it 

was entered into a database cleaned and analysed using different software packages. As the 
questionnaires used in the different countries varied throughout the survey period, and the 
first step in the data analysis involved a harmonisation of the different data sets to match the 
definitions of each variable. In practice, it was not possible to aggregate all the data collected 
throughout the five years for the purpose of this analysis, and in this study, we focus mainly 
on analysing trends in absolute enrolment observed throughout the survey years. Full results 
for each of the different surveys have been published by WFP [15, 16]. The pupil to 
classroom and pupil to teacher ratios could also be aggregated in the data set used in this 
analysis, enabling us to gain some insights on the classroom environment in WFP-assisted 
schools. 

 
Schools were divided according to the modality and the length of the programme: those 

with existing programmes, those that had had the programme for less than one year – 
categorised as those with on-site meals or take home rations – and those that were going to 
initiate a programme within the year (proxy-control). The short-term trends (two years) in 
absolute enrolment for girls and boys were then evaluated within each category. Out of 4,175 
schools in the sample, 903 were schools with no FFE yet, 593 had one year of FFE, whilst the 
remaining 2,680 had FFE for more than one year. As it was not possible to reliably 
distinguish schools with only a THR programme from those providing THRs combined with 
on-site feeding (particularly during the first phase of surveys); for the purpose of this analysis, 
all programmes with THRs also offered on-site feeding. This assumption is fairly robust from 
the programming perspective, as in most WFP FFE programmes in SSA THRs are provided 
in combination to on-site feeding. 

2.3  Results 

The results published in this section are, unless specified differently, school level 
averages weighted by beneficiary numbers. The error bars in the figures represent the 95 
percent confidence interval on the estimate. This report includes the results of data collected 
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in 32 SSA countries during 2001-2005 period and therefore results will be presented from a 
SSA regional perspective. 

Influence of different FFE programme modalities on girls’ enrolment 
In schools due to receive FFE within the year, absolute enrolment increased at an average 

yearly rate of 14 percent for both girls and boys. During the first year of FFE assistance (of 
any modality), absolute enrolment was found to increase by 28 percent for girls and by 22 
percent for boys. After the first year of FFE programme, the rates of increase in absolute 
enrolment reverted to values fairly close to those found during the year prior to the 
introduction of FFE.    

 
We then analysed the impact of different types of FFE programme modalities on absolute 

enrolment of girls. The yearly percentage changes in absolute enrolment by FFE programme 
type are shown in Figure 8. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

No school feeding yet

During f irst year w ith on-site feeding

During f irst year w ith take-home
rations and on-site feeding

After f irst year w ith on-site feeding

After f irst year w ith take-home rations
and on-site feeding

percentage change in girls’ absolute enrolment

 
Figure 8: Yearly percentage changes in girls’ absolute enrolment in SSA by type of FFE 
programme (averages, weighted by beneficiaries) 

 
During the first year of FFE, girls’ absolute enrolment increased by values close to 30 

percent for both on-site only feeding programmes and programmes combining take-home 
rations and on-site feeding.  

 
After the first year of FFE, yearly enrolment increases for girls of 30 percent were 

sustained in schools with combined THR and on-site programmes. In schools with only on-
site feeding however, absolute enrolment increased after the first year of programme at rates 
similar to those found in schools during the year prior to FFE implementation.  

Enrolment simulations  
We can illustrate the results shown in Figure 8 by considering a hypothetical group of 

three identical schools, each school having a total of 100 girls enrolled. One of the schools 
will implement three years of on-site feeding only. Another will combine on-site feeding and 
THRs for three years, whilst the third will not implement any FFE programmes.  

 
In our simulation, after three years of FFE implementation, the school with a combination 

of on-site feeding and THRs will have 68 more girls enrolled than the school with no FFE at 
all. The different trends in absolute enrolment for these simulation schools are shown in 
Figure 9. 
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Figure 9: Models of average school enrolment in hypothetical schools with different FFE 
modalities 

Changes in enrolment gender parity index 
The impact of THRs also becomes clearer when we look at the changes in the enrolment 

gender parity index (GPI) calculated by dividing the number of girls by the number of boys 
enrolled in school. Gender parity is achieved when the GPI is equal to 1. An enrolment GPI 
smaller than 1 indicates a low access to education by girls, i.e. that for each boy in school 
there is less than one girl. 

 
In schools combining on-site feeding with THRs, the increase in the enrolment GPI was 

double that of schools with only on-site feeding, and was not limited to the first year of FFE 
assistance. The enrolment GPI was found to increase by 19 percent after the first year of 
combined FFE, whilst no significant change in the GPI was found after the first year in 
schools offering on-site feeding only.  

Changes in girls’ enrolment by school grade 
By looking at girls’ absolute enrolment by grade in two consecutive years we estimated 

the yearly changes in absolute enrolment in each primary school grade (as shown in Table 2). 
Table 2: Yearly percentage changes in girls’ absolute enrolment by grade in SSA (averages, 
weighted by beneficiaries)* 

 

(A) During 
first year 
with on-site 
feeding 

95% 
C.I. 

(B) During first 
year with take-
home rations and 
on-site feeding 

95% 
C.I. 

(C) After 
first year 
with on-
site 
feeding* 

95% 
C.I. 

(D) After first 
year with take-
home rations and 
on-site feeding* 

95% 
C.I. 

Grade 1 31% ±7% 25% ±10% 46% ±10% 22% ±5% 
Grade 2 25% ±8% 42% ±16% 20% ±5% 38% ±9% 
Grade 3 31% ±9% 43% ±15% 17% ±4% 33% ±9% 
Grade 4 40% ±7% 29% ±10% 19% ±4% 35% ±9% 
Grade 5 24% ±7% 42% ±15% 18% ±4% 46% ±8% 

* differences between values in columns (C) and (D) significant at p<0.05 
 
Schools with only on-site feeding showed the highest rates of increase in grade 1 

throughout the assistance programme, year on year.  Generally, after the first year of 
assistance, the average percentage changes in girls’ absolute enrolment in schools with 
combined THRs and on-site feeding were most significant in the higher primary school 
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grades. In grade 5, FFE programmes combining on-site feeding with THRs drew over 40 
percent more girls per year, more than twice the yearly increase in the same grade in schools 
implementing only on-site feeding. 

Enrolment by grade simulations 
The results shown in Table 2 were used to simulate absolute enrolment in a hypothetical 

pair of schools over a period of three years. Both schools’ initial enrolment figures were 
modelled using the average enrolment figures for girls found in real schools soon to receive 
FFE assistance (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10: Simulations of girls’ absolute enrolment by grade in schools with different FFE 
modalities 

Results of the simulation show that after three years in schools with combined on-site 
feeding and THRs, girls’ absolute enrolment would be higher than in schools providing only 
on-site feeding in all grades but grade 1. These results suggest that THRs can significantly 
both sustain girls’ absolute enrolment and reduce girls’ drop-out from higher primary school 
grades.  

Classroom conditions 
Average classroom conditions in WFP-assisted schools as summarised by the pupil-to-

classroom and pupil-to-teacher ratios showed a significant increase of students without an 
increase in the number of teachers or classrooms during the first year of FFE assistance, 
followed by a decline after the first year of programme to ratios found before FFE 
programmes had begun, as shown in Table 3. This finding suggests that in WFP-assisted 
schools, schooling infrastructure and number of teachers was successfully scaled-up 
throughout the course of FFE programmes in order to accommodate the increase in enrolment. 

 
Table 3: School level indicators in WFP-assisted schools in SSA (averages, weighted by 
beneficiaries) 

 
No FFE 

yet 
95% 
C.I. 

During first year 
with FFE 

95% 
C.I. 

After first year 
with FFE 

95% 
C.I. 

Pupil-to-classroom ratio 64 ±3.02 90 ±4.80 65 ±2.00 
Pupil-to-teacher ratio 51 ±1.37 62 ±2.38 55 ±5.11 
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2.4  Discussion and limitations 

Food for Education, in the form of school meals, snacks or take-home rations, is 
considered to be one way of enrolling more girls into school, keeping them enrolled, and 
enhancing their adulthood wellbeing and productivity as a result. Based on findings of 
surveys conducted in 32 African countries between 2002 and 2005, the paper explores the 
contribution to girl enrolment of WFP’s FFE programmes. Results on changes in absolute 
enrolment in WFP-assisted schools in SSA showed that FFE had a positive impact. In SSA, 
the average absolute enrolment increased at a rate of 28 percent for girls and by 22 percent for 
boys during the first year of any FFE programmes3. Interestingly, the increases in absolute 
enrolment after the first year of FFE were found to vary substantially by the type of FFE 
programme. In particular, in FFE programmes that combined on-site feeding for all students 
and take-home rations for girls, as opposed to only on-site feeding programmes, the increase 
in girls’ absolute enrolment was found to be sustained at values close to 30 percent year on 
year. When only on-site meals were provided, the rate of increase in absolute enrolment after 
the first year of FFE implementation reverted to rates similar to those of the year prior to 
implementation. THR programmes are usually implemented in areas where there is a 
significant gender gap in access to education. The sustained increase of girls enrolment after 
the first year of FFE may also suggest that in certain contexts it can take several years before 
all the girls in the targeted areas can actually have access to assisted schools. 

 
THRs also appeared to support girls’ absolute enrolment across primary school grades, 

thus suggesting reduced drop-out of female students, particularly in the higher grades. As the 
opportunity cost of sending girls to school tends to increase with a girls’ age, this finding 
suggests that the income transfer from THRs to families of female students tends to offset the 
opportunity cost of sending older girls to school. Therefore, combining on-site feeding for all 
students with THRs targeting only girls in grades 4 and 5 (rather than for all girls which 
would be more costly) should be considered in WFP FFE programmes where large gender 
disparities exist.  Evidence from this study also suggests that in WFP-assisted schools, school 
infrastructure was scaled-up and improved throughout the course of FFE programmes. It 
seems that the issue of crowded classrooms was being addressed in WFP FFE programmes 
through, for instance, the use of complementary EP programmes, government or other 
partners’ activities.  

 
The operational nature of the surveys used in this study limits the robustness of the 

experimental design, as the data used in this study was collected as part of WFP’s ongoing 
school level monitoring and evaluation of FFE programmes and not as part of a specific 
impact assessment. Due to the lack of strict control groups, we have limited ourselves to 
comparing the effects of different types of FFE programmes on absolute enrolment over time. 
Schools due to start receiving FFE assistance should be considered only as a proxy control 
group as the effect of the prospect of receiving FFE assistance in the near future would 
probably also act as an incentive for enrolment. In a study carried out in Pakistan [17], where 
true control groups were used to evaluate the WFP FFE programme, the “natural” increase in 
enrolment was a half of the rate observed in this study (7 percent as compared to 14 percent). 
Schools assisted by WFP FFE, including those belonging to the proxy-control group are 
targeted on the basis of food insecurity and VAM as well as an analysis of the educational 
context in each country [5]. 

 
Establishing the net enrolment ratio (NER), an official MDG target indicator, still 

provides a huge challenge to governments and development agencies because of a lack of 
reliable population statistics [18] in developing countries. Results on absolute enrolment 
provide only a partial picture on the progress made in achieving Millennium Development 

                                                 
3  The figures on yearly percentage changes in WFP-assisted schools will be used as measures of adequacy in terms of 
performance with regards to absolute enrolment in WFP’s 2006 Annual Performance Report. 
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Goal II. However, by analysing changes in absolute enrolment we can provide useful insights 
on the impact of the different FFE interventions aimed at supporting access to education.    

 
The data used in this study was collected as part of WFP’s ongoing school level 

monitoring and evaluation of FFE programmes and not as part of a specific impact 
assessment. However, this study has shown that FFE programmes can have a lasting positive 
influence on average school absolute enrolment and that by providing extra THRs to girls, in 
addition to their participation in on-site feeding, a strong contribution to achieving the MDGs 
and gender equality in primary education can be made. Results from this study also highlight 
the importance of combining FFE with interventions addressing the quality of the schooling 
environment. 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of SSFS implemented from 2001 to 2005 and 

identified trends in enrolment in WFP-assisted schools. In the following section, using the 
same methodology, we will explore the results from SSFS on attendance rates in schools 
assisted by WFP FFE. 
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3. Food for Education and attendance 
In this section we review the trends in pupil attendance in WFP-assisted schools. Using 

an identical methodology, but over a data set encompassing less countries than the analysis on 
absolute enrolment in section 2, we attempt to capture the progress made with regards to 
attendance in schools with FFE.  

3.1  Background 

Enrolling children to school is only the first step in achieving the MDGs. Once they are 
enrolled, pupils must be supported throughout their schooling in order to minimize the risk of 
absenteeism and ultimately drop-out. WFP FFE interventions are designed to support high, 
stable attendance and to reduce drop-out in vulnerable, food insecure areas. Variations in 
pupil attendance can be due to many different factors, many of which are beyond the 
immediate objectives of FFE. However, providing an incentive to families and children to 
attend school can have positive effects on enhancing and stabilizing attendance rates [4,7]. 
The THR modality of FFE, in particular, is conditional on a pupil actually attending school 
above a certain “suitable” threshold, usually set at 80 percent of attendance days in a given 
school month. THRs have been found to be particularly effective where large gender 
disparities in education exist. Of course, on-site meals are in principle also conditional on 
attendance (though in some extreme cases parents have been known to collect their child’s 
school meal to bring home to their sick child) and are also designed to keep children in school 
throughout the school day. In this study, we use data from SSFS in order to monitor the 
attendance rates in WFP-assisted schools. SSFS are designed to collect data for two months in 
the school year: one month with highest attendance and another with the lowest. In this 
manner, we can obtain a general picture of school attendance, and also investigate the 
seasonal variation in attendance. In rural areas, school children may end up working in the 
fields at harvest time - or in the dry season have to walk the cattle to distant pastures, rather 
than attend school. Cultural habits like girls’ circumcision, or other initiation rites, may also 
prevent children from going to school during particular months of the school year. We also 
attempt to compare the effect on girls’ attendance of THRs combined with on-site meals to 
that of on-site meals alone. 

3.2  Methodology 

We designed a retrospective cross-sectional quantitative exercise identical to that used in 
section 2.2 to study the effect that the different modalities of FFE programmes can have at the 
school level in supporting primary school attendance, especially for girls. However, we used a 
smaller dataset than that used to study absolute enrolment, collected between 2005 and 2006, 
covering 12 countries (6 in sub-Saharan Africa and 6 in South Asia) and 2,866 WFP-assisted 
schools 4 . Attendance data for these countries was collected using the same structured 
questionnaire and therefore allowed for meaningful aggregation for this particular indicator. 
Also, as a result of the decentralisation of the data processing, the data quality with regards to 
attendance was much improved compared to the earlier SSFS. School level attendance data 
was collected by grade and by gender over two selected months in the school year, one with 
the lowest attendance and one with the highest.  

3.3  Results 

In 288 schools food assistance had not yet begun by the time the survey was conducted, 
and this group will serve as a proxy control. 369 schools were receiving food for the first year, 
whilst the remaining 1,787 schools had been assisted for one year or more. All assisted 
                                                 
4 For details on this data set refer to appendix 2. 
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schools in the sample that had received food before the survey was conducted had on-site 
meals or a combination of on-site meals and THRs. Generally, WFP-assisted schools were 
found to have very high attendance rates during the two surveyed months for both boys and 
girls. In the high attendance month, attendance rates for girls and boys averaged over 92 
percent with no substantive difference between genders and programme duration. In the low 
attendance month, attendance rates in WFP-assisted schools averaged a few points lower than 
in the high attendance month, with very slight differences between genders. The “gap” 
between high and low attendance months was small (3 points for boys and 4 for girls) and 
statistically significant (p<.005). We investigated the influence of combining THRs to on-site 
meals on the attendance gap for girls. Interestingly, we observed markedly lower gaps, 8 
points lower in the first year and 4 in the following years, for girls receiving a combination of 
on-site meals and THRs than those receiving on-site meals alone. Girls receiving combined 
FFE had lower gaps than boys in the first year of assistance, and identical gaps after the first 
year (see Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: Seasonal gap in average attendance rates with different modalities of FFE 

3.4  Discussion and limitations 

Average attendance was found to be well over WFP’s target of 80 percent in WFP-
assisted schools in a sample of assisted countries. The results of this exercise indicate that 
pupils in WFP-assisted schools are participating regularly in schooling. Combining THRs to 
on-site meals also appears to stabilise girls’ attendance rates during the low attendance season. 
However, feedback from the field has indicated that school registers, the primary source of 
attendance data, often tend to show inflated attendance rates. School principals in some 
instances may feel that food distribution is tied to positive performance, or may need to meet 
attendance targets set by national governments, thus leading to bias results. Monitoring visits 
and spot checks should be considered in areas where school registers have been found to be 
unreliable. In principle, FFE assistance should also be conditional to accurate record keeping 
by the assisted schools. The results in this analysis are limited to 12 WFP-assisted countries 
and are therefore not representative for all WFP FFE operations. However, similar results 
with regards to attendance rates well above 80 percent were also found in an analysis of WFP 
SSFS data from 32 countries in sub-Saharan Africa. 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of SSFS implemented from 2005-2006 and 

identified trends in attendance in WFP-assisted schools. In the next section, using the same 
methodology and data set, we will explore the results on the issue of short-term hunger in 
WFP-assisted schools. 
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4. Food for Education and short‐term hunger 
In this section we discuss the issue of short-term hunger in WFP-assisted schools. 

Currently, we can only take a glimpse of this complex issue through SSFS. However, WFP’s 
monitoring systems have also been evolving in time to capture the depth of the problem in 
WFP-assisted schools, mostly through a set of process indicators, linked to timing, quantity 
and quality of the food distribution. Data on these school level processes is still being 
harmonised across the different WFP operations, and will be included in future analyses.  

4.1  Background 

Research has shown that short-term hunger, common in children who are not fed before 
going to school, can have an adverse effect on pupils’ learning [8,10]. Children who are 
hungry have more difficulty concentrating and performing complex tasks, even if otherwise 
well nourished. The extra demands on school-age children (to perform chores or walk long 
distances to school) create a need for energy that is much greater than that of younger children. 
WFP FFE programmes are generally designed to alleviate short-term hunger in the classroom 
by providing a meal or snack early in the school day. Alleviating short-term hunger will in 
turn help pupils to be more attentive and concentrate better.  

 
In terms of regular monitoring and evaluation, measuring hunger in the classroom and its 

possible alleviation through school meals or snacks, is extremely difficult. The difficulty 
arises not only from the fact that hunger itself is difficult to measure objectively, but 
investigating the attribution of short-term hunger alleviation through the provision of school 
meals is also difficult in WFP operational contexts. In the past, WFP focussed on collecting 
teachers’ perceptions of the relief of short-term hunger, which is a rather subjective indicator. 
However, data on the prevalence of short-term hunger in the classroom, as well as on the 
timing, quality and quantity of the meal is also being collected and can provide meaningful 
proxies on both the problem of short-term hunger, and the process of alleviating it. 

4.2  Survey findings 

SSFS results5 in 12 countries implemented during 2005 and 2006 found that an estimated 
40 percent of pupils in long-standing FFE programmes, and 63 percent in new programmes 
do not consume some food before coming to school. Results from Cambodia showed that 
nearly all children do not eat at home before going to school, well above the average for the 
remaining countries as shown in Figure 12, indicating that the issue of short-term hunger in 
the classroom is particularly relevant there. 

 
Teachers in 88 percent of new programme schools observed changes in pupils’ classroom 

behaviour since the on-site meal or snack programme had been introduced. Teachers in nearly 
all new programme schools found positive changes in pupils’ attentiveness, attentiveness span 
and cognitive and learning abilities. In 85 percent of schools, teachers also found reduced 
violence and aggressiveness amongst pupils. No substantive country variations were found 
for these indicators. 

 
Pupils also reported similar findings, with an estimated 78 percent reporting improved 

attentiveness, concentration span and learning abilities. Moreover, 82 percent of children in 
schools with new programmes, and 97 percent of children in schools with long-standing 
programmes found that FFE was a good programme. 77 percent of pupils in new programme 
schools, and 93 percent in schools with long standing programmes liked the food that was 
being served in school. 

                                                 
5 For details on this data set refer to appendix 2. 
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Figure 12: Percentage of children by country who normally do not eat at home before going to 
school 

4.3  Discussion 

Children who are not fed before going to school and face short-term hunger in the 
classroom are more likely to have difficulty concentrating on their lessons. SSFS results have 
shown that large numbers of children were found to be attending WFP-assisted schools 
without having had any food before coming to school, indicating that short-term hunger was 
indeed a problem. Once in the classroom, such children’s attentiveness and cognitive 
performance may improve if school meals or snacks are available before the lessons begin. 
Indeed, in SSFS both pupils and teachers in schools that had recently begun FFE programmes 
reported improved attentiveness, concentration span and learning abilities. Though these 
findings, mostly from group exercises, are quite subjective and do not empirically show that 
FFE has had an impact on the relief of short-term hunger, they provide inputs on what 
teachers and pupils think about the effects of FFE in the classroom. FFE in the form of school 
feeding, or snacks, is generally designed to address the problem of short-term hunger in the 
classroom, and therefore there is a need for WFP to obtain reliable data on the timeliness, 
quantity and quality of the food distribution in schools and this will mostly be achieved 
through the monitoring of key FFE processes (see section 1). Work is underway to 
standardise these process indicators in order to broaden the assessment of the performance of 
FFE programmes 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of SSFS implemented from 2005 to 2006 and 

identified trends in short-term hunger in WFP-assisted schools. Using the same methodology 
and data set, in the following section we will explore the results from SSFS on the coverage of 
EP activities in WFP-assisted schools. 
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5. The Essential Package 
In this section we outline the coverage of the EP activities in WFP-assisted schools. We 

then describe a framework that was developed to estimate the costs of delivering the EP to 
WFP-assisted schools. 

5.1  Background 

The EP is a set of twelve interventions aimed at improving the school health and nutrition 
of school-age children [3]. The EP is based on the FRESH Framework, an inter-sectoral 
initiative, providing the context for effective implementation of access to health and nutrition 
services within school health programmes. The EP is a platform through which quality of 
education can be supported in WFP-assisted schools. As outlined in section 1, in the FFE 
programme theory, the provision of EP services in WFP-assisted schools is necessary in order 
to achieve the educational outcomes of FFE. Most of the EP interventions are implemented 
through cooperating partners, including national governments, NGO’s and other UN agencies. 
As a result, different stakeholders are accountable for the provision of EP services on the 
ground. In order to monitor the implementation of the EP, WFP uses SSFS to collect data on 
the coverage of EP activities in WFP-assisted schools.  

 

Box 2: The 12 interventions included in the Essential Package 

1. Basic education  

2. Food for Education  

3. Promotion of girls’ education 

4. Potable water and sanitary facilities 

5. Health, nutrition and hygiene education 

6. Systematic deworming  

7. Micronutrient supplementation 

8. HIV/AIDS education  

9. Psychosocial support  

10. Malaria prevention  

11. School gardens  

12. Improved stoves 

5.2  Essential Package activities in WFP‐assisted schools 

SSFS collect data on the coverage of essential package activities. In the following 
sections we will describe the results from a sample of 12 countries surveyed between 2005 
and 2006. The results will also be presented from the perspective of “new programme” 
schools where assistance started during the year of survey, or from “existing programme” 
schools, where FFE has been implemented for a year or more.  

Basic education 
Basic education includes teacher training, salaries, provision of school supplies, 

curriculum development and classroom construction. The main responsibility lies with the 
government which must ensure policies that favour education of girls and boys, teacher 
salaries and also work with donors to prioritise education activities.  
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 Curriculum development training to teachers was found in 68 percent of WFP-
assisted schools, whilst the provision of educational material to pupils (e.g. textbooks) 
was covered in 89 percent of schools. Table 4 shows the average classroom 
conditions in WFP-assisted schools. 

Table 4: Average classroom conditions in WFP-assisted schools 

Activities WFP-assisted schools 

Curriculum development training to teachers 68% 
Provision of educational material (textbooks, etc.) to pupils 89% 
Training on skills-based education to teachers 27% 
Skills-based health education to pupils 35% 

Average classroom conditions WFP-assisted schools New 
programme 

Existing 
programme 

Pupils to teacher ratio 50 58 49 
Pupils to classroom ratio 58 78 50 
Ratio of female to male teachers 0.8 1.3 0.62 
Ratio of girl to boy pupils  0.87 0.87 0.87 
Monthly attendance rate – girls  91% 92% 90% 
Monthly attendance rate – boys 90% 92% 90% 

 
Substantive and statistically significant differences (p<0.05) were found in the pupils to 

teacher ratio and the pupil to classroom ratio in new and existing schools. This finding 
suggests that the duration of WFP assistance appeared to promote investments in teaching and 
infrastructure. Teacher absenteeism was reported to be a serious problem in 11 percent of 
WFP-assisted schools; economic reasons, and maternity leave for female teachers, were cited 
as the main issues behind this problem.  

 Water and sanitation  
The objective is for every primary school to be equipped with separate sanitary facilities 

for boys and girls, and to have a source of clean and safe drinking water6. The technical 
choices are made according to local conditions, the total number of school children, 
maintenance and costs.  

 56 percent of WFP-assisted schools were found to have access to a safe water source 
within the school compound; 62 percent had access to a safe water source within a ten 
minute walk from the school.    

 58 percent of WFP-assisted schools had improved sanitation facilities. 49 percent of 
schools had sanitation facilities that were well maintained. 41 percent of schools had 
separate latrines for teachers and pupils, whilst 43 percent were found to have 
separate facilities for boys and girls. 

Health, nutrition and hygiene education  
Hygiene promotion is seen as an intrinsic element of any water and sanitation initiative 

and, in the context of school health, is now a central focus for school sanitation and hygiene 
programmes. 

 Teachers received training on skills-based health education in 27 percent of WFP-
assisted schools, whilst pupils received skills-based health education training in 35 
percent of schools.  

                                                 
6 According to the guidelines of WHO/UNICEF, improved and unimproved water sources and sanitation facilities are classified 
as follows: 
Water sources: Safe (pipe connection, public standpipe, borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, rainwater collection), 
unsafe (rivers or ponds, vendor-provided water, bottled water (because of the limitations in the potential quantity), tanker truck 
water). 
Sanitation facilities: Improved (connection to a public sewer, connection to a septic system, flush latrine, simple pit latrine, 
ventilated improved pit latrine). Unimproved (Open pit latrine, bucket latrine). 

 27



 Teachers received training on nutrition education in 19 percent of WFP-assisted 
schools, whilst pupils received skills-based health education training in 23 percent of 
schools.  

 Hand washing facilities were available in 51 percent of schools. Children in 61 
percent of schools reported washing their hands after using sanitary facilities, whilst 
in 88 percent of schools they reported washing their hands before eating. 

Systematic deworming 
WFP’s goal is to expand deworming activities to include all its FFE programmes where 

the prevalence of intestinal parasites is a serious problem. 
 Teachers received training on deworming interventions in 38 percent of WFP-assisted 

schools, whilst pupils received deworming treatment in 56 percent of schools.  

Micronutrient supplementation 
WFP aims to provide micronutrient supplements as part of its FFE programmes in areas 

with high prevalence of micronutrient deficiencies amongst school-aged children. 
 Micronutrient supplementation was provided to children in 40 percent of WFP-

assisted schools. A 28 point difference between new and existing schools (47 percent 
to 19 percent respectively) suggests that in time, FFE programmes tend to incorporate 
micronutrient supplementation. 

 
Box 3: Deworming and micronutrient supplementation activities in WFP-assisted schools. 

In WFP-assisted schools in 2005-
2006, the coverage of deworming 
and micronutrient supplementation 
varied considerably from country to 
country.  
 
Generally, existing schools were 
found to cover a larger share of 
pupils than new schools, suggesting 
that long-standing FFE programmes 
are effective platforms for school-
health and nutrition activities like 
deworming and micronutrient 
supplementation. In Nepal for 
instance, the FFE programme 
provided pupils with close to 
universal coverage of both activities.  
 
In Cambodia and India, all pupils 
benefited from either deworming or 
micronutrient supplementation. 
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HIV and AIDS education  
Young people, especially children aged between 6 and 14, offer a window of hope in 
stopping the spread of HIV and AIDS if life skills programmes can reach them. 

 HIV/AIDS prevention education reached teachers in 27 percent of WFP-assisted 
schools, and pupils in 30 percent of schools. Coverage of HIV/AIDS prevention 
education peaked at 83 percent of pupils in Cambodia and Guinea, and was lowest in 
Nepal and India. In India, worryingly, no pupils in new schools and only 7 percent in 
existing schools were trained on HIV/AIDS prevention education. 

 28 



Malaria Prevention 
In school-age children, malaria is estimated to account for between 10 and 20 percent of 

mortality and is an important cause of morbidity. School-based malaria prevention 
programmes are a good example of how schools can make a contribution to community health. 

 Training programmes on malaria prevention for teachers were implemented in 13 
percent of schools and reached 24 percent of pupils. Mosquito nets were distributed to 
3 percent of pupils. 

School gardens 
School gardens are cultivation areas or school laboratories around schools. School 

gardening is considered an important complement to school feeding programmes for the 
learning opportunities it offers. 

 School gardens were found in 38 percent of WFP-assisted schools. Training on 
school gardens for teachers was implemented in 14 percent of WFP-assisted schools 
and reached 23 percent pupils. 

Improved Stoves 
Inefficient wood stoves used in school kitchens affect both cook’s, children’s and 

teacher’s health and cause negative environmental impacts. WFP regards environmental 
interventions in schools as a long-term investment in local food security.  

 68 percent of schools had a kitchen within the school compound. 94 percent of 
schools used wood as cooking fuel. Improved stoves were found in 16 percent of 
WFP-assisted schools. 

5.3  Discussion 

The EP is a set of twelve interventions aimed at improving the school health and nutrition 
of school-age children. As outlined in section 1, in the FFE programme theory, the provision 
of EP services in WFP-assisted schools is necessary in order to achieve the educational 
outcomes of FFE. Moreover, the EP interventions are implemented through broad 
partnerships, ideally coordinated by national governments through educational development 
plans. As a result, different stakeholders will be accountable for the provision of EP services 
in different contexts. These accountabilities need to be well defined and monitored in order 
for the EP to be implemented effectively on the ground. 

 
The results of the SSFS 2005-2006 showed generally a higher coverage of EP activities in 

long standing FFE programmes compared to new programmes, suggesting that WFP-assisted 
schools are working as platforms for complementary school health and nutrition activities. 
The coverage of EP activities though varied considerably by activity and by country. In 
particular, basic education activities provided by national governments were found to have the 
highest coverage, followed in particular countries by micronutrient supplementation and 
deworming, two key interventions aimed at improving the health and nutrition of school-age 
children. SSFS results also highlighted gaps in the provision of basic services to schools, 
particularly in respect to water and sanitation. Deworming activities and micronutrient 
supplementation for pupils are increasingly being introduced into FFE programmes, achieving 
universal coverage in several WFP-assisted countries. 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of SSFS implemented from 2005 to 2006 on 

the coverage of EP activities in WFP-assisted schools. Using the same methodology and data, 
in the next section we will investigate the issue of household and pupil decisions on education. 
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6. Food for education and barriers to education 
In this section, we describe the results of WFP’s monitoring of the main reasons for non-

enrolment, absenteeism and drop-out in WFP-assisted schools. We will also analyse the 
perceptions on the quality of schooling and of the FFE programme of pupils in WFP-assisted 
schools. A word of caution must be made before we outline the main findings on these issues: 
The SSFS as it currently stands cannot provide an in-depth analysis on the barriers to 
education in WFP-assisted schools, but it can provide general insights on the problems faced 
by children in accessing or completing their schooling. The SSFS tools and methodology are 
being revised in 2007 in order to allow a more meaningful analysis of this topic in the future.   

6.1   Background 

Household choices regarding education are often a result of a complex decision process 
where poverty and hunger play an important role in determining the schooling outcomes. 
Central to the decision process is an assessment of the costs and benefits of school 
participation [4]. Costs can be direct, like school fees, uniforms or textbooks, but there are 
also opportunity costs of a child’s time that could be spent on, for example, household chores 
or in providing an extra income for the household. Economic costs though may not always be 
the main cause for low schooling participation. Perceptions on the value of education and 
cultural habits can be strong barriers to education, particularly for girls. Other elements 
affecting children’s schooling decisions include the quality of schooling itself, as well as the 
level of education of individual parents. Generally, the benefits of education arise from 
improved earning opportunities after school completion, an issue that depends on several 
assumptions including the absorption capacity of the job market and the quality of schooling 
received. Improved education may also result in more productive work within the household, 
as well as in improved health and social status. FFE is designed to act as an incentive to shift 
the balance within households of the cost and benefits of schooling towards increased 
participation in education. 

6.2  Survey findings 

In order to monitor the role that food can have in increasing access to education and 
understand the main barriers to education in WFP-assisted schools, SSFS systematically 
collect data from groups of teachers, parents and school children on this issue.  

Barriers to education 
The results of SSFS implemented in 12 countries between 2005 and 2006 found that 

groups of parents and teachers, and groups of pupils, for both boys and girls independently 
found that the two main reasons for non-enrolment and for drop-out were household 
economic commitments and parents’ negative attitude towards the value of education. Parents 
and teachers then found pupils’ employment as the third most important barrier to enrolment, 
whilst for groups of children it was the cost of schooling. As in the case of non-enrolment, 
parents and teachers found household economic commitments as the main obstacle for pupil 
attendance, for both boys and girls. Sickness and health reasons were found to be the second 
most important reason for pupils’ absenteeism. Alternative employment, or socio-cultural 
beliefs and practices were the third and fourth most important reasons for absenteeism in 
WFP-assisted schools. 

Incentives for schooling 
Table 5 shows how samples of pupils found the quality of the services in WFP-assisted 

schools that were assisted for less than one year (new programme schools) and for over one 
year (existing programme schools). School buildings and classrooms were found to be poor or 

 30 



very poor by over 30 percent of pupils in new schools, compared to 21 percent in existing 
schools. Similarly, 35 percent of children found the water sources to be poor or very poor in 
new schools, compared to 26 percent in existing schools. Cooking facilities were considered 
to be good or very good by 46 percent of pupils in new schools, compared to 69 percent in 
existing schools. 77 percent of pupils in new programme schools and 93 percent in schools 
with long standing programmes liked the food that was being served in school. Generally, 
over 90 percent of pupils found the quality teaching and the lessons to be good or very good. 
Table 5: Pupil perceptions on the quality of services provided in WFP-assisted schools 

  New programme schools Existing programme schools 

Facility/Service Very 
good Good Poor Very Poor NA Very 

good Good Poor Very Poor NA 

School 
buildings/classrooms 9% 59% 22% 9% 1% 14% 63% 17% 4% 1% 
School playground 7% 44% 24% 8% 18% 7% 45% 25% 5% 15% 
Sanitation (latrines) 5% 43% 26% 12% 13% 5% 38% 20% 11% 26% 
Water sources 4% 44% 22% 13% 17% 10% 51% 18% 8% 13% 
Cooking area (kitchen 
+ cook) 2% 44% 18% 4% 33% 8% 61% 17% 5% 8% 
Teaching and lessons 16% 79% 3% 0% 2% 23% 73% 3% 0% 1% 
NA – Not applicable           

 
Pupils’ perceptions also appeared to suggest that in WFP-assisted schools with longer-

standing programmes, the quality and coverage of basic services provided in school was 
improved compared to programmes that had just begun. 

6.3  Discussion 

School participation can depend on a wide range of factors, including the cost of 
schooling, child and parental motivation, quality of schooling, and work opportunities, 
amongst others. Central to the household decision process is a balancing of the costs and 
benefits of education. The costs are not only direct, school fees, textbooks or uniforms, but 
also include the opportunity cost of spending time in school rather than on earning an income 
or on other productive activities. Benefits can include improved earning opportunities, more 
productive work within the household, enhanced social status and improved health. FFE 
programmes are designed to make schools more attractive and offset the balance of the costs 
and benefits of education towards increased schooling participation. Results from SSFS in 12 
WFP-assisted countries in 2005-2006 showed that groups of pupils, parents and teachers 
found that household economic commitments were the main barriers to children’s schooling. 
In the case of enrolment and drop-out, household economic commitments were followed by 
parents’ negative attitude towards the benefits of education. SSFS results also showed that 
approximately 7 out of ten pupils in WFP-assisted schools found that the schooling 
infrastructure was good or very good. An overwhelming majority of pupils valued the FFE 
programme and liked the food that was being served in school, suggesting that FFE was 
contributing to making schools more attractive. Though these results can provide a general 
description of the main barriers to education in WFP-assisted schools, the SSFS as it currently 
stands does not provide an in-depth analysis of this issue. The SSFS tools and methodology 
are being revised in 2007 in order to allow a more meaningful analysis of this topic in the 
future. 

 
 
In this section we have glimpsed the context in which FFE programmes operate, 

exploring the main barriers to children’s education in WFP-assisted schools. In the next 
section we will analyse WFP project data to estimate the costs of FFE interventions.  

 

 31



7. Food for Education costs 
 

In this section, we estimate the costs of WFP FFE interventions in 2005 based on annual 
WFP project monitoring data. Monitoring FFE costs per child can provide inputs on ongoing 
WFP operations and possible resource estimates required for scale-up processes. Generally, 
however, WFP implementing partners, including national governments and NGOs, also incur 
costs in supporting the implementation of FFE programmes that are not captured in these 
calculations7.  

7.1  Background 

The monitoring of financial inputs into FFE is critical for a number of reasons, including 
accountability, transparency and equity. Assessing the cost of FFE is also crucial in terms of 
persuading partners of the financial feasibility of scaling up FFE programmes. FFE costs, 
alongside the different elements of the Essential Package approach, will be important in terms 
of identifying the size of the investments required to reach the EFA goals.  However, the 
diversity and complexity of the different WFP FFE operations poses a huge challenge in 
terms of obtaining a standardised methodology that can be meaningfully applied to all WFP 
FFE programmes. FFE costs depend on several different factors, including the composition 
and size of the ration, the caloric intake per day, the number of beneficiaries and the school 
feeding days per year. Logistics, security and climatic conditions will have an impact on 
programme expenditures. The geographical context will also affect the programme cost; 
operations in landlocked countries will generally face greater operational costs than in 
countries implementing the same type of programme that have access to the sea.  

 
To date, there have been two different FFE cost per beneficiary estimation exercises 

developed by the School Feeding Service. Both analyses used as a basis for the estimations 
the expenditures per operation, as reported on in the yearly Standard Project Reports (SPRs)8. 
The first cost per beneficiary exercise was undertaken in 2001 and relied on SPRs from 2000 
for beneficiary figures and overall project expenditures. Either the proportion of beneficiary 
numbers, or the food distributed, in school feeding activities over the whole project was used 
as a proxy to estimate school feeding expenditures in all WFP FFE operations. Different 
modalities of FFE (biscuits, on-site meals and THRs) were grouped together. Documentation 
on the details of the calculations was not available for study. The results of this exercise 
estimated an average cost per beneficiary of $34 USD per year. The second PDPF costing 
exercise took place in 2004 using SPR data from 2003 as a basis for a more detailed analysis 
that included FFE modality type, ration size and composition, as well as school feeding days. 
Country Offices were requested for inputs at different stages of the process and were involved 
in the validation of the results. A comprehensive analysis of the data, including a 
standardisation across programmes for school feeding days and ration calories, resulted in an 
estimated average (weighted by beneficiaries) cost per beneficiary of $21 USD per year. 
However, neither of the two estimations were able to provide satisfactory solutions to the 
potential difficulties in providing FFE costs using all the data available at WFP head-quarters. 
This exercise builds on previous WFP analyses by the School Feeding Service as well as on 
more recent work by the HIV/AIDS service and has the following objectives: 

                                                 
7 For this purpose, WFP and its partners are also working on estimating the full cost of FFE in different countries. 
8 The rationale behind this choice is straightforward as SPRs contain data on beneficiaries, food distribution and expenditures, 
alongside other project information. This data is audited and signed-off by Country Offices, Regional Bureaux and Headquarters 
on an annual basis.  
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Objectives 
1. Provide estimates of standardised WFP expenditures per year per beneficiary using 

data from the 2005 SPRs. The estimates will be used to provide both a global average figure 
for FFE costs per beneficiary and one for each FFE modality. 

 
2. Validate the cost per beneficiary estimates obtained in 2001 ($34 USD per child per 

year) and 2003 (21 USD per child per year). 
 
3. Provide insights on the best choice for cost per beneficiary estimations adjusted for 

the number of school feeding days and calories provided for each country and across all WFP 
operations. 

7.2  Methodology 

Two data sources were used in this exercise to provide cost per beneficiary estimates. The 
first was SPR data, including expenditures, beneficiaries and food distribution collected 
through the WFP data-warehouse system. The second was Country Offices’ estimated yearly 
expenditure by beneficiary category, collected through the WFP statistics office. 

 
WFP project expenditures are captured on an annual basis in the SPRs. As the 

expenditures in SPRs are not broken down by project activity, the core of this exercise 
included an estimation of the amount of expenditures within a project that is accountable only 
to FFE activities. Generally, project level expenditures in the SPRs include direct operational 
costs (DOC) and support costs. DOC includes costs of commodities, transport, landside 
transport storage and handling (LTSH), and other direct operational costs (ODOC). Support 
costs include direct support costs (DSC) and indirect support costs (ISC). ISC are equal to the 
sum of DOC and DSC multiplied by a fixed ISC rate. Figure 13 shows a model of costs 
developed by the WFP HIV/AIDS service (PDPH) that summarises the cost breakdown of 
WFP operations used in this work. 

 

 
Figure 13: Breakdown of costs in WFP operations (PDPH, 2006) 

 
Beneficiary and food distribution data are usually reported on by activity within each 

country programme or development operation. In this exercise, the proportion of food 
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distributed in FFE activities over the total food distribution in each project is used as a 
parameter that is then used to scale total project expenditure in order to estimate the FFE 
expenditure. For example, in the Haiti Country Programme in 2005, WFP distributed 1789 
metric tones of food for FFE activities, out of a total 2885 metric tonnes distributed in the 
project, representing 62 percent of the food distributed during the year. Therefore 62 percent 
of the total expenditures in the Haiti country programme will be used as an estimate for the 
FFE expenditures in this project for 2005. 

 
Having estimated FFE expenditures per year per programme, we then divide this figure 

by the number of FFE beneficiaries reported in the SPR, obtaining an estimate for the yearly 
expenditure per beneficiary. 

Validation through Country Office estimates 
Country Office estimates of the expenditures incurred for the year for primary school 

children were divided by the official number of primary school beneficiaries to provide 
estimates used to cross check the SPR calculations. Countries where large differences in the 
two estimates were found were then investigated in more detail. 

Standardising across different operations 
Once validated, the “cost per beneficiary” estimates per programme are standardised 

across the different type of FFE modality. The standardisation parameters considered in this 
study are the number of school feeding days, set at 200, and the energy provided by the 
average ration in each FFE modality, namely on-site meals, biscuits, THRs and combined 
school meals plus THRs. 
 

7.3  Results 

Accurate data on FFE food distribution from the SPRs could only be obtained from a 
subset of country programmes and development operations, covering over 8.6 million 
beneficiaries and 42 countries. Figure 14 shows the share of beneficiaries by FFE modality in 
country programmes and development operations in the data. 
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Figure 14: Beneficiaries by FFE modality included in this study 

FFE expenditures were estimated by scaling the overall SPR project expenditures as 
described in the methodology section. The total estimated expenditure for FFE in the data set 
was $126,444,164.05 USD, out of a total estimated WFP FFE expenditure in 2005 of 
$304,800,000 USD9. Overall share of estimated FFE expenditure by modality is shown in 
Figure 15. 

                                                 
9 Source WFP Annual Performance Report 2005. 
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Figure 15:  Share of estimated FFE expenditures by modality 

Percentage shares of beneficiaries and expenditures are fairly similar for combined FFE 
and on-site programmes, but are substantially different for THRs and biscuits. A separate 
breakdown of the WFP SPR expenditure by cost category shows that on average 59 percent of 
project expenditures are due to commodity costs, 25 percent to transport, 14 percent to 
support costs, and 2 percent to ODOC. 

Estimating standardised costs per beneficiary per year 
A 200 on-site feeding day year was used to standardise the costs alongside a fixed 

parameter of 700 kilocalories for on-site and for combined on-site feeding and THRs. The 
weighted average calories distributed per year was used in the standardisation for the THR 
only modality. The standardised cost per beneficiary,  was calculated using sc
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where 
prc  = actual cost per beneficiary project expenditure 

sfd  = number of on-site feeding days 

calk  = average planned ration kilocalories per modality 

calk  = planned ration kilocalories 
The average cost per beneficiary per year (weighted by beneficiaries) by FFE modality is 

shown in Table 6. See Appendix 3 for a breakdown of costs by country. 
Table 6: Average (weighted by beneficiary) ration calories and yearly cost per beneficiaries by 
FFE modality 

Modality 
Energy 
(Kcal) 

Yearly WFP 
expenditure 
per 
beneficiary 
(SPR) 

Yearly WFP 
expenditure 
per 
beneficiary 
(CO est.) 

Standardised 
yearly WFP 
expenditure 
per 
beneficiary 
(SPR) 

Standardised 
yearly WFP 
expenditure 
per 
beneficiary 
(CO est.)) 

Standardised* 
Yearly WFP 
expenditure 
per 
beneficiary   

On-site 876 15.64 14.66 15.40 16.13 17.00 
Biscuits 313 8.85 9.31 9.02 9.31 9.02 
THRs ** 29.13 32.96 30.11 37.29 29.94 
Combined 672*** 18.22 16.39 20.34 18.67 18.93 
Overall  15.79 15.13 16.58 16.72 16.61 

*Standardised costs over 200 on-site feeding day period. 
** For THRs, the ration was standardised by yearly caloric content. 
*** For combined programme only on-site ration was considered, as not all beneficiaries received THRs. 

 
Results show that the standardised yearly weighted average FFE expenditure per 

beneficiary is $16.61 USD.  Generally, the estimates based on the SPRs compared well with 
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those obtained form the Country Office estimated expenditures, with few exceptions. 
Countries where large differences were found are currently being investigated. Where large 
differences existed, the Country Office cost figures were used instead of the SPRs. 
 

A scatter plot of standardised costs per beneficiary per year against number of 
beneficiaries suggests that large programmes benefit from economies of scale10, as shown in 
Figure 16.  

 

 
Figure 16: Standardised cost per beneficiary plotted against number of beneficiaries. 

Food and support costs and inter‐country variations 
The standardised cost per beneficiary varied substantially from one country to another. 

For example, in Guatemala the yearly standardised cost per beneficiary was $81.39 USD, 
which was the highest among the yearly cost per beneficiary estimates.  On the other hand, 
India had the lowest cost per beneficiary at $2.71 USD. Table 7 lists the five most expensive 
FFE programmes by country where costs are presented by food costs and non-food or support 
costs broken down by component. 
Table 7: Lists the five countries with the most expensive FFE interventions 

Country 
Total 

beneficiaries sc  Food Cost 
Transport 

Cost LTSH ODOC DSC ISC 
Guatemala 75,701.00 81.39 110,864.74 3,349.86 0.00 2,107.86 4,276.40 8,792.94 
Peru 4,243.00 77.25 143,620.90 16,328.41 0.00 1,398.82 8,548.01 7,820.00 
Benin 32,825.00 58.99 909,470.67 224,490.50 102,215.54 44,720.06 66,523.69 101,017.86 
Mali 88,220.00 50.06 2,897,229.04 610,904.95 1,731,917.89 92,369.29 389,560.43 316,153.16 
Malawi 213,894.00 49.54 3,340,528.47 229,137.63 625,937.67 98,424.00 477,250.49 437,042.81 
All costs are in USD        

sc = standardised cost per beneficiary per year    
 
                                                 
10 Results from the linear regression model with standardised costs per beneficiary as the dependent variable and number of 
beneficiaries as the explanatory variable (R2=0.155, p=0.000) showed that the standardised cost per beneficiary would drop by 
approximately 1.30 USD per extra 100,000 children reached. 
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Due to the variation in the cost of the food commodities provided for FFE interventions, 
in each country, further analysis was carried out excluding the food cost and considering only 
the non-food or support costs.  This analysis permits to assess the efficiency of delivering one 
metric tonne of food in the different WFP-assisted countries.  The average support cost for 
delivering 1 MT of food was found to be $250 USD.  Countries such as Madagascar and 
Central Africa Republic were found to have the highest support costs per metric tonne, $637 
and $597 USD respectively; while China had the lowest support cost with 60 USD per metric 
tonne.    

 
Support costs were further broken down by component (Transportation costs, Land and 

LTSH, DSC, ODOC, and ISC)11 in order to understand which of the components is driving 
the higher costs. Transportation and LTSH costs were found to be the main drivers for the 
high costs for countries with above average standardised cost per beneficiary.     

Government support 
In several WFP country programmes host governments contribute to the running of FFE 

programmes by providing the logistics for the food distribution. Countries like Pakistan, India, 
Cuba, El Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala and Peru all reported no LTSH expenditures in the 
SPR, indicating that the government had taken over the logistics. If we exclude such countries 
from the cost analysis, we can estimate the cost of WFP running the full FFE programme12.  
Our dataset was too small to offer meaningful comparisons across all the different modalities. 
However, for on-site meals programmes, the five countries that had no LTSH data (implying 
government contributions for the LTSH) had an average standardised cost per beneficiary of 
$22.40 USD, compared to an average of $18.05 USD in 14 countries where WFP 
implemented the whole programme. However, SPR data does not systematically cover 
government contributions, so these findings will need further investigation. 

7.4  Discussion 

In this study, we analysed project level WFP data from 2005 in order to estimate both the 
actual yearly WFP FFE expenditure per beneficiary and the projected yearly cost per 
beneficiary for a standardised FFE intervention. Calculations based on the 2005 SPR data 
showed that the weighted average yearly expenditure per beneficiary over all projects was 
$15.79 USD, whilst the projected yearly cost per beneficiary standardised over a 200 on-site 
feeding day period and average ration (in each FFE modality) was $16.61 USD. The cost per 
beneficiary was found to vary substantially by FFE modality, fortified biscuits providing the 
“cheapest” option of roughly $9 USD per year and THRs rations providing the most 
expensive option at approximately $30 USD per year.  

 
The standardised cost per beneficiary varied substantially from one country to another. 

Due to the variation in the cost of the food commodities provided for FFE interventions in 
each country, further analysis was carried out excluding the food cost and considering only 
the non-food or support costs. This analysis enabled us to assess the efficiency of delivering 
one metric tonne of food in the different WFP-assisted countries. The average support cost for 
delivering 1 MT of food was found to be $250 USD.  Countries such as Madagascar and 
Central Africa Republic were found to have the highest support costs per metric tonne, $637 
and $597 USD respectively, while China had the lowest support cost with $60 USD per 
metric tonne. Support costs were further broken down by component in order to identify the 
main drivers of the higher costs. Transportation and LTSH costs were found to be the main 
elements for the high costs for countries with above average standardised cost per beneficiary. 
By looking at countries where there was no explicit government contribution in the SPR data, 
                                                 
11 Transportation costs: Cost of sea and ocean transport.  LTSH: Land transport storage and handling.  DSC: Direct support cost.  
ODOC: Other direct Support cost.  ISC: Indirect support cost 
12 This analysis does not include costs to the community in running the FFE programme. 
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we were able to estimate the cost of FFE programmes run entirely by WFP. For on-site meals, 
the standardised cost per beneficiary per year was about $6.20 USD higher in countries with 
explicit government contribution to the food distribution than in countries where government 
provided no logistical support. The data on government contributions, however, is not 
reported on systematically in WFP SPRs, making this analysis rather difficult at this moment 
and will have to be further investigated. This finding suggests that WFP operations appear to 
be more cost-efficient when run without explicit government logistics. 

 
This study has shown that the estimated expenditure per WFP FFE beneficiary appears to 

be much lower than the $34 USD estimate of 2001, and closer to the 2003 estimate of $21 
USD per year. Plausible reasons for the difference of over 10 USD per child per year between 
the 2001 estimate and the 2003 and current estimates are difficult to make in the absence of 
details on the 2001 estimation methodology. However, since 2001, the share of WFP FFE 
beneficiaries reached by fortified biscuits, the cheapest of the FFE options, has increased 
considerably, mainly due to large programmes in India, Indonesia and Bangladesh. This will 
have contributed to lowering the overall cost per child estimates in the more recent 
calculations. Economies of scale will also have played a large part in reducing the cost 
estimate since 2001, as the number of beneficiaries reached by WFP between 2001 and 2004 
increased by 44 percent during this period.  

Limitations 
In general, WFP expenditures portray only a subset of actual FFE costs. Costs incurred by 

local communities in preparing the food, teachers managing the distributions and other real 
costs of implementing FFE programmes are not included in these estimates. A more detailed 
analysis of these hidden costs is currently being conducted by PDPF. Obtaining FFE 
expenditures by using food distribution could be fairly accurate if FFE is a main component 
of a country programme.  An analysis of the percentage of FFE food distribution showed that 
on average 60 percent (minimum of 2 percent and a maximum of 100 percent) of overall 
project distribution was due to FFE. However, an analysis of results from 22 countries where 
the percentage of FFE food distribution was greater than 60 percent of food distributed in the 
project, shown in Table 8, suggests that the estimated cost per beneficiary figure of 20 USD 
per child per year was fairly robust. 
Table 8: Average (weighted by beneficiary) yearly cost per beneficiaries by FFE modality in 22 
countries where FFE food distribution was greater than 60 percent of overall project distribution. 

Modality 
Standardised* yearly WFP expenditure per 
beneficiary 

On-site $15.30 
Biscuits $18.96 
THRs** $26.05 
Combined*** $25.65 
Total $19.28 

*Standardised costs over 200 school feeding day period. 
** For THRs, the ration was standardised by yearly caloric content. 
*** For combined programme only on-site ration was considered, as not all beneficiaries received THRs. 

 
Country programme and development data does not account for majority of WFP 

operations. However, an analysis of Country Office expenditures per beneficiary by project 
category showed that in 2005, development and country programmes estimates ($14.08USD) 
are comparable to PRRO estimates ($16.65 USD) and much higher than EMOP estimates 
($8.95 USD). This analysis will have to be validated by a more thorough analysis in the future. 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of an analysis of FFE costs based on WFP 

project expenditures in 2005. In the next section of this report we will explore the results of 
SSFS in two country case studies. 
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8. Country case studies 
In this section we will outline two country case studies of SSFS implemented in 2005-

2006, covering Côte d’Ivoire and Nepal13 and an example of a full cost analysis of FFE in 
Kenya.  

8.1  SSFS Côte d’Ivoire 

A SSFS was carried out in May-June 2005 as a central part of the regular monitoring of 
the WFP FFE programme implemented in Côte d’Ivoire. Under the FFE programme, WFP 
provides school meals to 545,000 school children. The specific objectives of the SSFS were 
to monitor the absolute enrolment, attendance rates and the pupils’ ability to concentrate and 
learn in WFP-assisted schools in Côte d’Ivoire.  

 

 
Figure 17: Map of WFP-assisted areas in Côte d’Ivoire 

                                                 
13 The content of this section was taken from the executive summary of the country status reports. For more details, or for the full 
reports, please contact PDPF. 
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Out of 2,367 schools assisted with the FFE Programme in Côte d’Ivoire, a total of 353 
schools were selected using random sampling with inclusion probabilities proportional to size, 
the total school enrolment figure providing the measure of size. The survey team consisted of 
25 qualified and experienced enumerators and 2 supervisors selected from amongst the staff 
of the government counterparts, international and local NGOs partnering with WFP in Côte 
d’Ivoire. In order to ensure timely and adequate coverage of all the regions, the survey was 
conducted by the Direction Nationale des Cantines Scolaires (DNC) in the south under 
government control, by Animation Rurale de Korhogo (ARK) in the regions of Bouake and 
Korhogo, by ALISEI in the region of Odienné and by ONG FEDI-KF in the region of Man. 
WFP Côte d’Ivoire coordinated and supervised the survey in all the regions, processed the 
survey data and prepared the final report. WFP HQ provided the survey tools, which were 
pre-tested in the field prior to survey implementation. The survey methods included face-to-
face interviews with the school headmasters and focus group discussions with pupils 
including observation by the team members. Of the 353 sample schools, a total of 70 schools 
could not be covered due to security or logistical reasons in the country. Adjustment cells 
were used to model the survey non-completions. The completed questionnaires were checked 
for consistency both in the field and at central level and the edited data was fed into DOMUS. 
The study was exclusively based on primary data. 

Main survey findings  
The total number of children enrolled in WFP-assisted (both new and existing 

programme) schools in the survey year was 454,807, 59 percent of which were enrolled in 
grades 1 to 3. 

 
 Absolute enrolment dropped gradually from grade 1 to grade 6; 33 percent average 

drop in New Programme Schools (NPS) and 43 percent drop in Existing Programme 
School (EPS). The decrease in enrolment between grade 1 and grade 6 is higher for 
girls in both NPS and EPS, 43 percent and 45 percent respectively.  

 
 Focus group discussions with teachers, parents and pupils, found that household 

economic conditions and the costs of schooling were the main barriers that prevented 
the continued schooling of children.  

 
 Average attendance rates were above 94 percent in both NPS and EPS for both boys 

and girls at all times during the school calendar year. The WFP global target 
attendance rate for both boys and girls was 80 percent.   

 
 Average pupil to teacher and pupil to classroom ratios were over 100 for both EPS 

and NPS. 
 

 More than 75 percent of WFP-assisted schools had access to a water source either 
within the school compound or within a 10-minute walk from the school. 

 
 Less than 43 percent of WFP-assisted schools had improved sanitary facilities and 

only 25 percent of them had separate facilities for boys and girls. 
 

 The survey results indicated that 90 percent of WFP-assisted schools were not 
covered by deworming activities. 

 
 All WFP-assisted schools used firewood to cook meals and more than 95 percent of 

them cooked meals within the school compound. Only 6 percent of NPS and 14 
percent of EPS used an improved stove or “foyer amélioré” to cook food. 

 
 No more than 25 percent of WFP-assisted schools had a school garden. 
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 Recommendations 
WFP programme:  

 Provide take home rations for girls in grades 5 and 6 in order to maintain or improve 
enrolment for female students. Providing THRs will encourage parents to keep girls 
in school.  

 
 Construct or facilitate the construction of improved stove “foyer amélioré” in WFP-

assisted schools, especially in rural settlements where the impact of deforestation 
caused by the use firewood is more susceptible.  

 
 Increase the number of WFP-assisted schools benefiting from deworming activities 

and initiate nutrition and HIV/AIDS education for pupils and teachers.  
 

To the Government of Côte d’Ivoire and other partners: 
 Provide school statistics for monitoring core indicators in WFP-assisted and non-

WFP-assisted primary schools. Also provide population statistics for school-aged 
children in order to enable calculations of the NER in assisted areas. 

 
 Building more classrooms and improving the sanitation in schools, providing separate 

latrine facilities for boys and girls. 

8.2  SSFS Nepal 

A SSFS was carried out in May 2006 as a central part of the regular monitoring of Global 
Food for Education Initiatives (GFEI) that is implemented in the five districts of Makwanpur, 
Nuwakot, Ramechhap, Rasuwa and Udayapur under the Nepal country programme (2002-
2006) frame work. Under the GFEI, WFP provides mid-day snacks to 200,000 school 
children and vegetable oils to 71,800 mothers for sending their daughters to school. The 
specific objectives of the SSFS were to monitor the absolute enrolment, attendance rates and 
the pupils’ ability to concentrate and learn in WFP-assisted primary and lower secondary 
schools in the above five districts.  

 
Out of 1,485 schools supported under the GFEI in the above five districts, a total of 200 

schools were selected using random sampling with inclusion probabilities proportional to size, 
the total school enrolment figure providing the measure of size. The survey was undertaken 
by a team of 24 qualified staff (5 coordinators and 19 enumerators). WFP HQ provided the 
survey tools, which were translated into Nepali and pre-tested in the field prior to survey 
implementation. The survey methods included face-to-face interviews with the school 
headmasters, focus group discussions with three groups (school teachers, teachers and parents, 
and pupils) including observation by the team members. Of the 200 sample schools, only 189 
schools could be covered due to inaccessibility and political instability in the country. The 
completed questionnaires were cleaned both in field and centre level and the edited data was 
fed into DOMUS. The statistical analysis was also performed using SPSS and MS Excel for 
Windows. The study was exclusively based on primary data. 

Survey Findings  
 The average number of girls enrolled per school increased to 78 (±10) in 2005 from 

51 in 2001 This indicates that there were on average 27 more girls enrolled per GFEI-
assisted school in 2005 than in 2001. The 2001 GFEI baseline data indicated that the 
school level average annual increase in enrolment was effectively zero between 2000 
and 2001 before GFEI assistance had begun. The national average for number of girls 
enrolled per school remained at 75 in 2005.   
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 Focus group discussions with teachers, parents and pupils, found that household 
economic conditions were the main constraints that prevented the continued 
schooling of children. Parents were also not very aware about the value of schooling 
of their children. 

 
 The average decrease in absolute enrolment between grade 1 and 5 in primary school 

dropped to 51 percent in 2005, while it was as high as 62 percent in 2001. For girls, 
the average decrease in absolute enrolment between grades 1 and 5 in the GFEI 
schools dropped to 45 percent in 2005, from an average of 65 percent in 2001. This 
finding suggests that primary school drop-out rates have decreased during the 2001-
2005 period in GFEI schools. 

 
 The attendance rates of girls and boys in the lowest month of attendance in 2005 were 

81(±3) percent and 79(±3) percent respectively. The rates in the highest month of 
attendance were 88(±2) percent for girls and 85(±2) percent for boys. In 2005, the 
girls’ average attendance rate was notably 27 percent points higher than the average 
attendance rate for girls in 2001.  

 
 The average gender parity index (or girls to boy ratio) in 2005 was 1.15 (± 0.06), 

showing a remarkable increase of 42 points from the 2001 average of 0.72. The 
gender parity index in GFEI schools is 28 percent higher than the national average of 
0.9 in 2005.  
 

 In almost all the schools, the teachers found positive changes in pupils’ attentiveness 
span, in the attentiveness in the classrooms and in the cognitive and learning abilities 
due to WFP-assisted on-site feeding. Teachers, in 94 percent of the total surveyed 
schools, also found that there was positive change in pupils’ violence and 
aggressiveness in the classrooms.  

 
 In 2005, out of the total children enrolled (4,948) in grade five, 95 percent of them 

appeared in the examination, 89 percent (90 percent of girls and 88 percent of boys) 
of whom successfully completed the final grade.  

 
 The average pupil to teacher ratio in GFEI schools showed that there were 37 pupils 

for every teacher, significantly lower than the 2005 national level average of 71 
pupils per teacher. Survey results also showed that the average numbers of female and 
male teachers per school were 2 and 3 respectively. The pupil to classroom ratio 
indicated that there were on average 27 pupils per classroom in GFEI districts. 

 
 As part of the Essential Package activities of the WFP FFE programme, over 95 

percent of the pupils in the surveyed school were treated with the deworming tablets 
and also received vitamin A supplements in partnership with the Ministry of Health. 

 
 Survey results highlighted gaps in schooling infrastructure in GFEI schools, including 

kitchens and sanitation facilities, in particular for girls.  
 

 Though 95 percent of pupils received textbooks from the Ministry of Education, the 
provision of training to pupils was extremely low. Only 3 percent of schools 
participated in skill-based health education, whilst 4 percent of schools received 
trainings on nutrition education and on HIV/AIDS prevention. 
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Recommendations 
The survey results showed an overall positive impact on absolute enrolment, attendance 

rates, and children’s ability to concentrate and learn in primary and lower secondary GFEI 
schools. It is likely that GFEI played a crucial role to trigger these effects. 

 
 WFP should continue implementing the GFEI in those schools where enrolment and 

attendance rates are well below the national average.  
 

 WFP should also improve the quality of the food as well as provide non-food items 
where necessary. The cooks need to be adequately trained and the food distribution 
monitoring has to be strengthened and made more systematic.  

 
 To maximise the effect of FFE on girls’ enrolment, the infrastructure of the schools 

needs to be improved, with a particular emphasis on providing adequate sanitation 
facilities for girls and boys. Both Government and WFP should coordinate with 
appropriate agencies to provide the necessary resources. 

 
 The Government of Nepal should undertake necessary measures to improve 

information monitoring system in the schools. The records on students’ enrolment, 
attendance and completion of school grades should be properly kept. Additionally, 
the Government could also launch appropriate programmes in order to lessen the 
financial burden of parents who cannot afford education for their children.  

8.3  Estimating the full cost per beneficiary for school feeding in Kenya 

WFP has been providing school meals to children in Kenya for the last 25 years. In 2005, 
through Activity 1 in WFP’s country programme (CP) for Kenya, school meals were provided 
to 1,156,062 children in 3,850 schools in vulnerable areas within 29 districts and six Nairobi 
slums. The main objective of WFP’s school feeding programme is to support the Government 
of Kenya’s (GoK) efforts to increase school enrolment and attendance. The targeted districts 
have the lowest school enrolment rates in the country compared to national averages, mainly 
due to cultural values, poor state of school facilities, poverty and hunger. Under the CP 
agreement signed by the GoK and WFP, WFP is responsible for providing the commodities 
for the school feeding programme. WFP delivers FFE commodities to the port of Mombasa in 
the case of international purchases or hands over commodities at the supplier’s warehouses 
when the commodities are procured locally. According to the agreement, the GoK is 
responsible for both primary and secondary transportation of commodities. However, due to 
numerous logistics constraints which GoK had experiences over the years, WFP now 
undertakes primary transport in 10 out of the 29 districts.  The GoK’s responsibilities focus 
on food distribution, including primary distribution to the remaining 19 districts and all the 
secondary distribution (the distribution from the district warehouses to the assisted schools).  

 
The running of school feeding programmes in Kenya also includes substantial cash and 

in-kind contributions from local communities covering school level expenses, like fees for 
cooks, firewood and water, for example. In this exercise, we attempted to estimate the full 
cost of school feeding activities in Kenya. The ration composition for the WFP school meal 
programme is shown in Table 9, alongside the estimated tonnage required to feed the 
1,156,062 children for 195 days in the school year. 
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The total tonnage distributed in 
2005 through the WFP school feeding 
programme amounts to roughly 65 
percent of the required estimated 
tonnage14.  

In 2005, school feeding activities 
accounted for 93 percent of food 
distributed in the whole CP. 

Table 9: SF food ration and distribution 

Commodity 
Ration 
size (g) 

 Estimated 
tonnage required 

Tonnage 
distributed 

Maize 150 33,815 23,853 
Pulses 40 9,017 5,891 
Vegetable oil 5 1,127 605 
CSB15  1,050 881 

Total  45,009 31,230  
The estimated annual requirement shown in table 1 is what the CO needs to feed the 1.1 

m children.  Table 10 shows a breakdown of the micronutrient content of the WFP school 
feeding ration in Kenya. 
Table 10: WFP School feeding ration macronutrient and micronutrient content in Kenya 

 Energy 
(Kcal) 

Protein 
(g) 

Fat    
(g) 

Calcium     
(mg) 

Iron     
(mg) 

Iodine 
(µg) 

Vit. A 
(µg RE) 

Thiamine 
(mg) 

Riboflavin 
(mg) 

Niacin 
(mg NE) 

Vit. C 
(mg) 

Ration 703 23.8 11.6 63 6.1 1 90 0.82 0.38 6.3 1 

% RDA 33% 45% 29% 14% 28% 1% 18% 91% 27% 45% 3% 

WFP FFE expenditures 
WFP reports annually on project expenditures, alongside other project statistics, in its 

SPRs. Expenditures are broken down into LTSH, ODOC, DSC - which added together form 
the DPC. A percentage of the DPC, usually about 7 percent, is then factored in as indirect 
support costs (ISC) to support WFP Headquarters. A breakdown of total WFP expenditures, 
alongside an estimate of school feeding expenditures based on the share of actual food 
distributed in the CP, broken down by WFP cost category is shown in Table 11. Based on 
these figures, the estimated WFP cost per beneficiary in 2005 was $13.43 USD per year. 
Table 11: 2005 WFP total and estimated school feeding expenditures in Kenya country 
programme 

 
Total CP expenditures 
(USD) 

Estimated school feeding 
expenditure (USD) % total cost 

Commodities 10,999,917 10,284,020 66% 
Transport 1,879,818 1,757,476 11% 
LTSH 2,003,004 1,872,644 12% 
ODOC 37,564 35,120 0% 
DSC 566,854 529,962 3% 
Total (DPC) 15,487,158 14,479,222 93% 
ISC 1,119,553 1,046,690 7% 
Total  16,606,710 15,525,912 100% 

Government school feeding expenditures 
Although WFP provided the primary distribution in 10 out of the 29 districts, the GoK 

was responsible for the 19 districts, as well as the management of the timely delivery of the 
food in good condition from all the district warehouses to the assisted schools. The GoK 
implemented a range of activities that are shown in table 4, alongside the cost incurred in 
2005 for each activity16.  

 
 
 

                                                 
14 Main reason for the difference between estimated and distributed tonnage was due to difficulties faced by the Ministry of 
Education in contracting transporters, which delayed the deliveries of food to the schools (Source SPR 2005). 
15 Corn soya blend (CSB) was introduced as a mid-morning snack for pre-school in two of the most food insecure of the assisted 
districts as well as in four of the urban slums. 
16 Note that GoK budgeted estimates are equivalent to the actual expenses as no balance was left over at the end of the financial 
year. 
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Table 12: A breakdown of GoK budgeted expenses in 2004/2005 for school feeding activities 

Title Projected estimates (KShs) 
Personal emoluments 733,881 
House allowances 880,000 
Medical allowances 123,277 
Passage and leave expenses 15,320 
Refund of medical expenses - in- patient 63,343 
Refund of medical expenses - ex-gratia 25,582 
Transport operating expenses 1,392,500 
Traveling and accommodation expenses 690,500 
School feeding programme 155,750,400 
Publishing and printing expenses 24,200 
Purchase of uniforms and clothing 15,000 
Purchase of stationary 40,500 
Advertising and publicity 6,920 
Payments of rents and rates - non residential 1,200,000 
Misc., other charges 4,500 
Maintenance of plant, machinery and equipment 12,160 
Gross expenditure KShs17 160,978,083 
Gross expenditure USD $2,235,806.71 

 
In addition to supporting the implementation of school feeding, over the past five years, 

the GoK has become one of the leading donors to school feeding through in-kind donations of 
food that is locally produced. These in-kind donations are valued and then accounted for by 
WFP as standard commodities with an associated cost that is added to on-going commodity 
costs for the CP. WFP provides the associated costs to match the GOK donations. In 2005 for 
instance, the GoK provided a USD 4 million in-kind donation of maize to the school feeding 
programme18. 

School feeding costs to the community  
A range of contributions are made by parents 

and other community members in running the 
school feeding programme in each assisted 
school. The School Management Committee 
(SMC) generally manages the school feeding 
programme in each school. Generally, the SMC 
agrees a fee that will be charged to each child in 
the school to support SFP. If parents cannot afford 
to pay in cash, they then provide in-kind 
contributions or services. The costs of running 
school feeding vary considerably depending on 
the context in which the school operates. Marked 
differences in costs, and therefore in fees, exist 
between schools in rural settings and those in 
urban slums. The school levies for each child19 in 
Kenya are in the range of 100 to 300 Kenyan 
shillings (Kshs) per child per year ($1.38 and 
$4.17 USD) for rural and urban schools 
respectively. Following discussions with the 
Ministry of Education, we opted to use 100 Kshs 
in our calculations because 97% of the SFP 
schools are in rural areas.   

Table 13: Type of expenditures incurred 
by schools running school feeding 

Cost item 
fire wood 
water 
cook 
watchman 
salt 
cooking/feeding utensils 
electricity 
fumigation 
stoves 
medical examinations for cook 
chimney maintenance  

                                                 
17 An exchange rate of 72 Kshs to 1 USD was used in these calculations. 
18 Though these are essentially GoK costs, to facilitate calculations we left the donation within WFP’s financial section. 
19 In some cases some parents cannot afford to pay the 100 Kshs, and provide an in-kind or labour contribution. 
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Full cost of implementing school feeding 
Having collected estimates for the different costs that are associated with school feeding 

activities, from the procurement of food to the preparation of the school meals, we were able 
to estimate a total cost of school feeding in Kenya for 2005. WFP and GoK contributions for 
2005 amounted to $17,761,719 USD, which divided by the number of beneficiaries yields 
$15.36 USD per child per year. Adding to this the average cost spent by the community to 
support school feeding programmes we obtain an estimate for the full cost of school feeding 
of $16.75 USD per child per year20. 

 
 

 
In this section we have outlined two examples of SSFS implemented in 2005-2006 and a 

case study on the full costs of school feeding in Kenya. In the next section of this report we 
will explore the results of an analysis aimed at estimating the costs of implementing the EP. 

 
 

                                                 
20 Equivalent to $0.09 USD per child per school feeding day. 
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9. Estimating the Essential Package costs 
In this section we develop a basic framework to estimate the costs of implementing the 

EP of school based interventions. At this stage, a word of caution must be made on this 
exercise; unlike the study of the costs of FFE we outlined in section 7, this exercise is solely 
based on an extensive literature review of costs from many different programmes 
implemented by different agencies, and therefore can only provide general insights on the 
scale of the investments that will need to be made in order to implement the EP.   

9.1  Background and methodology 

In order to assess the feasibility of including the EP, a set of twelve interventions to 
improve the school health and nutrition of school-age children, within national educational 
development plans it is essential to understand the magnitude of the costs involved in a scale-
up process. Various different sources exist for costing many of the individual elements of the 
EP, however to date there have been very few exercises that estimate the cost of the full 
package of interventions. In light of this, in this exercise, by estimating the full financial cost 
per beneficiary of implementing the EP, we address the first part of a complex task of 
assessing the cost and benefits of the different EP interventions.  

 
Actual expenditures incurred during implementation of EP interventions in different 

countries were reviewed and analysed. The opportunity cost of providing the EP was not 
considered. This exercise was divided into several key phases. The first phase included a 
literature review of existing cost studies of interventions in specific contexts. We also 
attempted to identify reliable potential sources of more general unit costs per intervention. We 
then gathered detailed information on EP service providers in different countries, as well as 
assess their readiness and capacity to participate in scaled-up programmes. The timeline of the 
studies covered in the literature review spans from 1980 to 2006. Once completed, the results 
of the literature review were validated with several key informants, experts in the 
implementation of the EP on the ground. The validated cost estimates were then used to 
estimate the costs of implementing EP programmes. Cost data was separated into capital and 
recurrent costs. The costs of each EP intervention were identified using an “ingredients 
approach”, including both the number of units and the prices of each unit. In order to provide 
realistic estimates of cost per child of the EP that included economies of scale, we opted to 
model a cost framework based on size of the programme, both in terms of assisted schools 
and coverage of pupils. The unit cost data were combined with the number of schools or 
children covered within five different categories of school size. After a sensitivity analysis, 
the five categories for school size were set at 700, 350, 250, 150 and 50 pupils respectively. A 
discount rate of 3 percent was applied to costs incurred over a 5 year programme. We then 
calculated the average cost per child per year. 

9.2  Results 

Fixed and recurrent costs over a five year period were used to obtain average yearly 
financial costs per pupil for each EP intervention in five different size schools, as shown in 
Table 14, alongside an average over the five sizes. The total cost of implementing the EP was 
estimated to be under $40 USD per child per year. 
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Table 14: Estimated yearly costs per pupil for Essential Package intervention in different sized 
schools over a five year programme. 

  School size  
    700 350 250 150 50 Average 
Food for education $18.60 $18.60 $18.60 $18.60 $18.60 $18.60 

Pump $0.04 $0.06 $0.10 $0.16 $0.47 $0.16 Water and 
sanitation Toilet $3.56 $4.08 $4.73 $6.96 $9.90 $5.85 
Health, nutrition and hygiene 
education $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 

Drugs $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 
Training $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 $0.46 

Systematic 
deworming 

Monitoring $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 
Micronutrient supplementation $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 
HIV and AIDS education $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 
Psychosocial support $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 
Malaria prevention $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 
School gardens   $1.01 $1.01 $1.01 $1.01 $1.01 $1.01 
Improved stoves $0.05 $0.05 $0.08 $0.13 $0.39 $0.14 
Essential Package $32.49 $32.71 $33.72 $36.01 $39.26 $34.84 

 
A plot of the EP costs per beneficiary against the number of pupils per school shown in 

Figure 18 indicates that EP costs per pupil tend to stabilise below $31 USD per pupil per year 
in schools with more than 350 children. 
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Figure 18: Plot of yearly EP costs per pupil versus school size. 

Details of the breakdown of the EP costs per child per year by intervention are shown in 
Figure 19. Overall, with a share ranging from 57 to 61 percent of the total cost, FFE is the 
most costly component of the EP. 
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Figure 19: Cost breakdown by EP interventions for the different school sizes. 
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School infrastructure costs were, where possible, considered as fixed costs per school, 
which were then scaled down to obtain cost estimates per pupil in each school size category. 
The other cost elements of the EP were obtained on a per child basis and were thus not 
affected by economies of scale in this model. Food for Education costs were set at $18.60 
USD per child per year21. Deworming costs were separated into cost of drugs and cost of 
training and monitoring (that also covered the implementation costs of running a deworming 
campaign) for a total of $1.40 USD per child per year. Micronutrient supplementation costs 
were based on WHO estimates for an iron, vitamin A, iodine and zinc supplement. HIV/AIDS 
education costs were set at $0.52 USD per child per year after a review of different sources. 
Psychosocial support was set at a cost of $3.12 USD per child per year. 

9.3  Discussion and limitations of EP cost estimation 

In this exercise we set out to develop a basic framework to estimate the full financial cost 
per beneficiary of implementing the EP. We analysed actual expenditures incurred during 
implementation of EP interventions in different countries. The first phase of this exercise 
included a literature review of existing cost studies of interventions in specific contexts. We 
also attempted to identify reliable potential sources of more general unit costs per intervention. 
The costs of each EP intervention were identified using an “ingredients approach”, including 
both the number of units and the prices of each unit. In order to provide realistic estimates of 
cost per child of the EP that included economies of scale, we opted to model a cost framework 
based on size of the programme, both in terms of assisted schools and coverage of pupils. The 
unit cost data were combined with the number of schools or children covered within five 
different categories of school size. We then calculated the average cost per child per year. In 
our analysis we estimated that the costs of implementing the EP over a five year programme 
were below $35 USD per pupil per year. 

Limitations 
Two EP interventions were not included specifically in this cost analysis, basic education 

and promotion of girls’ education, mainly due to their very broad nature. However, as some 
components of these dimensions overlap with other EP interventions (THRs for example, fall 
within the promotion of girls’ education and Food for Education), the missing dimensions 
were partially covered in this analysis. 

 
Generalising the context-specific cost estimates will inevitably introduce bias in the 

analysis. However, the objective of this exercise is to provide estimates that can be useful for 
budgeting exercises that would then need to be analysed more accurately within specific 
operational contexts. 

 
Economies of scale are only captured in this model where we consider infrastructure, 

capital costs that are incurred at the school level. We therefore lose further economy of scale 
at programme level. 

 
 
In this section we have reviewed the results of an analysis aimed at estimating the costs of 

implementing the EP. In the next section of this report we will explore the results of a costs 
and benefits analysis of FFE. 

 
 

                                                 
21 See chapter on FFE costs for more details. 

 49



10. Cost and benefits analysis of Food for Education  
In this section we present a basic framework for evaluating the cost and benefits of FFE 

interventions designed to support girls’ education. We also present a case study based on a 
FFE programme in Pakistan. 

10.1  Introduction 

Evaluations of food aid (FA) interventions are often challenged by the uncertainties 
implied in estimating costs and benefits and by their intrinsic non-homogeneity. This 
difficulty is inherent to all humanitarian interventions, where economically valuable resources 
are used as a means to achieve worthy goals that are hardly measurable in economic terms. 
Actually, the real benefits of FA (such as saving lives, avoiding long-term health and mental 
damages, preserving livelihoods as a psychological and social minimum welfare status for the 
poor, maintaining and enhancing children’s learning ability) are multiple and go far beyond 
what can be measured by monetary and income indicators. 

 
Yet, some form of evaluation (accompanied by explicit caveats on its limited explanatory 

value) is needed, in order to allow donors, recipient countries, beneficiaries, and 
implementing agencies to shape at least an approximate idea of the relationship between 
means and ends in humanitarian programmes, and on the relative advisability and efficiency 
of different ways of achieving the same humanitarian goals.  

 
A common shortcut is to apply ad hoc assumptions to quantify both costs and benefits in 

terms of a common monetary value. It is clear that, in the case of benefits in particular, 
quantification attempts usually leave out several, relatively less tangible benefit components. 
An alternative approach consists in assuming ex-ante the need to achieve a certain output in 
terms of a non-monetary, yet quantifiable humanitarian target (i.e. saving lives, or preventing 
severe malnutrition in children), and to focus on how to minimize the cost of the intervention. 
If more than one type of intervention is practically feasible in a given situation (a condition 
that is rarely satisfied in practice), their respective cost-effectiveness can be compared to 
select the best option. 

 
Another serious difficulty consists in identifying a causal link between benefits on one 

hand, and interventions on the other. Again, the answer cannot be but pragmatic. The most 
straightforward approach is to compare ex-post the (with-project) situation of the beneficiaries 
with that of a group of non-beneficiaries, who are assumed to share key characteristics with 
the former, though in a without-project situation. If this approach is not feasible, the without-
project situation will have to be constructed according to simplified assumptions, extracted 
from stylized facts stemming from historical experience and/or information from 
neighbouring non-project areas. 

 
The evaluation of costs, in principle, can imply a time-consuming effort, but does not 

present major theoretical difficulties. Yet, there is a conceptual ambiguity regarding the 
evaluation of the non-WFP cost of donated in-kind FA22. In its very essence, the economic 
evaluation of projects is an exercise in constrained maximization. In order to facilitate the task 
of interpreting the evaluation exercise, however, we propose to consider two approaches. In 
one case, the full production, shipping, and insurance cost of the food delivered to WFP in a 

                                                 
22 Clearly, barring exceptional emergency situations where  local food markets are totally disrupted and the only materially 
feasible option is to ship food from overseas,  cash donations are likely to constitute the first-best option, as they allow WFP 
ample flexibility in pursuing a number of food security goals, such as: buying food from the cheapest national and regional 
sources; preserving and enhancing livelihoods; fostering local production and markets; engaging in non-food-aid-based 
initiatives such as cash aid projects, (where appropriate), However, in many real-life circumstances WFP has little choice but 
trying to make the best use of in-kind donations.
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beneficiary country’s port will be considered. This exercise would consider the full cost to the 
world as a whole to produce the food and to transport it to the country, plus all the costs 
incurred by WFP in handling and delivering it to the targeted beneficiaries. However, it would 
overlook the intangible, yet real benefits generated for some social groups in the donor 
country (in terms of preservation of rural communities, support to national agricultural 
competitiveness, and other cultural, economic, and political advantages).  

 
However, realistically, in-kind donations are to be seen as valuable resources that WFP 

obtains at a zero opportunity cost, no matter what the internal cost to the donor country. To 
our view, this is the most relevant perspective to be taken into account when conducting an 
economic and social evaluation of WFP projects. Therefore, a second approach to the 
evaluation exercise should also be carried out, assigning to in-kind food aid the value at which 
WFP obtains it. In this case, the working assumption is that the evaluation focuses only on the 
humanitarian section of the productive and logistic chain (bringing in-kind food aid from the 
donors’ agricultural field to the beneficiaries)23. This approach  is tantamount to ignore non-
WFP costs, taking into account the real-world constraints attached to in-kind food aid, to 
focus on optimizing its use of available resources to the realize the mandated goals of the 
organization.  

 
Even taking into account these conceptual difficulties and multiple limitations, it is 

important that evaluation becomes a component of food aid project design itself, from the 
very preliminary stages of project identification. To this purpose, data on the ex ante (without 
project) and ex post (with project) situation should be collected in a consistent fashion, and 
focus on a limited number of numerical indicators selected and ordered according to 
previously agreed-upon criteria.  

The income‐based approach to the evaluation of investment in education   
FFE programmes provide several types of benefits, but they should be evaluated 

essentially as a form of public intervention in education24. Following Psacharopoulos, the 
ultimate goal of a policy-oriented evaluation of education investments should be to determine 
the efficiency with which resources are being used and the way such resources and benefits 
are distributed among the population. Benefits from education belong to two grand classes: 
immediate educational achievements and long-term labour market outcomes. The latter are 
more easily quantified, but apply only to persons who actually enter the labour market after 
having completed their education. However, it should not be overlooked that even among 
people who will engage only in “household production” (mostly women), literacy has a series 
of beneficial outcomes, such as better sanitation conditions for all family members, 
contraception application and reduced fertility (on the impact of girls’ education on 
development see [19,20,21]).  

 
One way to evaluate the private benefits of investments in education is to estimate the 

discounted value of the future differential in labour income flows that the beneficiaries are 
expected to gain thanks to the education they have received. Alternatively, instead of the 
private return to individuals, evaluators might focus on the social value of the positive 
productivity differential for the society as a whole (see [21, 22, 23, 24]). More sophisticated 
evaluation approaches have attempted to quantify the externalities of education and the 
impact of other factors, such as imperfections in labour markets, for example. Among the 
former, the positive impact of education on agricultural productivity is particularly relevant in 
largely rural low-income countries [26, 27, 28, 29]. 

 

                                                 
23 A complementary assumption leading to the same evaluation approach could be that, in the donor country, the costs of 
providing in-kind food aid to WFP are exactly matched by the intangible benefits mentioned above. 
24 See below, sub-section 3.2. 
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Empirical estimation exercises have consistently found very high rates of return for 
investment in education in all developing regions. Private rates of return typically range from 
20% in Asia, to over 25% in Latin America and the Caribbean, to 37% in sub-Saharan Africa. 
Social rates of return are lower (due to public subsidisation of education) but still quite high: 
16-17% Asia,  Latin America and the Caribbean, and 25% in sub-Saharan Africa [24,25]. 

Evaluating private and social returns to education  
The brief review of the specialized literature presented in the preceding sub-section shows 

that a consensus exists among experts and practitioners on the most feasible and effective way 
to evaluate returns to investments in education in monetary terms. When adapted to 
evaluating the benefits of FFE projects, this approach consists in sidelining children’s and 
households’ nutrition benefits per se25, while focusing mainly  on the future differential 
income flows that pupils benefiting from FFE will be able to generate having completed 
primary school26. This approximation, of course, amounts to ignoring the multiple direct and 
indirect non-monetary benefits of education, especially for female beneficiaries (from a 
higher cultural level, to an improved ability to participate in community, social, and political 
affairs, to an enhanced role of women, with its significant positive influence on children’s 
health status and future population growth). Thus, an effort is required on the part of the 
evaluators to qualify numerical results, at least mentioning the existence of significant, albeit 
difficult-to-quantify additional benefits. 

 
Differential income flows are assumed to stem from higher productivity of skilled 

(educated) workers with respect to unskilled (uneducated) ones, and - according to different 
evaluation approaches - can be measured either at the individual level (or at the level of the 
country as a whole). Such income flows constitute the project benefits.  Comparing them to 
the project costs, the evaluation exercise can lead to estimate the private or the social return to 
education respectively. In the first case, direct observation of wage differentials in the labour 
market will be sufficient to infer the likely wage premium to be enjoyed by beneficiaries 
during their future working life. Calculating the social return requires approximate estimates 
of the impact on national enrolment/completion rates, and on the elasticity of national labour 
productivity (or per capita GDP) 27 with respect to such education indicators28. 

 
The private rate of return to an investment in education can be estimated as the rate of 

discount that equalizes the stream of discounted benefits to the stream of discounted costs. In 
the case of primary education29 the formula is: 
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with 
wp: wage rate of a person with primary education 
wn: wage rate of a person without education 

                                                 
25 Some of the nutrition benefits are implicitly captured by children in terms of improved learning ability, translating themselves 
in  an enhanced capacity to profit from education and eventually  in higher post-educational labour productivity. 
26 Most WFP FFE programmes focus on primary education.  
27 Alternatively, elasticities could be estimated with respect to the growth rates of labour productivity or per capita GDP. 
28 In the case of private education return estimates, it has to be taken into account that skilled labour wages do not perfectly 
reflect labour productivity, as they are largely dependent on the situation prevailing in the labour market. In this respect, it has to 
be taken into account that if SF programmes are large enough to significantly increase the national enrolment rate, they will 
eventually contribute to increase skilled labour supply nationwide, thereby decreasing the wage premium enjoyed by skilled 
workers. This secondary effect adds to the advisability of preferring an approach based on the social rather than on the private 
rate of return when evaluating large SF programmes.  
29 There is an important asymmetry between computing the returns to primary education and higher levels, as primary school 
children, mostly aged 6 to 12 years, do not forego earnings during the entire length of their studies. However, on the assumption 
that children aged 11 and 12 help in agriculture, two or three years of foregone earnings while in primary schooling have been 
used in the literature. 
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cp: direct costs of attending primary school 
Alternatively, the ‘Mincerian’ method is based on  fitting of a function of log-wages 

(lnW), using years of schooling (S), years of labour market experience and its square as 
independent variables30 
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β: average private rate of return to one additional year of schooling regardless of the 

educational level this year of schooling refers to 
Ws: earnings of a person with s years of schooling 
Wo: earnings of a person with o years of schooling 
∆S: difference in years of educational attainment 

Social rate of return to primary education  
Turning to the social rate of return, an important difference stems from the need to 

include among the costs the state’s spending on education. Benefits are based on gross 
earnings, and should ideally also include income in kind. In theory, moreover, the social 
benefits should include non-monetary or external effects of education. Yet, in practice, it is 
usually assumed that observed wages are a good proxy for the marginal product of labour. 

Full method 
The discounting of actual age-earnings profiles is the most appropriate method of 

estimating the returns to education. The annual stream of benefits is typically measured by the 
earnings advantage of a graduate of the educational level to which the rate of return is 
calculated, and the earnings of a control group of a lower educational level. 

Short‐cut method 
The short-cut method approximates the shape of age-earnings profiles as flat curves, with 

the simplified formula given by 
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This method has two drawbacks. First, the assumption of concavity for age-earnings 
profiles is not fully realistic. Second, the discounting process is very sensitive to the values of 
the early working ages[20]31. 

                                                 
30 This method can be used to estimate returns to education at different levels by converting the continuous years of schooling 
variable (S) into a series of dummy variables, Dp, Ds, Du to denote the fact that a person has completed the corresponding level 
of education. 
Then after fitting an ‘extended earnings function’ using the above dummies instead of years of schooling in the earnings function, 
the private rate of return to primary education can be derived from 
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whilst taking care of adjusting the foregone earnings of primary school-aged children. 
31 Since the costs are higher in a social rate of return calculation relative to the one from the private point of view, social returns 
are typically lower than a private rate of return. The difference between the private and social rate of return reflects the degree of 
subsidisation of education. 
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Evaluating Food for Education benefits 
WFP FFE programmes are designed to support equitable access to education amongst the 

most vulnerable and food insecure population groups of the assisted countries. By providing 
FFE in the form of school feeding (school meals or snacks) and/or food for schooling (take-
home rations), WFP intends to support efforts aimed at achieving universal primary education. 
FFE programmes are implemented by different kinds of governments, in different cultures 
and contexts, helping people who face simultaneous needs in several areas. However, in order 
to help people facing simultaneous needs in different areas, there is a need to evaluate the 
level of attainment of such objectives in practice, particularly as FFE programmes have been 
implemented in many different social and educational contexts.  

 
The broad range of contexts in which FFE interventions have been designed and 

implemented has led to an increasing awareness of the potential benefits of FFE in different 
socio-economic dimensions, including education, nutritional status, social equity and 
agricultural development. The impact of FFE on educational outcomes is perhaps the most 
studied. Recent evaluations of FFE programmes [4,7,8,32] have shown that FFE programmes 
lead to increased enrolment and attendance (of girls in particular), reduced drop-out 
particularly in the lower primary school grades, and improved student learning capacity. Thus, 
FFE programmes are generally designed to achieve educational goals, contributing to 
progress towards reaching the second and the third MDGs of achieving universal primary 
education and in eliminating gender disparities in education, thereby promoting gender 
equality. However, the “food element” of FFE interventions often leads practitioners to also 
expect some kind of nutritional outcomes. It is particularly important to take into account this 
potential source of confusion when evaluating the progress of FFE interventions that are 
explicitly designed with the objective of achieving positive educational outcomes. It is  
actually quite likely that FFE can produce an improvement in the beneficiaries’ nutritional 
status especially where interventions are well targeted and include the provision of micro-
nutrient fortified meals, but the assessment of this secondary benefit  should  be  clearly 
separated from the evaluation of  educational outcomes.    

 
By using WFP monitoring data it was possible to develop a basic cost-benefit model 

based on private rates of returns. The analytical framework and empirical results of this 
exercise are presented in the following sections. 

10.2  Methodology  

We considered a hypothetical WFP-assisted country with large gender disparities in 
education and THRs are being used as part of a WFP-assisted FFE programme to support 
access to primary education for girls. As WFP FFE programmes are designed with the main 
objective of supporting access to primary education, we have not included nutritional benefits 
explicitly in the analysis. 

 
Projections on absolute enrolment figures at the beginning of a programme were used to 

calculate total programme costs and benefits. A model for the benefits and the costs of a five 
year FFE programme (taken as standard duration of WFP development projects or country 
programmes) was developed by considering the impact that THRs have on girls’ absolute 
enrolment. Benefits to the assisted individual would include the immediate benefit of 
receiving a THR (based on the local market value of the ration) and the longer-term benefits 
incurred from a lifetime of increased wages after completion of primary school. 

 
Let  children be enrolled in the last primary grade in WFP-assisted schools in the year 

when the programme starts. After one year, the number of children enrolled in grade 5 will be 
given by 

05n
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where 5α  is the rate of increase in absolute enrolment in grade 5 in schools with FFE 

assistance and 5β  is the rate of increase in absolute enrolment in grade 5 in schools without 
FFE programme (“natural rate of increase”).  

 
Summing the differences across the p programme years we obtain S∆ , the cumulative 

difference in pupils enrolled in school due to the FFE programme versus schools without 
programme is 
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Assuming each child enrolled in the whole school receives one ration per month, for m 

months in the school year and does not drop out of school, the transfer value of the ration per 
child per year is 
 

vmtr ⋅=  
 

where  is the value of the ration on the local market. We assume  to remain constant 
throughout the programme duration. Total (net present) transfer value over the p programme 
years for the total enrolled population is therefore 

v rt
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where  is the total population enrolled at the beginning of the programme, 0n tα  is the 

rate of increase in enrolment over the whole school population and  is the discount rate for 
the ith year. 

iD

 
The benefits of the programme from the value of wages earned by the extra primary 

school graduates due to FFE during 40 years working life is given by 
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where  is the wage difference between primary school graduates and non-primary 

school graduates.  
W∆

 
Total benefits including transfer value and benefits from higher wages are equal to 
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where 
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where r is  the discount rate. 
 
Similarly, we can model total programme costs over five years by summing the yearly 

cost over the programme years 
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(6) 

 
where  is the cost per beneficiary per year at the start of the programme which we 

assume to stay constant throughout the programme years. 
0c

10.3  Empirical results 

The cost and benefits model developed in this study was applied to a case study based on 
a WFP country project in Pakistan. At a country level, data on women’s participation in 
education in Pakistan shows low female adult literacy rate (36%) and average years of 
schooling (3 years)32. 

 
Seven districts within the North Western Frontier Province (NWFP) of Pakistan were 

identified by a WFP VAM study as amongst the most food insecure areas in the country. 
Women and girls in these areas faced huge barriers in terms of access to education. As a result, 
WFP introduced a FFE programme in the form of THRs within seven districts in NWFP with 
the objective of promoting primary education and increase girls’ literacy rates. Immediate 
objectives include increasing enrolment, retention and completion in WFP-assisted girls’ 
primary schools in the targeted areas. 

 
In 2004-2005, Pakistan’s WFP Country Office undertook a set of surveys as part of the 

FFE monitoring and evaluation, covering mainly educational indicators. The results showed 
that girls’ enrolment had almost doubled in three years of FFE assistance (between 2001-02 
and 2004-05 girls’ enrolment increased from 45,630 to 95,331 girls enrolled). Results from a 
control group of non-assisted schools in the same area showed a more limited 30 percent 
increase in girls’ enrolment over 3 years.  

 
Using data from a WFP Pakistan situation analysis report [15] we estimated the values of 

cost/benefit parameters in our model for schools in Pakistan’s North Western frontier 
Province (NWFP) (see Table 15). 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
32 Source: UNESCO 2005-6. Data refer to 2000-4 period. 
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Table 15: Parameter values used in the cost/benefit simulation 

Parameter Description Value Source 

tα  Yearly increase in total absolute enrolment in FFE- 
assisted schools 29% WFP Pakistan 

β  Yearly increase in total absolute enrolment in schools 
without FFE assistance 7% WFP Pakistan 

5α  Yearly increase in grade 5 absolute enrolment in FFE- 
assisted schools 22% WFP Pakistan 

m Number of months in the school year 9  WFP Pakistan 

v 33 Market value of monthly food ration (USD) 5  WFP Pakistan 

05n  Initial absolute enrolment in grade 5 over all FFE -
assisted schools 3,247  WFP Pakistan 

0n  Absolute enrolment in all FFE assisted schools 45,630  WFP Pakistan 

r Discount rate 5% WHO 

W∆ 34 Difference in yearly wage earnings due to primary 
schooling (USD) 96  ILO, [30,31] 

p Number of years of programme duration 5  WFP 

0c  Cost per beneficiary/recipient per year (USD) 30.50  WFP Pakistan 
 
For completeness, the cost per beneficiary per year figure includes all programme costs 

(both WFP and non-WFP).  
 
We proceeded to model the benefits and costs of the five year FFE programme using the 

parameters from Table 16. The results of the simulation are summarised in Table 9. 
Table 16: Cost/benefit model results 

Variables Description Value (USD) 

rT  Transfer value over programme years (discounted) 82, 745,642.02 USD 

eB  Benefits from 40 years of wages earned by primary 
education graduates 11,204,504.51 USD 

TB  Total programme benefits of FFE programme 93,950,198.53 USD 

C  Total cumulative programme costs over 5 years including 
GoP contributions  54,880,130.84 USD 

C
BT  Benefits to costs ratio 1.68 

 
The benefits from increased lifetimes’ earning were found to remain below the value of 

the food transfer until the ratio of skilled to unskilled wages is approximately 3 to 1.  
 
The food cost to WFP on the international market was found to be approximately 2.84 

USD per ration, which is just over half the value of the ration on the local market in 
Pakistan’s NWFP. The marked difference between the price of the vegetable oil bought by 
WFP on the international market and the price of the oil in the local market was a major 
determinant of the benefits from the food transfer. 

                                                 
33 Average price of the vegetable take-home ration on the local market (Source: WFP Pakistan 2005). 
34 Wage difference based on primary school graduate laborers earning 15% more than unskilled laborers, and on average skilled 
wage estimate from ILO of 642 USD per year. 
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10.4  Discussion 

In this section, we presented a basic framework for evaluating the cost and benefits of 
FFE interventions designed to support girls’ education. FFE benefits are assumed to consist of 
two components; the first is the monetary value of expected lifetime additional earnings after 
successful completion of primary school; whilst the second is the market value of a monthly 
take-home ration, provided on condition to a girls’ school attendance throughout the 
programme duration. 

 
We apply our cost-benefit framework to a real-life case study, using monitoring data from 

a WFP-assisted FFE programme in Pakistan. Records from schools where FFE was 
implemented are compared to those of a control group of schools where no such project took 
place. The results of our calculations show that every USD spent on FFE yields 
approximately $1.68 USD in benefits. 88 percent of the benefits stem from the market value 
of the THRs alone. The additional earnings benefits were found to be very sensitive to the 
estimated wage increase per extra year of education. The large difference between the food 
element of the programme cost and the transfer value of the food ration to the beneficiaries is 
due to a marked difference between the price of the vegetable oil bought by WFP on the 
international market and the price of the oil in the local market. This finding suggests that a 
market analysis, including a comparison of international prices versus local market prices of 
the FFE rations, should be performed as part of the design stage of a FFE intervention. 

 
The cost/benefit approach presented in this paper is based on some simple assumptions 

and it ignores a number of real-life factors affecting the costs and benefits of the FFE, leading 
inevitably to a certain degree of imprecision. In particular, two factors are bound to lead to 
results that are to some extent over-optimistic. Firstly, the estimation of benefits from 
increased education in this study assumes that all the girls originally enrolled will complete 
primary school. In reality, drop-out rates for primary school girls are not negligible. Secondly, 
our cost calculations do not include full estimates of “hidden costs” from the school and other 
Government staff in managing the FFE programme. On the other hand, our estimated benefits 
do not include increased earnings from girls who completed primary school as a result of the 
FFE, and then completed higher levels of education, thereby further boosting expected 
lifetime earnings.  

 

10.5  Addendum: Benefits as added school days 

An alternative to estimating the benefits of education through the monetary value of 
expected lifetime additional earnings after successful completion of primary school is to 
estimate the extra school days gained through the effect of a particular intervention aimed at 
increasing school participation.  

 
Generally, in each school, the number of pupil days spent in school will depend on 

several factors, including the number of school days, or on how many children are enrolled 
and how many have dropped out, as well as how many children are absent from school. If 
there are no drop-outs and no absenteeism, then the total number of attendee days per month 
will be given by the product of the number of school days multiplied by the number of pupils 
enrolled. In practice however, in each month, pupils do drop-out or are absent from school. 
We can estimate the deviation from “perfect attendance” by modelling both the drop-out and 
the absenteeism effect, as depicted in Figure 20. 

 58 



To
ta

l m
on

th
ly

 a
tte

nd
an

ce
 d

ay
s

Months

Perfect attendance

Drop-out effect

Absenteeism effect

 

Figure 20: Idealised effect of drop-out and absenteeism on school attendance days 

“Total pupil attendance days” is a fairly easy indicator to collect at school level as it relies 
only on daily school register data. Comparisons of actual pupil attendance days to the perfect 
attendance day total can provide a single measure of school participation that encompasses 
enrolment, drop-out and absenteeism, the three main educational outcomes linked to FFE. 
Ideally, to monitor programme performance, data for this indicator could be collected on a 
monthly basis; however, in some cases (like SSFS) we only have data for a subset of months 
in the school year. In this case, in this exercise we develop a simple model to estimate the 
pupil attendance day gain in FFE schools where we only have a single parameter, like an 
average, for attendance, drop-out and enrolment. 

Modelling attendance days 
Consider a school with e  pupils enrolled at the beginning of the school year. The total 

monthly attendance days for the first month, , for the school can be approximated by  1A
 

bAdesA −−⋅= )( 11       (7) 
 
where 
 
s = school days in the month (assumed to be constant) 
e = enrolment at the beginning of school year 

1d = dropped-out pupils in month 1 

bA = absenteeism days in month 1 
 
The number of absenteeism days can be assumed to be a function of the number of children 
actually enrolled during that month, which will depend on the number of drop-outs, as well as 
on the total number of school days 

 
ε+= ),,( edefA       (8)  

 
and with ε   as a random effect on absenteeism. 
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Linear approximation 
As a first approximation, we can assume that the number of absentee days is proportional to 
the number of children actually enrolled in school and ignore any random effects. The number 
of absenteeism days will be given by 
 

)( desAb −⋅⋅= α        (9) 
 
where α = absenteeism rate (assume to be constant) 
 
Substituting (3) into (1) and rearranging we obtain 

 
)1()( 11 α−⋅−⋅= desA       (10) 

 
Similarly, attendance days for month 2 would be given by 

 
[ ] )1()( 212 α−⋅+−⋅= ddesA      (11) 

 
where = dropped-out pupils in month 2. Re-arranging for the  month we obtain 2d thn
 

)()1( ∑−⋅−⋅=
n nn desA α      (12) 

 
Assuming that the number of children dropping out of school is proportional to the number of 
children enrolled, in the first month the number of drop-outs will be given by 
 

ed ⋅= λ1         (13) 
 
where λ  is the drop-out rate. 

 
Similarly in month 2, the drop-out will be given by 

 
)1())(()( 12 λλλλλ −⋅⋅=⋅−⋅=−⋅= eeeded    (14) 

 
and in month n it can be shown that 
 

1)1( −⋅−⋅⋅= n
n ed λλ       (15) 

substituting (8) into (6) and simplifying we get for the attendance days in the  month given 
by 

thn

[[ 1)1(1)1( −∑ −⋅−⋅−⋅⋅= n
nn esA λλα ]]    (16) 

where 
s = school days in the month (assume to be constant) 
e = enrolment at the beginning of the year 
λ = drop-out rate (assumed to be constant) 
α = absenteeism rate (assumed to be constant) 

 
Summing the total attendance days over the m months in the school year we obtain 

[[ ]∑ ∑ −−⋅−⋅−⋅⋅=
m

n
nT esA 1)1(1)1( λλα ]   (17) 
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Modelling enrolment effects 
School-based interventions like FFE also have an effect on absolute enrolment. This 

effect can be modelled by using an appropriate scaling parameter to adjust enrolment figures 
at the beginning of a school year for both treated and control schools. Using (11) we can 
compute total attendance days for FFE schools and subtract this from total attendance days in 
control schools and obtain an estimate of the school days added by any intervention aimed at 
increasing school participation  

[ ][ ] [[ ][ ]∑ ∑∑ ∑ −− −⋅−⋅−⋅−−⋅−⋅−⋅⋅=−
m

n
cncccm

n
tntttCT esAA 11

0 )1(1)1()1(1)1( λλαϕλλαϕ ]
(18) 

where 
tϕ = effect on absolute enrolment in intervention schools 

cϕ = effect on absolute enrolment in control schools 

Added days 
Using data from the WFP 2005 Pakistan Situation Analysis, and the 2003 Pakistan SSFS 

to obtain the relevant parameter values, we can estimate the extra days achieved by FFE. The 
values for the parameters used in the calculation are given in Table 17. 
Table 17: Parameter values in added days estimation. 

Parameter Description Value Source 

tϕ  Parameter for yearly increase in total absolute enrolment 
in intervention schools 29% WFP Pakistan 

cϕ  Parameter for yearly increase in total absolute enrolment 
in control schools  7% WFP Pakistan 

tλ  Drop out rate in intervention schools 13% WFP Pakistan 

cλ  Drop out rate in control schools 12% WFP Pakistan 

tα  Absenteeism rate in intervention schools 9% SSFS 2003 

cα  Absenteeism rate in control schools 19% SSFS 2003 
m Number of months in the school year 9 WFP Pakistan 
s Average number of days in the school month 20 estimate 

0c  Cost per beneficiary/recipient per year (USD) 30.50 WFP Pakistan 
 
Using the parameters in Table 17 1 we obtain an estimated 25 extra school days per child 

per year, with an estimated $0.83 USD per extra school day per each child. In the linear 
approximation model, the difference in extra days between FFE schools and control schools 
becomes progressively smaller as the school year progresses, as shown in Figure 21. 
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Plot of simulated pupil days versus school month for FFE and control schools
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Figure 21: Simulated attendance days for FFE and control schools 

Concluding remarks 
The benefits of different school-based interventions aimed at increasing participation can 

be estimated by the changes in pupil school days attended in a given school period in 
programme schools compared to the ideal total pupil school days for the same period. Using a 
linear approximation for monthly attendance, we developed a simple framework to calculate 
added days and find that in a case study in Pakistan, FFE-assisted schools were found to have 
an extra 25 school days per child per year with an estimated cost of $0.83 USD per extra 
school day per child. 
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11.  The way forward 
 
“It is our duty to proceed from what is near to what is distant, 

from what is known to that which is less known, to gather the 
traditions from those who have reported them, to correct them as 
much as possible and to leave the rest as it is, in order to make 
our work help anyone who seeks truth and loves wisdom” 

(Abu'l-Rayhan Muhamad al-Biruni, AD 973-1050) 35 
 
 
Basic education is one of the most effective investments in improving economies and 

creating literate, self-reliant and healthy societies. Achieving the MDGs is proving to be a 
huge challenge: Though globally improvements have been made in terms of access to 
education, large numbers of primary school-age children are still not enrolled or are at risk of 
not completing primary education.  

 
Food for Education, in the form of school meals, snacks or take-home rations, is designed 

to be one way of enrolling more children into school, keeping them enrolled, and enhancing 
their adulthood wellbeing and productivity as a result. In this report we used WFP 
programming monitoring data to embark on a broad assessment of the progress made in WFP 
FFE-assisted schools. Using SSFS results we attempted to capture the short-term trends in 
enrolment, attendance and drop-out; our analysis suggesting that FFE programmes are having 
a strong positive effect on school participation. We also showed how short-term hunger is 
very common in WFP-assisted schools and that good quality, well-timed meals and snacks 
could therefore also have an impact on children’s learning in the classroom. The broad 
coverage of complementary activities under the Essential Package also shows that WFP-
assisted schools can work as effective platforms for school health and nutrition interventions, 
with micronutrient supplementation and deworming reaching universal coverage in several 
assisted countries.  We reported the results of a cost analysis of WFP FFE programmes in 
2005 that showed that the average WFP cost per FFE beneficiary was under $20 USD per 
child per year36. Furthermore, by developing a general costs framework for the EP we also 
estimated that implementation of major elements of the EP could be achieved with $34 USD 
per child per year37. This evidence on the costs of FFE will need to be strengthened by more 
studies in the future and WFP will continue to gather the relevant information as part of its 
programme monitoring. Standardised performance data will also have to be analysed more 
comprehensively in order to assess the quality of the FFE services provided in WFP-assisted 
schools.  

 
WFP is committed to build the capacity of national governments to develop and 

implement sustainable FFE programmes, including the development of efficient monitoring 
and evaluations systems. For this purpose, WFP is also collaborating with other UN agencies 
and research institutes including UNESCO’s International Institute for Educational Planning 
to strengthen the capacity within ministries of education. One of the objectives of these 
activities is to rationalise the data collection process, refining indicators and reducing 
duplication, streamlining WFP’s M&E tools within existing education management 
information systems (EMIS), as in the case of Tanzania and Malawi amongst others.  
 
 

                                                 
35From “Africa in History”, B. Davidson, 1966. 
36 Though this estimate does not include full Government costs or costs to the community in implementing FFE programmes, a 
joint World Bank and WFP study is underway to estimate the range of these costs. 
37 The EP cost figure does not include costs on basic education, like classroom construction and teacher training, is bound to vary 
considerably in different operational contexts and should be used as a first pass estimate. 
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Box 4: Programming implications 

FFE and school participation 
Where poverty and food insecurity are the main barriers to school participation, the provision of 

FFE can contribute to increasing absolute enrolment. THRs can also support the reduced drop-out of 
female students particularly in the higher grades, and stabilise the variations in seasonal attendance. 

 Combining on-site feeding for all students with THRs targeting only older girls, or other 
vulnerable children identified by the problem analysis in the specific operational context, 
would achieve lasting benefits at a modest additional cost per child per year. FFE programmes 
designed to support, for example the education of older girls’ or that of OVCs, should 
consider providing on-site meals for all children whilst at the same time providing THRs to 
specific vulnerable groups. 

 The provision of educational support and other EP services needs to be strengthened in order 
to cope with the increased demand for schooling resulting from FFE. Particular emphasis 
needs to be made on teaching, classroom conditions and water and sanitation. 

FFE and short‐term hunger 
WFP programme monitoring data showed that large proportions of children were attending WFP-

assisted schools without having had any breakfast, indicating that short-term hunger was indeed a 
problem: Once in the classroom, such children’s attentiveness and cognitive performance may improve 
if school meals or snacks are available before the lessons begin.  

 If FFE in the form of school feeding, or snacks, is to address the problem of short-term hunger 
in the classroom, not only must the food be of appropriate quantity and quality, but it must 
also be provided during the early sessions of the school day. 

FFE costs 
 The cost per child of providing WFP FFE varied considerably by country. Different factors affect 

the actual programme costs, including amongst other things, the local operational context and the 
choice of the FFE programme modality and food basket. Furthermore, local communities and other 
partners also incur costs in running FFE programmes that are not always considered.  

 FFE costs need to be monitored and reported on as part of the yearly programme monitoring 
and evaluation. 

Essential Package activities 
M&E data from WFP-assisted schools showed that schools are working as platforms for 

complementary school health and nutrition activities. However, the coverage of EP activities varied 
considerably by activity and by country. In particular, basic education activities provided by national 
governments were found to have the highest coverage, followed in particular countries by 
micronutrient supplementation and deworming, two key interventions aimed at improving the health 
and nutrition of school-age children. 

 As the provision of EP services in WFP-assisted schools is necessary in order to address the 
issue of quality of education and maximise the educational outcomes of FFE, the coverage of 
EP activities needs to be regularly monitored and reported on. 

Flexible objectives based on needs 
Capturing the full impact of FFE programmes is not straightforward. However, because FFE 

programmes have a different impact in different contexts, the design of FFE programmes should be 
flexible enough to fully capture the objectives reflected in the problem analysis. Having a fixed logical 
framework that is applied a priori to FFE programmes without a careful tuning to the specific 
operational context might not be the optimal way to implement WFP FFE programmes. A thorough 
needs assessment should be used to define objectives and performance targets that should then be 
incorporated systematically in the specific WFP FFE programme logical framework.    
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In this report we have attempted to gather the knowledge-base on the monitoring of 
WFP’s FFE programmes. In practice, it must be noted that the operational nature of the 
surveys used in this report limits the robustness of some of the findings we presented, since 
the data was collected as part of WFP’s ongoing school-level monitoring and evaluation of 
FFE programmes and not as part of a specific impact assessment. Because of the lack of strict 
control groups, we have also generally limited ourselves to comparing the trends over time in 
educational indicators in schools assisted with different types of FFE programmes. However, 
we have shown how FFE programmes can have a lasting positive influence on schooling 
outcomes and provide a strong contribution to the MDGs on education. Clearly though, FFE 
can be most effective when included within a package of interventions aimed at promoting 
and sustaining children’s education and well-being, as in practice, children from vulnerable 
households are often faced with a multi-dimensional need that can only be addressed 
effectively through integrated social services. In addition, providing support to the education 
of vulnerable children through sustainable FFE programmes using home-grown food is also a 
“quick win” that was identified by the Millennium Task Force on hunger and the 2005 UN 
World Summit in the fight against poverty and hunger. Like the MDGs, this challenge will in 
all likelihood be achieved only through determined, integrated and lasting efforts by national 
governments, civil society and development agencies around the world.  
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Appendix 1: WFP Food for Education and girls’ absolute 
enrolment data 
Table 18: Sample details, WFP-assisted schools in sub-Saharan Africa 

  Assisted schools 
(survey year) 

Beneficiaries 
in 200438 

Theoretical 
sample size 

Total pupils 
in sample Survey start Survey End 

Angola 718 37,189 224 56,760 10/10/2003 19/05/2004 

Burkina Faso 210 40,384 51 4,933 02/06/2003 11/07/2003 

Burundi 73 24,669 66 35,446 04/06/2003 05/06/2003 

Cameroon 386 134,648 146 33,466 08/02/2004 17/02/2025 

Cape Verde 417 107,477 59 12,150 02/10/2003 09/10/2003 

Central African Republic 143 104,023 83 17,904 17/01/2004 09/02/2004 

Chad 350 73,539 104 14,279 18/11/2002 19/02/2003 

Congo Republic 72 16,608 72 14,567 13/10/2003 13/11/2003 

D. R. Congo 170 95,521 170 109,834 02/10/2003 22/11/2003 

Djibouti 50 10,963 48 10,561 01/05/2003 17/12/2003 

Eritrea 212 126,848 122 46,308 07/10/2003 27/11/2003 

Ethiopia 626 736,305 188 122,635 04/11/2002 19/12/2002 

Ghana 323 34,368 60 9,461 26/01/2003 27/02/2003 

Guinea 435 175,365 185 24,223 04/10/2003 22/10/2003 

Guinea Bissau 487 124,537 124 11,577 07/06/2003 02/07/2003 

Kenya 4,388 1,491,433 330 100,070 03/11/2003 28/11/2003 

Lesotho 1281 176,393 206 60,008 02/03/2003 30/04/2003 

Liberia 602 387,630 211 41,122 01/03/2004 03/08/2004 

Malawi 201 219,017 122 102,081 11/02/2003 10/04/2003 

Mali 330 91,318 123 28,992 31/03/2003 22/06/2003 

Mauritania 1,122 78,200 176 20,548 07/12/2003 28/12/2003 

Mozambique 164 275,474 127 91,872 10/03/2003 11/04/2003 

Niger 242 38,777 110 11,929 05/03/2003 15/05/2003 

Rwanda 338 179,165 124 88,802 21/05/2003 16/06/2003 

Sao Tome and Principe 74 28,280 42 10,193 27/10/2003 11/12/2003 

Senegal 998 250,680 277 32,457 16/02/2004 24/02/2004 

Sierra Leone 729 277,386 256 78,526 15/06/2003 19/11/2003 

Somalia 31 7,220 31 5,180 09/03/2003 18/03/2003 

Tanzania 215 170,843 60 23,916 10/12/2002 22/01/2003 

The Gambia 340 132,902 84 37,082 21/04/2004 04/05/2004 

Uganda 432 470,956 199 95,290 14/02/2003 26/03/2003 

Zambia 180 92,409 104 45,589 16/10/2003 31/10/2003 

 

                                                 
38 The number of beneficiaries was taken from the WFP 2005 Standardized project reports (SPRs) is in some cases be greater 
than the number of students in the sample. This is due to the fact that the survey year of reference does not correspond with that 
of the SPRs. 
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Appendix 2: WFP Food for Education and attendance data 
Table 19: Sample details, WFP-assisted schools surveyed in 2005-2006 

Country 

Assisted schools 
(survey year) in 
sample frame 

Beneficiaries 
in 200539 

Theoretical 
sample 

size 
Total pupils 
in sample 

Survey 
start 

Survey 
End 

Angola 124 163,437 85 47,426 25/04/2005 27/05/2005 
Bhutan 160 41,396 86 19,841 17/04/2005 02/05/2005 
Cambodia 1,273 549,158 291 169,909 22/05/2006 17/06/2006 
Côte d’Ivoire 2,367 1,008,160 353 69,546 17/05/2005 20/06/2005 
Eritrea 212 94,295 122 55,958 04/05/2006 14/06/2006 
Guinea 1,020 218,848 306 70,881 13/11/2005 30/11/2005 
India 12,864 818,383 469 40,967 02/01/2006 21/03/2006 
Nepal 1,485 477,731 200 42,854 06/06/2006 18/06/2006 
Sierra Leone 884 385,461 333 184,323 14/04/2005 27/06/2005 
Sri Lanka 1,122 144,955 283 109,864 23/11/2005 30/01/2006 
Swaziland 95 65,707 95 39,179 02/05/2005 03/06/2005 
Timor Leste 712 NA 195 61,085 11/10/2005 15/12/2005 

 
 

                                                 
39 The number of beneficiaries was taken from the WFP 2005 Standardized project reports (SPRs) is in some cases be greater 
than the number of students in the sample. This is due to the fact that the survey year of reference does not correspond with that 
of the SPRs. 
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Appendix 3: WFP Food for Education costs by country 
Table 20: WFP cost per beneficiary estimations by country 

Modality  Country
Actual SF 
days 

Energy 
(Kcal) 

Total 
beneficiaries 

Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary (SPR) 

Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary (CO est.) 

Standardised Yearly 
WFP expenditure per 
beneficiary (SPR) 

Standardised Yearly 
WFP expenditure per 
beneficiary (CO est.) 

Standardised 
Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary   

On-site Benin  110 952 32,825 44.13 46.35 58.99 61.96 58.99
 Bhutan       287 1043 41,396 52.78 19.72 24.68 9.22 9.22
 Bolivia       161 692 101,600 8.10 9.12 10.17 11.46 10.17
 Cape Verde         155 688 102,975 4.75 . 6.23 . 6.23

 
Central Africa 
Republic 115        657 38,844 6.54 . 12.14 . 12.14

 El Salvador       121 593 128,440 4.93 4.81 9.63 9.40 9.63
 Gambia        146 551 112,979 17.62 17.09 30.70 29.76 30.70
 Guatemala       55 580 75,701 1.71 18.53 7.51 81.39 81.39
 Haiti       126 1275 293,390 23.66 21.96 20.63 19.14 20.63
 Honduras       270 621 191,248 7.69 5.40 6.42 4.51 6.42
 Kenya        195 703 1,156,062 13.43 11.31 13.72 11.55 13.72
 Madagascar       135 1941 61,376 46.76 43.82 24.98 23.41 24.98
 Mauritania       140 902 114,996 17.06 14.72 18.91 16.32 18.91
 Peru        116 654 4,243 41.88 66.74 77.25 123.09 77.25

 
Sao Tome & 
Principe 164        742 28,671 19.68 . 22.66 . 22.66

 Senegal        180 819 135,979 20.22 17.99 19.20 17.08 19.20
 Sudan        210 804 222,084 18.31 16.86 15.19 13.98 15.19
 Tanzania       174 1076 190,379 17.83 16.11 13.33 12.05 13.33
 Zambia       160 700 66,870 12.14 18.64 15.17 23.30 15.17
Biscuits Bangladesh        240 338 805,356 13.20 13.20 10.19 10.19 10.19
 Cuba        210 179 412,787 11.40 10.73 18.96 17.84 18.96
 India       201 357 818,383 3.27 4.76 2.86 4.16 2.86
 China       . 330000 10,820 14.28 8.35 19.02 11.12 11.12
THRs Ghana        . 411120 44,710 32.00 22.38 34.21 23.93 34.21
 Pakistan        . 318240 326,874 22.88 33.74 31.60 46.59 31.60
 Yemen        . 748400 136,300 44.36 36.52 26.05 21.45 26.05
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Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary (SPR) Modality  Country

Actual SF 
days 

Energy 
(Kcal) 

Total 
beneficiaries 

Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary (CO est.) 

Standardised Yearly 
WFP expenditure per 
beneficiary (SPR) 

Standardised Yearly 
WFP expenditure per 
beneficiary (CO est.) 

Standardised 
Yearly WFP 
expenditure per 
beneficiary   

Combined Burkina Faso        198 890 74,580 10.47 9.73 8.32 7.73 8.32
 Cameroon        165 741 73,670 14.32 11.71 16.40 13.41 16.40
 Chad        160 778 89,549 21.48 8.00 24.16 9.00 9.00
 Djibouti       189 1399 10,884 30.58 27.92 16.20 14.79 16.20
 Egypt       50 364 259,133 0.70 0.72 5.41 5.54 5.41
 Ethiopia        167 617 626,736 8.78 12.17 11.92 16.53 11.92
 Guinea        187 731 131,848 25.17 18.45 25.80 18.91 25.80
 Lesotho        180 862 147,021 19.31 17.89 17.42 16.14 17.42
 Malawi        183 376 213,894 24.35 19.31 49.54 39.29 49.54
 Mali       180 1064 88,220 68.44 60.77 50.06 44.44 50.06
 Mozambique       180 790 332,155 40.50 22.90 39.89 22.55 22.55
 Nepal        215 371 440,262 11.94 13.64 20.98 23.98 20.98
 Nicaragua       240 537 311,238 4.04 11.63 4.39 12.63 12.63
 Niger       200 2031 52,556 74.38 89.63 25.64 30.89 25.64
 Rwanda       171 955 255,667 15.21 12.88 13.04 11.05 13.04
 Uganda       182 1053 70,403 42.03 26.53 30.72 19.39 30.72
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Acronyms 
ARK  Animation rurale de Korhogo 
CO  Country office 
CP  Country programme 
CSB  Corn soya blend 
DNC  Direction nationale des cantines scolaires 
DOC  Direct operational costs 
DSC  Direct support costs 
EFA  Education for all 
EMIS  Education monitoring information system 
EP  Essential package 
EPS  Existing programme school 
FFE  Food for education 
FRESH  Focusing resources on effective school health 
GFEI  Global food for education initiative 
GoK  Government of Kenya 
GoP  Government of Pakistan 
GPI  Gender parity index 
HH  Households 
HQ  Headquarters 
ISC  Indirect support cost 
LTSH  Landside transport shipping and handling 
M&E  Monitoring and evaluation 
MDG  Millennium development goal 
MT  Metric tonne 
NER  Net enrolment ratio 
NGO  Non governmental organisation 
NPS  New programme school 
NWFP  North west frontier province 
ODOC  Other direct operational costs 
OVC  Orphans and vulnerable children 
PDPF  School feeding service 
PDPH  HIV/AIDS Service 
PPS  Probability proportional to size 
SF  School feeding 
SFP  School feeding programme 
SPR  Standard Project Reports 
SSA  Sub‐saharan Africa 
SSFS  Standardised school feeding surveys 
THRs  Take‐home rations 
VAM  Vulnerability analysis and mapping 
WFP  World Food Programme 
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