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Foreword I

We are pleased to present the first version of the document Analysis of
indicators on the progress in school feeding programmes, hereinafter
referred to as AMPAE.

This document presents key indicators and challenges related to
school feeding programmes in six countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean. It is grounded in the understanding that the generation of
data and evidence is essential for strengthening public policies.

We recognise that only through clear diagnoses, reliable information,
and rigorous analysis is it possible to identify progress, challenges and
opportunities for improvement in the implementation of school feeding
programmes, which directly impact the lives of millions of students in
Brazil, other countries in Latin America and the Caribbean, and beyond.

The preparation of this study required a high level of internal
coordination, sustained dialogue and the systematisation of data in
close collaboration with participating countries over recent months.

This collective effort by the Sustainable School Feeding Network
(RAES) and participating countries will support national-level
processes to redirect school feeding policies, facilitate the generation
and exchange of knowledge, and strengthen institutional capacities to
enhance food and nutrition security for students across the region.

Looking ahead, our next challenge is to continue advancing work on the
priority issues identified in this study. We remain firmly committed to
collaboration to further develop the regional agenda and strengthen
school feeding programmes.

Fernanda Pacobahyba
President
National Fund for Educational Development (FNDE)

© Cortesy of FNDE
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Summary I

In line with the objectives of the Sustainable School Feeding Network (RAES), this study aims to contribute to the
design of strategies to strengthen School Feeding Programmes (SFPs) in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC).
It presents evidence on the main advances and remaining challenges in this area, based on an assessment carried
out using a tool developed specifically for this purpose. The study also outlines recommendations for stakeholders
engaged in the subject and provides inputs for the development of a regional school feeding agenda in LAC.

After presenting the objectives, methodology, respondents and tools used to gather evidence, the study analyses
the results achieved and provides recommendations for relevant stakeholders. It concludes by identifying priority
lines of action for programme managers, along with key bibliographical references.

The evidence generated through this study supports integrated actions to strengthen the management and
governance of SFPs, as well as the development and strengthening of regulatory frameworks. In addition, it seeks
to contribute to the consolidation of a support network for high-quality SFPs that address students’ physical,
cognitive and social needs.

It is important to note that this study fully respects the sovereignty of the participating countries. It does not
constitute an external evaluation of national programmes; rather, it represents a collaborative effort to generate
technical recommendations that can support the improvement of existing policies and actions within each national
context.

Considering the complexity of the challenges and the scope of the context analysed, this document is intended to
serve as a strategic input to strengthen the agendas and actions of governmental and non-governmental actors,
academia, civil society organizations and international organizations. In this regard, the findings may also foster
institutional partnerships and collaboration at the national, regional and global levels.




1. INTRODUCTION




1.1 Importance of school feeding for achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals

SFPs have been widely analysed as a key component of public policies that generate positive impacts on food
security, health, education and local development, particularly in low- and middle-income countries (FAO,
ABC/MRE and FNDE/MEC, 2023). Empirical evidence shows that these programmes improve student
performance and contribute to reducing hunger, malnutrition and poverty by increasing students’' access to
adequate and healthy diets (Wang et al,, 2021; FAO, ABC/MRE and FNDE/MEC, 2023).

Based on the results and impacts observed across different dimensions of human and social development, it is
recognized that the implementation of School Feeding Programmes (SFPs) contributes to the achievement of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), especially: SDG 1 — No Poverty; SDG 2 — Zero Hunger; SDG 3 — Good
Health and Well-Being; SDG 4 — Quality Education; SDG 5 — Gender Equality; and SDG 12 — Responsible
Consumption and Production.
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The main effects observed include increased social inclusion, as these programmes provide fresh and nutritious
food to students from different socioeconomic backgrounds, thereby fostering more equitable conditions for
school retention and academic performance (Sidaner et al,, 2012; Wang et al.,, 2021). In addition, SFPs have been
associated with improvements in health and well-being, contributing to the prevention of malnutrition, the
reduction of disease, and the strengthening of immune systems. These effects, in turn, support improved
concentration and learning outcomes (Wang et al., 2021).

EQUALITY CONSUMPTION
AND PROL |

Another important effect relates to the development of healthy eating habits. Programmes that incorporate food
and nutrition education not only provide meals but also influence dietary behaviours and cultural consumption
patterns. A systematic review with meta-analysis provides further evidence of this effect, identifying a significant
increase in fruit and vegetable consumption among adolescents exposed to structured school-based
interventions (Medeiros et al., 2022; FAO, ABC/MRE and FNDE/MEC, 2023). Moreover, it is widely recognised that
SFPs often provide the main meal of the day for many students.

In economic terms, SFPs serve as instruments to stimulate local development. For example, prioritising family
farming in food procurement generates productive chains at the territorial level, creating short supply chains,
promoting productive inclusion, and supporting income generation in rural communities (Paula et al., 2023). SFPs
also provide environmental benefits, since adopting menus based on locally sourced produce reduces
dependence on extensive logistics chains that emit greenhouse gases, thereby lowering the carbon footprint
(Souza and Fornazier, 2022; Gonzaga et al., 2023; FAO, ABC/MRE and FNDE/MEC, 2023).

Given their widespread reach, SFPs serve a significant proportion of the global student population. It is estimated
that around 418 million students benefit from these programmes worldwide each day, including approximately 85
million in LAC (WFP, 2022). However, this figure represents only about half of the region's approximately 170 million
students, highlighting the need for research on the management, governance, coverage, and quality of SFPs.




1.2 Establishment of the Brazil-FAO International
Cooperation Programme and its results

Considering this context, the Brazil-FAO International Cooperation on School Feeding Programme was established
in 2009, reflecting the Brazilian government's commitment to reducing food insecurity in LAC. The initiative was
formed as an alliance between the Government of Brazil — through the Brazilian Cooperation Agency (ABC) of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MRE) and the National Fund for Educational Development (FNDE) of the Ministry of
Education (MEC) — and FAO.

Over more than 15 years of cooperation, three projects have been implemented: (i) Strengthening SFPs in LAC,
concluded in 2018; (ii) Consolidation of SFPs in LAC, completed in 2023; and (iii) Regional agenda for sustainable
school feeding in LAC, which was launched in 2024 and scheduled for completion in 2027.

Coordinated actions under this framework have encouraged countries in the region to strengthen the
sustainability of their SFPs. Efforts have focused on improving the nutritional quality of food provided to students,
linking public procurement from family farms with SFPs, and strengthening the capacities of around 40 000
professionals from across different government sectors. Additional actions have included developing regulatory
frameworks, transitioning from a welfare-based approach to a rights-based perspective on school feeding, and
building a regional agenda for sustainable school feeding. At the same time, efforts are being made to promote
food and nutrition education (FNE), with the aim of encouraging more mindful consumption habits among current
and future generations.

The cooperation that began in 2009 to strengthen SFPs in the region culminated in the creation of the Sustainable
School Feeding Network (RAES) in 2018. RAES promotes improvements in the implementation and reformulation
of SFPs across countries through a collective, horizontal, and participatory approach, grounded in the human right
to adequate food. Since its creation, RAES has consolidated its role as an important tool for supporting national
government management and for enhancing the quality, coverage and sustainability of SFPs throughout the
region.

As a result of these efforts, the Brazil-FAO International Cooperation Programme has contributed to the
transformation of agrifood systems and to the well-being and development of millions of students, farmers, and
school communities. By July 2025, 18 countries had formally joined RAES.

In 2024, within the framework of the Regional Agenda for Sustainable School Feeding in LAC, it was agreed that
national and regional priorities for school feeding would be defined. In this context, RAES assumed a strategic role
as a platform for intersectoral dialogue, strengthening its linkages with other national, regional, and global
networks.

However, despite the progress achieved by RAES since its creation, significant challenges remain for LAC countries
in establishing and consolidating sustainable school feeding policies. This underscores the need to continue
working together in this direction, as well as highlighting the study’s importance and objectives.




1.3 Development and objectives of the study Analysis of
indicators on progress in school feeding programmes in Latin
America and the Caribbean

This technical study, conducted within the framework of RAES, aimed to assess the current state of SFPs in LAC
and to provide recommendations for improvement to its member countries. To this end, the study presents a
diagnostic tool designed to be sensitive to local realities while being replicable by other countries in the region
and beyond. The study also outlines a strategy for applying the tool, identifies the structural components of SFPs
that require greater attention, and, based on the diagnostic results, provides insights into priority issues and
actions for public managers at the national level, as well as for regional and global stakeholders. This research
was carried out with full respect for national sovereignty and country-specific contexts.

These reflections are intended to inform strategies for strengthening school feeding policies, guide national
agendas, and contribute to the development of a shared regional agenda, in line with the specific objectives
outlined below.

Present the proposed diagnostic tool designed to measure the level of development of SFPs in
participating countries.

Present a strategy for applying the diagnostic tool in participating countries.

Based on the results obtained, identify priority areas requiring attention to improve programme performance
and ensure continuity, thereby supporting the formulation of more effective public policies at national and
regional levels.

Propose recommendations to guide the technical support actions of the Sustainable School Feeding Network
(RAES).

Provide technical support for the collaborative development of a regional agenda focused on sustainable
school feeding in LAC, aligned with the principles of the human right to adequate food.

Suggest broad lines of action to guide future Brazil-FAO International Cooperation and RAES activities across
different time horizons.

RAES

Red de Alimentacién Escolar Sostenible
Rede de Alimentacao Escolar Sustentavel
Sustainable School Feeding Network
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2.1 Theoretical, practical and methodological foundations

The AMPAE assessment tool was developed on the basis of two main pillars: the accumulated experience of
international cooperation on SFPs in LAC, and specialised technical knowledge on food and nutrition education
in school contexts.

Institutionally, the development of the assessment tool is grounded in over 15 years of collaboration among
national governments, Brazilian cooperation, and international organizations. This collaboration has been guided
by the aim of strengthening SFPs, based on the human right to adequate food. This framework emphasises the
importance of collective knowledge-building and the exchange of ideas between countries, while respecting
national sovereignty and local specificities.

From a technical perspective, the instrument’s axes, indicators and scales — components of the instrument —
which are aligned with the methodological and conceptual guidelines set out in the document School-based
Food and Nutrition Education (FAO, 2023). This reference document provides principles and guidelines for the
design and implementation of food and nutrition education policies in school settings. It addresses recurring
challenges faced by low- and middle-income countries and offers structured solutions, including
capacity-building approaches, for FAO Member states.

The formulation of the diagnostic tool was also inspired by the Methodology for Assessing Fiscal Management
Maturity and Performance (MDGEFIS), developed by the Ceard State Finance Department with support from the
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB, 2019). This methodology uses maturity scales and structural axes to
analyse the evolution of public policies, which is an approach that has been adapted in this case to the specific
context of SFPs.
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2.2. Presentation of the AMPAE assessment tool -

The AMPAE assessment tool adopts a methodological approach that combines the analytical rigour of
structured scales with sensitivity to the national contexts of participating countries (Creswell and Plano Clark,
2018). Data collection is carried out through a structured questionnaire consisting of closed-ended questions
with predefined response options ranging from 'a' to 'd’, as well as a 'not applicable' option. These questions are
organized into four categories — Governance, Regulatory frameworks, Food and nutrition, and Financing — each
of which is disaggregated into indicators and development levels. Responses are converted into percentage
scores, enabling the construction of a composite scale and facilitating the analysis of the level of development
and performance of SFPs.

Figure 1. Selected axes for the development of the AMPAE assessment tool

Axis Il
Regulatory
framework

Axis| Axis IV
Governance Financing

The team responsible for designing and preparing this study defined four guiding analytical axes: Governance,
Regulatory frameworks, Food and nutrition, and Financing. The analytical objectives and corresponding
indicators for each axis are described below:

Table 1. Description of analytical objectives and indicators by axis.

I - Governance

Analyse the strategic direction of 1) Horizontal intersectoral coordination in school feeding policies.
programme management, 2) Vertical intersectoral coordination.
including multisectoral, 3) Management arrangements of SFPs.
interinstitutional and community 4) Degree of participation of different institutional actors.
participation, as well as the 5) Community participation in SFP-related activities.
mechanisms established for its 6) Use of information and communication technologies to support
implementation. management and data collection.

7) Availability and accessibility of general SFP information.

8) Monitoring, analysis and diagnostic processes for SFPs.




Il - Regulatory framework

The aim is to develop a deeper
understanding of the normative and
regulatory framework directly
related to school feeding
programmes, including its main
characteristics, effectiveness, level
of adherence, and alignment with
national policies and priorities.

1) School feeding laws and regulations in the country.

2) Scope and key characteristics of the school feeding legal framework.
3) Degree of compliance of SFPs with the school feeding law.

4) Public procurement regulations linked to family farming.

5) Food and nutrition security regulations.

6) Effectiveness of the implementation of national laws and regulations
related to SFPs, including FNS, family farming and school feeding
purchases.

7) Regulatory provisions supporting healthy school environments:.

8) Existence and scope of national food and nutrition education (FNE)
strategies.

9) Degree of regulatory coherence and harmonisation.

Analytical objective

Indicators

The axis analyses qualitative
aspects of programme
development, including access to
food and food and nutrition
education.

1) Integrated planning of healthy school menus.

2) Level of professional qualifications of nutrition specialists,
programme coordinators and school feeding technicians.

3) Incorporation of regional and culturally appropriate foods into
school menus.

4) School kitchens and the characteristics of their infrastructure.

5) Adequacy of canteens and school dining spaces.

6) Existence and use of educational school gardens.

7) Implementation of public procurement mechanisms for sourcing
food from family farming.

IV - Financing

Analytical objective

Indicators

This axis examines the budgetary
framework and the availability and
use of data for monitoring,
follow-up and evaluation of SFPs.

1) Diagnosis of the budgetary context of SFPs.

2) Adequacy of the SFP budget.

3) Coverage of school feeding services achieved.

4) Capacity to adapt and reallocate available financial resources.
5) Conditions enabling financial intersectoral coordination.

6) Availability of data on the programmes for their effective
monitoring and evaluation from a budgetary perspective.

For each analytical axis, a maximum total score of 40 points was assigned. Axis | (Governance) consisted of eight
questions; Axis Il (Regulatory frameworks), nine questions; Axis lll (Food and nutrition), seven questions; and Axis IV
(Financing), six questions. Each question was scored on a scale of 1 to 4 points, according to the selected response.

1 The food environment is understood as the set of physical, economic, sociocultural, and regulatory conditions that determine access to, affordability of, safety of, and preferences for
food. Healthy food environments are safe and supportive settings that facilitate physical access to nutritious foods for healthy diets, reducing the risk of all forms of malnutrition,
including undernutrition, overweight, obesity, and diet-related non-communicable diseases. Many elements of the food environment shape dietary habits, as culture, language, culinary
practices, knowledge and consumption patterns, food preferences, beliefs, and values are linked to the ways in which food is obtained, generated, produced, and consumed. (SOFI, 2024)



The final score for each axis was calculated using a weighted average of the responses, considering the score
obtained for each question and its proportional contribution to the maximum possible score for the axis (40
points), as detailed in Table 2. This approach allowed scores to be standardised and compared across axes.

The interpretation of results and the classification of the level of development were based on the percentage of
points obtained in relation to the maximum possible score. The criteria used to classify the level of development
for each axis are presented below. Based on these criteria, the level of development of SFPs in participating
countries was determined in accordance with the guidelines set out in Table 2, which systematises the application
of the scoring scale.

Table 2. Level of progress and scores achieved

Degree of
advancement

Score achieved

The analysis could not be performed for the axis.

Less than 20 percent of the maximum possible total score.

Beginner (+) Greater than or equal to 20 percent and less than 40
percent of the maximum possible total score.

Greater than or equal to 40 percent and less than 60

L EEE) percent of the maximum possible total score.

Greater than or equal to 60 percent and less than 75

Intermediate (+) percent of the maximum possible total score.

Advanced (-) Greater than or equal tp 75 percer)t and less than 90
percent of the maximum possible total score.

Greater than or equal to 90 percent of the maximum
possible total score.

Source: Own elaboration

Based on the instrument and parameters described above, the data for each axis were evaluated to determine the
level of development of the SFP, considering the percentage of the score obtained as the reference measure.

In addition to the closed-ended gquestions, the instrument included a second part consisting of an open field in
which countries were asked to identify their five main challenges, ranked on a scale from 1 to 5. Supporting
documentation was also requested to substantiate the responses provided for each question in each of the axes.

These documents informed a qualitative analysis that complemented and enriched the interpretation of the
structured responses. Although these documents are not presented in this study, they form part of the country
reports. Furthermore, the requirement that at least two national representatives reach consensus on each
response reinforces the interpretative and collaborative nature of the assessment process. This approach enables
not only quantitative analysis, but also the qualitative identification of areas that require greater attention.

10



It is important to note that, in presenting the results, participating countries were not identified in order to ensure
anonymity and respect for the sovereignty and unique characteristics of each national context. Even so, each
country received the results corresponding to its own analysis for internal national use.

It should also be emphasised that the AMPAE assessment has no supervisory function, as it is intended solely as
a diagnostic tool. Its purpose is to identify progress, gaps, and opportunities for improvement, based on
self-reported evidence agreed upon by stakeholders. Accordingly, the study that guided the design and
application of the instrument was grounded in the principles of solidarity, institutional strengthening, and
transparency, in line with the strategic objectives of the Sustainable School Feeding Network (RAES).

2.3. Details of the implementation strategy .

The strategy adopted for implementing the instrument in participating countries that joined the initiative involved
a wide range of actors. In addition to institutional coordination by the Brazilian Cooperation Agency (ABC), the
National Fund for Education Development (FNDE) and FAO, the study engaged contracted consultants,
international experts and representatives of national and subnational governments. The methodology adopted is
therefore linked to the environment of cooperation consolidated by RAES and is underpinned by a technical
approach, which is described in detail below.

2.3.1 Mapping of actors and their responsibilities -

To ensure the study could achieve its objectives, multiple stakeholders were identified and invited to participate in
the project, fostering a multidimensional and collaborative approach. Following this initial stakeholder mapping
stage, roles and responsibilities were clearly defined and allocated among the actors involved.

a The management team

composed of ABC, FNDE and FAO, was responsible for discussing and establishing the strategic
guidelines and general terms for the development of the study, which aims to create an
instrument to assess the level of maturity of SFPs in LAC.

0 The technical support and project review team

was responsible for adapting the methodology based on the Methodology for Assessing Fiscal
Management Maturity and Performance (MDGEFIS). Its functions included providing technical
support throughout the process, monitoring progress, reviewing and supervising the
development of the assessment tool, and completing the study with the results obtained. This
team also ensured that all activities were aligned with the project’s strategic objectives and
grounded in the practical realities of international cooperation and the implementation of SFPs
in the participating countries.

m The external team

was composed of representatives from international organizations, academia, and civil society,
which provided strategic guidance during the development of the instrument. Participants
included the Central American Integration System (SICA), the Research Consortium for School
Health and Nutrition, and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB).

1



m Consultants were hired

through a professional selection process based on demonstrated expertise in SFPs in the region,
experience with regional or global school feeding initiatives, language proficiency, and prior
research experience in the participating countries. Strong relationship-building skills were also
required. Following this screening process, interviews were conducted and two consultants were
selected. Their responsibilities included presenting the assessment tool to national government
and FAO focal points, administering the questionnaires, collecting supporting documentation,
and systematising the data for inclusion in the final report.

0 FAO focal points in each country

facilitated the coordination and organization of local activities and participated in meetings
related to the implementation of the instrument at the national level.

m National focal points appointed by local governments

At least two managers involved in national SFPs represented their respective countries in the
local application of the instrument. These representatives actively participated in meetings with
consultants, completed the questionnaires and provided essential information for analysis. They
also supported their responses by submitting documentation to substantiate their responses
and validated the preliminary results of the study prior to its finalisation.

It should be noted that the participating countries played a
crucial role in the successful implementation of the AMPAE.
Through their designated representatives, they provided
essential data, perspectives, and feedback, ensuring that the
results accurately reflected the realities of their SFPs. This
participatory and multidimensional approach has been
fundamental to establishing AMPAE as a robust analytical
tool for strengthening SFPs in LAC, thereby contributing to the
sustainability and positive impact of the initiative across the
region.

e Gonzalez
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2.3.2 Data collection process -

It should be noted that the instrument is structured
around analytical axes, indicators, and development
scales. In order to achieve its objective — namely, to

measure the degree of maturity of SFPs in
different countries in LAC — the application of the
questionnaire (Annexes I-IV) constituted a core
component of the methodology.

The study's objectives were publicly presented
in September 2024 during an official event of
RAES, at which time an initial invitation to
participate in the research was extended to
member countries on a voluntary basis.

In October 2024, a virtual meeting was held
with member countries that had expressed
interest in participating. This meeting aimed to
further explain the objectives of the study, present
the methodological approach, and clarify the
potential contribution of the study to strengthening
and improving SFPs across the region.

Following this dissemination and awareness-raising process, a call for volunteers was issued to
interested countries. As a result, six countries — Brazil, Belize, Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic
and Paraguay — formally expressed their interest and appointed national focal points. Once
participation was formalised, technical activities for the application of the diagnostic tool began in
November 2024, with the support of RAES and the Brazil-FAO International Cooperation
Programme.

The application of the instrument was carried out in successive phases. Initially, the instrument was
presented by the consultants to the participating countries. Then, during an online meeting with the
consultants, the national focal points discussed each question collectively and reached a consensus
on the responses. The form was completed by the consultants, based on the answers provided by
the focal points during the virtual meetings.

The questionnaire was structured according to the four analytical axes. The first section included
eight questions for Axis |, nine for Axis I, seven for Axis Il and six for Axis IV. Each guestion offered five
response options (scored from O to 4), with '0' corresponding to the 'not applicable' option, which was
intended for specific national contexts. Respondents were asked to select only one response per
question, choosing the option that best reflected their national context.

13



At the end of the structured section, the questionnaire included a qualitative component in which
respondents were asked to identify and rank the five main challenges faced by their SFPs, using a
scale from 1 to 5. This component aimed to complement the quantitative analysis by capturing
contextual nuances not identified in the closed questions, highlighting priority areas for technical
support at national, regional and international levels, as promoted by RAES.

After the online session, the focal points received the gquestionnaire completed by the consultants.
They were given two weeks to review, validate and provide comments on the responses. During this
period, some countries made changes and further reflected on their responses, allowing them to clarify
and elaborate on specific answers. However, these comments are not included in this document to
protect the anonymity of the participating countries. To substantiate the information provided,
participating countries were requested to submit official documents justifying their responses. A list of
the documents received from each country is available to the study's proponents.

The responses to the questionnaire formed the primary database for this study and were validated by
the national focal points, as described above. Following validation and approval by all relevant
stakeholders, the document was officially finalised.

In summary, data collection for the AMPAE study took place between October and December 2024,
involving six participating countries. Initially, the consultants scheduled virtual meetings with each
country, lasting an average of two to three hours, during which they presented the instrument and
clarified questions related to the completion of the questionnaire. Subsequently, countries received the
questionnaire and were given an additional two to three weeks to submit their responses and compile
the requested supporting documentation. In some cases, an additional review stage was conducted
prior to the final consolidation of the information.

©'Courtesy of the Peruvian Government
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3.1 Results by axis and degree of maturity -

Section 3.1 and its subsections present the results obtained through the application of the questionnaire in the
participating countries. To preserve national sovereignty and reflect the specific characteristics of each national
context, all information is presented in an aggregated and fully anonymised manner. This approach is intended to
promote regional learning and the identification of common patterns without judgement, fostering a cooperative
and constructive analytical process. The section begins with a general analysis of the performance of SFPs at the
regional level. This is followed by an in-depth look at the results and key points of attention for each of the four
structural axes evaluated: Governance, Regulatory frameworks, Food and nutrition, and Financing.

© 0 O

Governance Regulatory Food and Financing
frameworks nutrition

Subsequently, Section 3.2 presents the main challenges identified by countries through the open-ended
component of the questionnaire. These self-reported, free-form responses are crucial for complementing
quantitative analysis, as they capture contextual nuances and operational realities that may not be fully reflected
in the closed questions. They offer a more qualitative perspective on local realities. The challenges were analysed
and systematised based on their frequency of mention and the level of criticality attributed by respondents
themselves. This qualitative perspective enriches our understanding of the gaps and opportunities for
strengthening SFPs at national, regional and international levels.

3.1.1 Governance e

Based on the results presented in Graph 1, the scores obtained for Axis | range from 58 to 100 percent, showing
notable variation among participating countries. Most countries are at the Advanced level of development, while
one is classified at the Intermediate (-) level. Overall, the results indicate strong performance by countries in terms
of the governance of SFPs.

A regional average score of 79 percent was observed, corresponding to an Advanced (-) level of development.
This result reflects strong performance in key governance dimensions, such as horizontal intersectoral
coordination (100 percent) and vertical coordination (83 percent), both classified at advanced levels. Countries
reported having established formal coordination mechanisms — such as councils and committees — that bring
together actors from various ministries, thereby strengthening linkages between SFPs and other government
policies.
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Graph 1. Axis I: Governance - Level of progress by country
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N | N
{ 3 - 4 -
Advanced (-) Advanced (-) Advanced (+) Advanced (-) Intermediate (-) Advanced (+)

Source: Own elaboration

Graph 2. Axis I: Governance - Indicators and scale of progress
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17



The availability of general information on SFPs is also noteworthy, with 89 percent of countries ensuring access
to essential data that support transparency and informed decision-making. However, other areas of
governance — such as SFP management (72 percent), the use of technologies for data collection and analysis
(61 percent), and monitoring and evaluation processes (67 percent) — present opportunities for improvement.

Points requiring attention:

Based on the results shown in the previous graph, it is evident that some aspects require more
attention at both the national and regional levels, including:

Management: From a management perspective, the assessment examined national
decision-making processes, the existence of formal structures to ensure the participation of other
monitoring bodies, and the regularity of  systematic coordination meetings.
The results indicate that this dimension presents significant gaps.

Use of technologies: This indicator focused on the availability and use of data collection tools and
technological instruments to support advanced statistical data analysis and the monitoring of
programme implementation. The results show that limitations in the institutionalisation of these
mechanisms persist.

Promotion of programme monitoring and evaluation systems: This indicator aimed to assess
how countries track the development and performance of their SFPs. The results indicate that this
remains a challenging areq, requiring sustained investments in both financial and human resources
to strengthen monitoring, analysis, and evaluation processes. However, 33.3 percent of participating
countries indicated that they are working on the development of digital applications and software to
improve these aspects. This item represents an opportunity for improvement.

Figure 2. Axis I: Governance - Key points requiring attention

SFP management Use of technology Monitoring and
evaluation

Source: Own elaboration
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3.1.2 Regulatory frameworks -

In Axis Il: Regulatory frameworks, the regional average places countries at an Intermediate (-) level of
development, reflecting commitment to strengthening the legal and regulatory foundations of SFPs, although
there is significant room for improvement. The results vary between 37 and 100 percent across countries, with a
varied distribution.

Graph 3. Axis II: Regulatory frameworks - Level of progress by country

63% 67% 63% 96% 37% 100%
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Source: Own elaboration
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Graph 4. Axis II: Regulatory frameworks - Indicators and scale of progress
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Although there has been progress in regulatory harmonisation (89 percent) and in legal frameworks related to
food and nutrition security (83 percent), key challenges remain, particularly related to the lack of specific
regulations governing school feeding and state public procurement processes.

In some countries, SFPs show a satisfactory level of alignment with school feeding laws; however, in half of
them (50%), there is additional specific legislation, and effective compliance with these laws reaches only 56%.
Furthermore, the implementation of public procurement linked to family farming (61%) and the effectiveness
in enforcing existing legislation (67%) constitute priority areas for improvement, which are essential to
maximize the impact of SFPs on communities.

Points requiring attention:

It should be noted that, although the average score for the regulatory framework axis falls within the
Intermediate level, respondents emphasized that steady progress is being made in developing
regulations to support the implementation of sustainable SFPs. Within this axis, several indicators
were identified as requiring greater attention, including:

School feeding laws: These are considered essential policy mechanisms to ensure the quality
implementation and sustainability of SFPs. Within the sample, 50 percent of countries report having
specific school feeding legislation. However, this percentage does not reflect the reality of the region,
as only eight out of 33 countries have enacted dedicated school feeding laws. Additionally, in half of
the cases within the sample, respondents indicated that the legal framework is not fully aligned with
programme implementation, indicating weaknesses in its implementation.

Public procurement laws or regulations linked to family farming: These regulatory strategies
aim to facilitate the supply of healthy, regionally appropriate and locally sourced foods through
SFPs. While 50 percent of countries report operating under such regulations, their level of
implementation remains at an Intermediate level. These frameworks are primarily found in countries
that have specific school feeding legislation.

Food and nutrition education (FNE) strategies: The study aimed to understand how countries
monitor the development and implementation of FNE activities within SFPs. According to
participants, this remains a major challenge, as FNE strategies are encouraged but still executed on
a voluntary basis. The lack of mandatory actions incorporated into the school curriculum limits their
effectiveness, institutionalisation and long-term sustainability.

Figure 3. Axis Il: Regulatory frameworks - Key points requiring attention

School feeding Public procurement Food and nutrition
laws laws or regulations education strategies

Source: Own elaboration
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3.1.3 Food and nutrition T

Axis Ill: Food and nutrition is closely linked to the implementation and execution of SFPs. Among the four
axes, it records the lowest average level of progress, at 57 percent, corresponding to an Intermediate (-) level.
There are significant disparities in the level of development of this axis across countries. Although one country
achieved a score of 71 percent, ranking as the highest level of development in the region, another remains at
a Beginner (+) level with only 38 percent, well below the regional average. This wide variation highlights critical
areas that require priority attention to improve the quality and effectiveness of SFP implementation.

Graph 5. Axis lll: Food and nutrition — Level of progress by country
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Graph 6. Axis lll: Food and nutrition - Indicators and scale of progress
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Most indicators register low scores and point to areas requiring strengthened implementation or greater
investment. Notable gaps are observed in school kitchen and canteen infrastructure, with only 44 and 39
percent of countries, respectively, reporting adequate facilities for food preparation and service.; that is, less
than half of the countries confirm that they have adequate space reserved for preparing and serving food in
schools, There is also evidence of limited nutrition-related training for technical staff (50 percent) and weak
integration of sustainable practices, such as the incorporation of food sourced from family farmers. Based on
these findings, the following key issues can be highlighted:

Menu planning is the only indicator within this axis that shows significant progress, with 94 percent
of countries reporting an advanced level of development. However, further efforts are needed to
diversify school menus by incorporating regional and culturally appropriate options that promote
healthier eating habits.

Kitchen infrastructure represents one of the major challenges, as only 44 percent of countries
provided data on this aspect and confirmed the existence of adequate infrastructure for food
storage, preparation and distribution.

Around 39% of respondents indicated that fewer than 25% of schools have adequate spaces
for food consumption.

Public procurement from family farming shows relatively stronger performance, with 61 percent
of countries reporting an advanced level of development in these processes. Three countries
stand out for having specific school feeding legislation that explicitly supports procurement from
family farmers.

By cross-referencing data, a strong correlation can be inferred between several constraints, including the lack
of trained technical personnel, the absence of nutrition specialists in SFP management teams, weaknesses in
implementing food and nutrition education activities, low levels of school garden implementation, and the lack
of regulatory mechanisms to facilitate the acquisition of healthy and appropriate food products. Taken
together, these factors compound implementation challenges and undermine the overall effectiveness of
SFPs.
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Points requiring attention:

Capacity level of technical staff working in SFPs: The study assessed whether school feeding
teams include qualified professionals who regularly participate in ministry-led activities aimed at
strengthening technical competencies. Results point to low levels of nutrition-related training among
technical staff and limited integration of sustainable practices. In addition, participants highlight that
there is still an insufficient number of professionals, who are often required to operate within teams
that are too small to meet the operational demands of the programmes.

Menu regionalisation: The study examined whether school menus incorporate regional
considerations, as this is a formal requirement for approval by the ministry. The findings indicate that
menus remain largely centralised and insufficiently diversified.

Infrastructure for food preparation, storage, and consumption: The study analysed the
proportion of schools with operational spaces for food preparation, storage, and consumption.
Reported coverage ranges between 25 and 50 percent, although several countries were unable to
provide data due to information gaps.

Public procurement from family farming: The study assessed whether countries use public

procurement mechanisms to acquire food for SFPs, including the presence of monitoring
components. There is evidence that the process of public procurement still demands attention.

Figure 4. Axis lll: Food and nutrition — Key points requiring attention

Technical capacity Regionality of the SFP infrastructure Public procurement
menus from family farming

Source: Own elaboration

3.14 Financing  EE—

In the financing axis, notable differences were identified across countries at varying levels of development.
Performance levels show a wide disparity, ranging from 28 to 88 percent, with an overall average of 67 percent,
placing this axis at an Intermediate (+) level. One-third of countries (33.3 percent) are classified an Advanced
level, while 16.6 percent face significant challenges, with performance at 28 percent, corresponding to a Beginner
(+) level.
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Graph 7. Axis IV: Financing — Levels of progress by country
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Graph 8. Axis IV: Financing - Indicators and scale of progress
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Regarding the data collected under the Financing axis, while significant progress has been made in completing
budget diagnostics (94 percent) and improving the availability of financial data (89 percent), challenges remain in
ensuring universal coverage and long-term sustainability of programmes. Coverage of SFPs remains limited (56
percent), restricting their ability to guarantee universal access to healthy, fresh, and adegquate school meals.
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Points requiring attention:

Budget allocated to SFPs: This indicator assessed whether the financial resources allocated to
SFPs are sufficient to achieve both the desired coverage and quality standards. This is a mechanism
for the sustainability of the SFP that requires attention, as weaknesses were evident.

Financial intersectorality: The study sought to determine whether SFPs already have the support
of multiple funding sources and different levels of government, and whether they have an approved
strategy to promote financial intersectorality and long-term sustainability. The findings indicate that
such a strategy is not yet in place in most participating countries.

Student coverage: This indicator assessed the proportion of students reached by the SFPs.
Coverage was rated at an Intermediate (-) level, meaning that between 40 and 70 percent of
students are currently covered. This gap highlights the need for more efficient mechanisms to
achieve full student coverage, with a view to guaranteeing the human right to adequate food for all
students.

Ability to adapt available resources: This dimension refers to the existence of formally established
contingency plans for each type of contingency that may arise, as well as to the regular training of
personnel involved in the management and implementation of SFPs and members of the school
community. Establishing mechanisms to adapt and reallocate resources is essential to ensure the
continuous provision of food, particularly in emergency situations.

Figure 5. Axis IV: Financing — Key points requiring attention

Designated Financial Student coverage Capacity to adapt
budget for the SFP intersectorality available resources

Source: Own elaboration

3.1.5 Summary of results by axis -

The following figure illustrates the average level of development achieved in each axis, based on the scores
obtained by the participating countries. Axis lll: Food and nutrition emerges as the most fragile, with the lowest
average level of progress, while Axis |: Governance stands out as the most developed. To facilitate a more detailed
interpretation of these results, the next table summarises the main findings, highlighting both strengths and the
areas where the Indicators and maturity scale indicate the greatest need for attention in each axis evaluated.
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Graph 09. Level of progress by axis
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Table 3. Summary of questionnaire results - Part |

I - Governance

« All participating countries (100 percent) demonstrate horizontal intersectoral articulation.

« A high proportion (83 percent) show vertical intersectoral articulation across government levels.

« Most countries (89 percent) provide general information on the SFPs, contributing to transparency and public
accountability.

« Programme management (72 percent).
» Use of technologies for data collection and analysis (61 percent).
» Monitoring and evaluation (67 percent)

Il - Regulatory frameworks

« A high level of regulatory harmonization, achieved by 89 percent of countries.
« Strong legal frameworks on food and nutrition security, established in 83 percent of countries.
» Active promotion of healthy school environments in 83 percent of participating countries.

*» Weak alignment between legal frameworks and programme implementation, observed in only 50 percent of
countries.

» Limited implementation of public procurement from family farming reaching 61 percent of countries.

« Insufficient formal national strategies for food and nutrition education, with 67 percent of countries meeting the
assessed criteria.
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Positive highlights:

« School menu planning has reached an advanced level in 94 percent of participating countries.

« Public procurement processes for food from family farms show advanced development in 61 percent of
countries.

« Specific legislation for school meails is in place in at least three countries, strengthening the legal certainty of
public procurement processes.

Points requiring attention:

« Kitchen infrastructure (44 percent) and school canteens (39 percent) remain among the most fragile areas.

« Staffing levels and the training of technical personnel in nutrition are insufficient, with only 50 percent of
countries meeting the assesses criteria.

« Persistent gaps in infrastructure, technical capacity and lack of regulations undermine the sustainability of

SFPs,

IV - Financing

Positive highlights:

» A high proportion of countries (94 percent) have a specific annual budget allocated to the implementation of
SFPs.

* Most countries (89 percent) make financial data on the programme publicly available, with periodic updates.

* More than half of countries (56 percent) conduct regular budget assessments to monitor SFP resources.

Points requiring attention:

* Only 33 percent of participating countries report that currently available resources are sufficient to ensure both
coverage and quality.

» Student coverage remains below optimal levels.

« Financial intersectorality and long-term sustainability remain fragile.

Source: Own elaboration

3.2 Results of open items e

The second part of the questionnaire sought to identify the main challenges related to the
implementation of SFPs, as freely and spontaneously reported by participating countries. The analysis
of responses was based on the frequency with which certain topics were mentioned by the national focal
points, as well as on the scores assigned to each issue, allowing for an assessment of their relative
relevance and level of criticality.

The data was systematised internally by the project team following the completion of data collection by
the consultants responsible for administering the questionnaire. Although no specific automated tool
was used, responses were organized into thematic categories based on recurrence and the level of
criticality assigned by the respondents themselves. The process was standardised through consultant
training, clear guidance, and respect for the sovereignty and specific contexts of each country. Clarifying
these methodological steps helps to reinforce the transparency and replicability of the study.
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Data analysis revealed a series of structural challenges faced by countries in the implementation of
SFPs. One of the main challenges is related to financing, since the absence of a formally established
national budget, coupled with the lack of intersectoral strategies to ensure financial sustainability, limits
the capacity to expand programmes and improve their quality. Insufficient resources directly affect
student coverage, the nutritional quality of menus, human resource management, and the
implementation of complementary actions, such as school gardens and food and nutrition education
initiatives.

Another critical issue is the precarious physical infrastructure. In many cases, schools lack access to safe
drinking water and operate with kitchens, canteens, and equipment that are inadequate for food
preparation and consumption, which compromises food safety and poses risks to students’ health.

In addition, limited participation of the school community in SFP governance hinders the development of
programmes that are more responsive to local contexts. The lack of institutional spaces for the
participation of students, families, and communities in decision-making and monitoring reduces the
overall effectiveness and transformative potential of these policies.

Limitations were also identified in management, monitoring, and evaluation systems, including low levels
of data disaggregation, a lack of standardized indicators, and limited use of digital technologies. In
addition, regulatory gaps remain a significant obstacle: the absence of, or weak coordination among,
specific laws and regulations related to school feeding, food and nutrition security (FNS), food and
nutrition education (FNE), public procurement from family farming and healthy school environments
weakens the institutionalisation of programmes and hinders effective coordination across sectors and




Table 4. Summary of questionnaire results - Part Il

Challenge 1: Financing of SFPs at the national level

« Difficulty in ensuring sustainable financing due to the absence of a formally defined and government-approved
budget or a national plan that prioritises the SFP.

» Lack of intersectoral financing approaches, with programmes relying heavily on the managing ministry.

« Insufficient budget allocations to achieve universal coverage and meet desired quality standards, particularly in
relation to the nutritional value of school menus.

» Inadequate funding to support human resources and programme management, including planning,
implementation, management, monitoring and staff training.

« Insufficient financial resources to implement complementary initiatives, such as school gardens and FNE
campaigns.

Challenge 2: Inadequate infrastructure

« Limited access to safe drinking water in many schools.

« Increased public health risks due to inadequate infrastructure for food storage, preparation and distribution,
with implications for food safety.

« Lack of kitchens, canteens and healthy school environments that are adequate for food consumption.
« Insufficient kitchen equipment and materials to meet programme needs.

Challenge 3: Community engagement (limited participation of school communities)

« Lack of activities promoting the participation of students, parents, and communities in the supervision,
feedback, and decision-making processes of SFPs.

« Low levels of community involvement in FNE initiatives and promotion of healthy eating habits.
« Absence of formal, institutionalised spaces for citizen participation in programme governance.

Challenge 4: Management, monitoring, and evaluation systems (absence of systems)

« Limited data disaggregation.

« Insufficient monitoring systems, which hinder the systematic collection of detailed information on infrastructure,
such as the number of schools with kitchens, canteens, and access to basic services.

« Challenges in accessing, sharing and exchanging information across government sectors and institutions.

« Limited use of digital technologies and management tools for planning, monitoring, and evaluation due to gaps
in training and availability.

« Absence of clearly defined indicators, standards, and regular data collection mechanisms to support consistent
monitoring.

Challenge 5: Legal and regulatory frameworks

« Absence of, or gaps in, laws or regulations related to school feeding, food and nutrition security, food and
nutrition education, public procurement from family farming, and pedagogical school gardens, as well as
insufficient legislation regulating or prohibiting the sale of ultra-processed foods in school environments.

» Duplication of objectives or lack of alignment between existing laws and regulations relevant to SFPs.

« Insufficient regulatory provisions to promote effective horizontal and vertical intersectoral collaboration,
including the creation of school feeding management committees.

Source: Own elaboration
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Graph 10. Frequency of the main challenges reported by countries
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3.3 Joint analysis of open and closed items -

The analysis across the four axes shows that countries performed strongest in the governance axis, with an
average of 80 percent, corresponding to an Advanced (-) level. The regulatory framework axis also showed solid
performance, with an average score of 71 percent, classified as Intermediate (+). In contrast, the food and
nutrition axis obtained the lowest average score, at 57.8 percent, corresponding to an Intermediate (-) level, which
points to a relative weakness in programme implementation within this dimension. Finally, the financing axis
achieved an average score of 67.3 percent, also classified as Intermediate (+), indicating challenges related to the
financial sustainability of SFPs. The indicators with the lowest scores are highlighted below, reinforcing the critical
importance of strengthening infrastructure and financing to improve the overall performance and sustainability of
SFPs.




Figure 6. Key points requiring attention by axis
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In the analysis of open-ended responses, participants emphasised that the most pressing challenge is ensuring
adequate and sufficient funding for the programmes. This is particularly critical for guaranteeing the nutritional
quality of school menus, improving school infrastructure, and achieving universal coverage for all students. Other
challenges identified include enhancing the infrastructure of educational centres, strengthening community
participation, improving programme regulatory frameworks, and establishing effective monitoring and evaluation
systems. The figure below presents a synthesis of the study’s findings.
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Figure 7. Focus areas and main challenges by axis
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This graph suggests that the food
and nutrition axis requires the
greatest attention among the
countries analysed. The
predominance of an Intermediate (-)
level shows that further action and
technical support are needed to
advance the implementation and
execution of SFPs.

In conclusion, financing and
infrastructure constraints emerge as
the main challenges faced by
countries. These limitations are likely
to influence performance across
other dimensions and contribute to
the prevalence of intermediate
levels, particularly in programme
implementation.
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4. Recommendations e

Based on the challenges identified throughout the study, including those reported directly by countries and those
analysed considering the institutional experience of partner institutions, this section presents a set of guidelines
aimed at strengthening SFPs. The proposals are organized by analytical axis, according to their respective
questions, indicators, and maturity scales, as systematised in the summary table below.

The recommendations presented are not derived exclusively from the responses collected in the field, but also
based on the guidelines of Brazil's National School Feeding Programme, especially Decree No. 6 447/2008, as well
as on practices consolidated by organisations with extensive international experience in the field. This combination
of references makes it possible to move beyond diagnosis, offering proposals that reflect both the concrete
challenges faced by countries and the lessons learned from successful experiences in the design and management
of public school feeding policies.

Acknowledging the diversity of national contexts and the need for solutions that respect sovereignty, legal
frameworks and local priorities, the points outlined below aim to contribute to the strengthening of structural and
sustainable actions grounded in evidence and integrated approaches. The main objective is to promote more
equitable and healthy school feeding in coordination with other public policies, such as education, health,
agriculture, and social development, thereby reinforcing the role of the SFPs as instruments for the realisation of
rights and territorial development.

Table 5. Recommendations by axis

Axis I: Governance - development level: Advanced (-)

1. Horizontal intersectoral articulation on school feeding

« Coordination mechanisms: Establish and maintain permanent intersectoral working groups that include the
health, education, agriculture, social development and economic sectors.

« Integrated public policies: Design and implement policies that link shared objectives, such as food and
nutrition security, education, school health and rural development.

« Intersectoral coordination: Clearly define and assign roles and responsibilities to each sector to avoid
duplication of efforts and maximize the impact of interventions. It is crucial that professionals are adequately
informed, trained and supported to work in a coordinated and collaborative manner.

2. Vertical intersectoral articulation

« Coordination mechanisms: Create or strengthen effective coommunication channels between national,
departmental, and municipal levels.

« Coordinated decentralization: Develop operational manuals and guidelines to ensure standardised
programme implementation across all levels. Where appropriate, explore more dynamic and interactive formats,
such as videos and short courses, to facilitate engaging and accessible learning.

» Strengthening local capacities: Provide training and support tools, including courses and peer exchanges, for
subnational actors to ensure the efficient implementation of national policies.

3. School feeding programme management

« Comprehensive management: Implement a governance model that engages key actors at the municipal,
departmental, and national levels, as well as professionals from the health, education, social development,
nutrition and economic sectors.

« Integrated planning systems: Design and align strategies that integrate financial, operational, and technical
planning, supported by continuous monitoring of objectives.

« Institutional strengthening: Promote and ensure that SFP management teams are adequately staffed with
qualified personnel and provided with adequate resources.
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4. Different institutional actors involved

« Multisectoral involvement: Formalise participation mechanisms to enable meaningful contributions from
academic institutions, NGOs, international organizations, and the private sector in the programme’s strategic
decision-making processes.

« Committee establishment: Ensure that regulatory frameworks for SFPs provide for the creation of

multisectoral advisory committees, including the health, education, social development, nutrition, agriculture,
fisheries and economic sectors, in order to support programme planning and supervision.

5. Community participation in SFP activities

« Community oversight mechanisms: Establish school committees with representation from parents, teachers,
and students to monitor SFP implementation, fostering community empowerment and transparency in resource
management.

« Dialogue spaces: Promote regular meetings with community members to assess programme performance
and gather feedback for continuous improvement.
« Community training: Develop a continuous training model, including workshops on community roles in SFP

6. Use of technology to support management and data collection

« Digital systems: Update and implement online platforms for real-time data collection and analysis, such as
inventory tracking, meal distribution and school attendance.

« Technology training: Ensure that involved personnel have the necessary skills and ongoing support to
effectively use the implemented technological tools.

« Accessibility and transparency: Design interactive management systems and dashboards that enable
decision-makers and communities to access timely and relevant information.

7. Availability of general information on SFPs

« Public platform: Promote the development of websites or mobile applications that provide open-access data
on SFP implementation and progress.

« Periodic reports: Regularly update and disseminate clear and accessible reports on programme management,
including financial data, coverage and results.

« Inclusive communication: Use accessible and inclusive communication formats to ensure that all stakeholders,
including rural communities, can understand and access the information.

8. SFP monitoring and evaluation processes

« Monitoring systems: Establish monitoring systems based on key indicators to evaluate SFP coverage, quality,
impact and sustainability.

» External evaluations: Promote independent evaluations to ensure objectivity in findings and
recommendations.
« Continuous feedback: Systematically use monitoring and evaluation results to inform timely adjustments to
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Axis II: Regulatory frameworks - Development level: Intermediate (+)

1. School feeding law or regulation in the country

« Enactment of a specific school feeding law: Ensure that the country has a specific law or regulatory
framework on school feeding that guarantees programme financing, operation, and long-term sustainability.

« Inclusive participation: Promote the involvement of multiple sectors (education, health, agriculture, social
development and economy) and key actors (civil society, educational communities, international organizations
and the private sector) in the design, consultation and approval of the legal framework.

2. Key components of the school feeding law

« Essential elements: The law should define its scope and key terms and establish a human rights-based
approach to adequate food. It should also address institutional arrangements, food procurement modalities,
coordination mechanisms, financial frameworks, minimum procurement requirements from family farming and
fisheries (where applicable), food and nutrition education practices, food safety standards, nutritional guidelines,
environmental sustainability, monitoring systems, and community participation.

« Guaranteed right: Ensure that the law explicitly recognises school feeding as a universal right for students.

3. Level of adherence of the SFP to the school feeding law

* Implementation: Create mechanisms to evaluate SFP compliance with the legal framework, ensuring that
operational practices are aligned with legal provisions.

« Supervision and sanctions: Establish or strengthen oversight bodies to monitor compliance and apply
corrective measures or sanctions in cases of non-compliance.

4. Public procurement laws linked to family farming

« Promotion of family farming: Establish legislation prioritizing food procurement from family farming by
defining minimum purchase percentages, providing incentives for small-scale producers, and reducing
administrative barriers.

* Access and transparency: Ensure that the law includes transparency mechanisms and facilitates access for
small-scale farmers to school feeding markets.

« Short supply chains: Develop public procurement systems that favour local sourcing, fostering local economies
and reducing logistical costs.

« Farmer training: Provide training for producers on regulatory requirements and market opportunities through
clear, accessible and inclusive communication, in order to facilitate their participation in school feeding
procurement processes.

« Cooperative and association models: Encourage the creation of formal groups, such as associations and
cooperatives of family farmers or fishers, to strengthen the sector, promote sustainable territorial development,
and ensure fair trade mechanisms and incentives for participation.

5. Food and nutrition security (FNS) regulations

« Regulatory integration: Ensure that FNS regulations and front-of-pack nutrition labelling frameworks are in
place and that the consumption of ultra-processed foods in schools is restricted.

« Multisectoral approach: Ensure coordination and alignment of FNS policies with other relevant sectors,
including health, education, social development, agriculture and the economy.

6. Effectiveness of the implementation of national laws and regulations linked to school

feeding programmes

« Continuous monitoring: Implement regular monitoring and evaluation systems to measure the effectiveness of
the implementation of laws and regulations related to SFPs.

*« Measurement tools: Design specific tools such as audits, surveys, and reports to assess key indicators
(compliance, impact, and sustainability). Use and publish results for ongoing adjustments.
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7. Healthy school environments

« Infrastructure investment: Allocate resources to create or upgrade physical spaces, such as kitchens, storage
facilities, canteens, and access to safe drinking water, in order to promote healthy school environments.

« Laws and regulations for healthy school environments: Enforce laws promoting permanent healthy school
environments and intensify awareness-raising campaigns to ensure consistent and effective implementation
nationwide.

8. National strategies for food and nutrition education

« Curriculum integration: Develop and implement FNE programmes as part of national education plans,
integrating topics such as nutrition, environmentally sustainable diets and healthy habits into the school
curriculum, including practical and educational activities.

« Teacher training: Provide continuous training, guidance, and resources for educators and other stakeholders to
strengthen their FNE knowledge and teaching capabilities.

» Parental and community involvement: Expand FNE strategies beyond the classroom by engaging families

9. Regulatory harmonisation with various policies related to healthy and

sustainable environments

« Policy coherence: Ensure that school food regulations align with other relevant policies, including
front-of-package nutrition labelling, regulations limiting the supply and access to ultra-processed foods in
schools, national dietary guidelines, safe water use, and broader policies promoting healthy and sustainable food
environments.

« Strengthening regulatory frameworks: Foster synergies between school feeding laws and related policies to
enhance their impact across health, education, agriculture, environmental protection, social development, and
sustainability.

« National standardisation: Design school menus based on national dietary guidelines, local preparations based
on food culture, and consider the basic elements of a healthy menu that meets the nutritional needs of students,
including those with food allergies and intolerances.

» Monitoring and adjustment: Implement periodic evaluation systems for menus to ensure their effectiveness in
improving child nutrition, increasing student acceptance and reducing food waste.

« Defined professional profile: Establish clear profiles for SFP personnel, including management and
administrative staff, nutritionists, cooks, food technicians, and coordinators.

« Continuous training: Offer regular training and certification programmes to enhance staff technical and
operational competencies.
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« Cultural and availability adaptation: Design menus reflecting regional cultural diversity and food availability.

» Local utilisation: Promote the use of local and seasonal foods, fostering sustainability and regional economic
development.

« Flexible planning: Create guidelines that allow regional adaptations while maintaining national nutritional
quality standards and addressing students' specific health needs.

« Adequate infrastructure: Ensure school kitchens are equipped for safe food storage, preparation, and
distribution.

* Hygiene standards: Implement mandatory sanitation and equipment standards for school kitchens and ensure
access to safe drinking water.

« Targeted investments: Allocate specific resources for constructing and improving kitchens in schools lacking
adequate infrastructure.

» Healthy environments: Establish dedicated food consumption areas that are clean, safe, well-ventilated, and
maintained at a comfortable temperature, fostering a positive environment for students.

« Functional furniture: Provide appropriate tables and chairs for children, along with hygiene facilities (e.g., sinks,
trash bins) for handwashing before and after meals.

« Environmental education: Promote the sustainable use of these spaces, including waste management and
recycling strategies.

* Waste reduction: Promote food loss and waste reduction practices, including encouraging the use of food for
composting in school gardens, among other initiatives.

» Pedagogical integration: Implement school gardens as learning tools across subjects such as science, biology,
mathematics, and environmental education.

*« Governmental support: Allocate funding for the creation and maintenance of school gardens, as well as staff
training and the establishment of national management guidelines to guide their management and operation

« Specific legislation: Develop policies and laws that prioritise the acquisition of food from family farming in
SFPs.

« Supplier training: Provide ongoing training for family farmers on administrative and logistical processes, as
well as good production practices to meet public procurement requirements.

» Training for SFP professionals: Educate SFP managers on the importance of family farmers' participation in
public procurement processes, ensuring clearer and more accessible communication.
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Axis IV: Financing - Development Level: Intermediate (+)

» Allocated budget: Establish a specific and predictable annual budget for the SFP, ensuring its inclusion as a
priority line in the national budget.

« Regular updates: Conduct periodic analyses of the SFP's financial needs, considering inflation, student growth,
and required quality standards.

« Transparent allocation: Publish information on the allocated budget to promote transparency and build trust
in programme management.

* Resource mobilisation: Strengthen efforts to mobilise additional resources, including donor funding to support

« Balanced coverage and quality: Ensure that allocated resources achieve not only universal coverage but also
meet quality standards in terms of quantity and nutritional value of the menus offered.

» Annual adjustment: Design budget review mechanisms to adapt to changes in global and national food,
transportation, and equipment price variability.

« Complementary support: Seek complementary funding sources, such as international cooperation or
public-private partnerships, to temporarily support critical aspects of the programme or pilot initiatives that can
later be scaled by governments.

« Universal goal: Ensure that all students enrolled in the public education system benefit from the SFP.

« Prioritisation of vulnerable areas: Ensure that communities with the highest levels of poverty and malnutrition
are prioritized in programme implementation.

« Expansion strategies: Design strategies to gradually increase coverage in areas with identified gaps, including
rural, isolated areas and indigenous communities.

« Contingency plans: Develop clear, specific protocols to ensure the continuity of the SFP during emergencies,
such as natural disasters or pandemics.

« Emergency fund: Create a dedicated budgetary fund for contingencies to enable a swift response to
unforeseen situations.

« Intersectoral collaboration: Engage other government sectors, such as civil defence, social development and
health, in order to implement logistical solutions during crises.

« Integrated strategies: Design financial articulation and distribution mechanisms with other government
sectors (health, education, social development, economy, agriculture) to optimise SFP resources.

« Intersectoral cooperation: Promote formal agreements that define each sector’s financial responsibilities
within the programme.

« Institutional participation: Include international organizations and NGOs as strategic partners to mobilise
additional resources for specific situations with defined objectives.
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» Integrated management systems: Implement digital platforms that enable real-time collection, analysis, and
visualisation of financial and operational SFP data.

« Transparent monitoring: Ensure that budgetary data is available to stakeholders, including civil society, to
promote accountability.

» Key indicators: Define and track specific budgetary indicators, such as cost per meal, achieved coverage, and
the proportion of resources allocated to family farming and other food purchases.

* SFP cost analysis per student: Develop studies to determine the cost per student at the various levels of
government, considering the operational realities of each country.

Source: Own elaboration
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5. Limitations of the study .

Despite the advances in methodology and the care taken in designing
the diagnostic tool, it is important to recognise the limitations of the
adopted model. Since this is a self-diagnostic process conducted by
the countries' own representatives, the data — including numerical
values — reflect institutional perceptions and are therefore subject to
varying degrees of subjectivity and technical understanding of the
questionnaires. The study required countries to reach internal
consensus to complete the questionnaires, which posed a challenge
but also represents a strength of the process.

Nevertheless, the responses may have been influenced by time
constraints, the availability of human resources, staff turnover, and the
respondents’ familiarity with the technical criteria used. Furthermore,
the information obtained is strongly anchored in the local and
institutional contexts of each country, which limits the generalisability
of results due to reduced external validity. The experiences diagnosed
are not representative of all LAC countries, nor do they seek to
establish rigid standards or rankings among participants.

The objective was to produce a regional overview and support the
development of recommendations that guide rather than prescribe,
while respecting the sovereignty and diversity of national trajectories.
For this reason, the public report was anonymised, ensuring that no
country could be directly identified in the comparative analyses. This
reinforced the cooperative and non-evaluative nature of the initiative.
However, each country received its own analysis results individually for
internal and institutional use.

Another limiting factor is the comparability between countries, as the
number of respondents and level of response detail can vary
significantly depending on each territory's institutional capacity. The
scoring-based response system was designed to standardise results
and minimise bias. However, since this system is based on
self-assessment, some self-reporting bias may be present, although
this is mitigated by the submission of supporting documentation and
joint deliberation among representatives.

The small number of respondents per country — sometimes only one
or two — also poses a significant restriction. On the other hand, the
fact that the unit of analysis is the SFP (usually only one per country)
helps ensure consistency, as the questionnaire reflects the institutional
perception of the programme as a whole.

Therefore, quantitative analyses should be interpreted with caution, as
the limited sample size makes statistical inference difficult. While the
scoring scales (from 1 to 4) facilitated comparability, they may not
fully capture intermediate nuances. Additionally, participation in the
first round was limited to six countries, which limits the scope for
statistical generalisation across the entire region.
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It is also important to understand how institutional, regulatory and cultural diversity between countries can lead
to different local interpretations of concepts present in the instrument, such as “effective community
participation” and “use of technology in management”. Variation in the availability and formalisation of
supporting documents may have influenced qualitative analysis. Furthermore, open and public domain data
were used as auxiliary sources, but no formal cross-validation protocol was applied, which limits opportunities
for methodological triangulation.

Finally, the depth of the information collected depended heavily on local technical capacity, access to
up-to-date data, and the political priority assigned to the issue in each country.

While these limitations do not compromise the findings, they should be considered when interpreting results and
formulating future strategies. Transparently acknowledging these restrictions strengthens the study's credibility
and provides relevant input for improving the instrument's methodology in future rounds and its expansion to

other countries in the region.
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6. CONCLUSION




6.Conclusion

The AMPAE study sought to make an unprecedented contribution to the field of school feeding in LAC by
proposing a diagnostic methodology that is evidence-based, sensitive to national contexts, and developed in
collaboration with the participating countries.

In designing the processes for data collection and analysis across axes and indicators, it was essential to respect
national sovereignty and autonomy, as well as the political, administrative, and organizational specificities of each
country’'s programme structure. Additionally, it was crucial to consider the final objectives of this study, particularly
in relation to generating evidence and supporting RAES member countries in defining regional priorities for
monitoring the actions of the Brazil-FAO International Cooperation Programme and RAES.

The analysis of the four axes revealed that countries achieved the highest performance in the governance axis,
with an average score of 80 percent, placing it at the Advanced (-) level. Meanwhile, the regulatory frameworks
axis showed significant progress, with an average score of 71 percent, placing it in the Intermediate (+) category.
The food and nutrition axis received the lowest score, averaging 57.8 percent and classified as Intermediate (-),
highlighting relative weaknesses in programme implementation within this dimension. Finally, the financing axis had
an average score of 67.3 percent, also in the Intermediate (+) category, indicating ongoing challenges in the
financial sustainability of the programmes.

In line with these results, the main challenges identified by countries regarding the implementation of SFPs were
also analysed. Respondents indicated that the most pressing challenge has been ensuring adequate and sufficient
funding, particularly to guarantee the nutritional quality of menus, proper school infrastructure, and universal
student coverage. Other key challenges include improving the quality of school infrastructure, increasing
community participation, expanding the programmes’ regulatory frameworks, and establishing effective
monitoring and evaluation systems.

By recognising these gaps and consolidating guiding recommendations, the study not only highlights ways to
strengthen SFPs but also reinforces the strategic role of the Sustainable School Feeding Network (RAES) in
building an integrated regional agenda. RAES redffirms its commitment to improving SFPs at both regional and
national levels by fostering dialogue, strengthening cooperation, and encouraging the exchange of experiences
among countries in LAC.

Based on the evidence and recommendations presented, general guidelines were defined to guide, over different
time horizons, future actions by the Brazil-FAO International Cooperation Programme and RAES in support of
advancing the analysed axes and indicators. The main priorities are:
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» Strengthen the financial sustainability of SFPs: Develop and support long-term financing mechanisms,
including innovative co-financing and resource mobilisation strategies, to ensure nutritional quality,
universal coverage and programme continuity.

» Strengthen the infrastructure and operational capacities of educational centres: Develop projects to
improve school infrastructure (canteens, kitchens, food storage places), as well as food logistics and
distribution systems, adapted to the specific needs of each context.

* Promote the development and updating of regulatory frameworks: Support countries in creating,
reviewing or strengthening laws, regulations and public policies that facilitate effective SFP
implementation and inter-institutional coordination.

e Promote governance, coordination and strategic planning: Strengthen inter-institutional and
inter-sectoral coordination, promote transparency in accountability, and support evidence-based
decision-making.

» Encourage community participation and food and nutrition education practices: Develop programmes
that actively involve families, communities and local actors in the design, implementation and monitoring
of SFPs, while promoting healthy eating habits.

« Strengthen monitoring, evaluation and evidence generation systems: Support the creation or
improvement of monitoring and evaluation systems adapted to each country, enabling the identification
of gaps, measurement of progress, and guidance for continuous improvement strategies.

« Facilitate the regional exchange of experiences and good practices: Consolidate RAES as a platform
for knowledge exchange, promoting the dissemination of successful experiences, innovations and
lessons learned across LAC countries.
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Figure 8. Proposed future tasks

Expand funding for SFPs

« Raise awareness

* Exchange knowledge

« Connect funders and projects

» Create infrastructure improvement

strategies

Technical capacity building

» Technical advice
* Exchange of experiences

« Virtual training courses

» Organization of in-person and virtual events

Support for the expansion of

small-scale producer market networks

« Intersectoral coordination

» Conduct training courses for
education managers

Source: Own elaboration

Develop partnerships

» Joint assistance actions and publications

» Evidence generation

Increase the number of laws
on school feeding

» Technical assistance

« Intersectoral coordination

Strengthen monitoring and
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» Production and dissemination of evidence
on programme monitoring systems

» Exchange of experiences
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Anexes I

Annex |. Systematisation — Axis |I: Governance

Option Progress Percentage

1 Not applicable The indicator cannot be assessed in the country due to contextual or structural reasons

2 Beginner (-) Less than 20 percent of the maximum possible score

3 Beginner (+) Equal to or greater than 20 percent and less than 40 percent of the maximum possible score
Intermediate (-) Equal to or greater than 40 percent and less than 60 percent of the maximum possible score

¢ Intermediate (+) Equal to or greater than 60 percent and less than 75 percent of the maximum possible score

Advanced (-) Equal to or greater than 75 percent and less than 90 percent of the maximum possible score
s Advanced (+) Equal to or greater than 90 percent of the maximum possible score

Registration of scores reported by countries in the surveys

Horizontal intersectorality in school feeding

Are there strategies or coordination mechanisms with other government sectors?

Option Indicator Country options
1 No relationship with other ministries or related entities
2 Limited relationships with other ministries or entities, restricted to specific activities
3 Regular activities with other ministries or entities, but without formal coordination mechanisms
4 Formalised coordination with other ministries and entities to discuss and address issues related to school feeding _

Vertical intersectorality

Are there strategies or coordination mechanisms between different levels of government (national, departmental, and municipal)?

] Not applicable -

1 No relationship with other federated entities

2 Limited relationships with other federated entities, restricted to specific activities

3 Regular activities with other federated entities, but without formal coordination mechanisms

4 Formalised coordination with other federated entities to discuss and address issues related to school feeding _:-

SFP management
How would you describe the management of the SFP in your country?
1 No formal structure within the ministry for decision-making regarding the SFP
2 School feeding programme management is carried out exclusively by the national team 2
3 Decision-making and management of the SFP are carried out by both the national team and other levels of 1
government
4 There is a formal governance structure that includes all levels of government, with systematic meetings for
decision-making and management of the SFP

Grade of participation by different institutional actors

Are there mechanisms in place to incorporate other institutional actors into decision-making for the SFP?

1 No mechanisms are established to incorporate other actors outside the school feeding team
2 Mechanisms are established to incorporate other teams within the ministry responsible for school feeding
3 Mechanisms are established to incorporate other ministries or government sectors, but not on a regular basis 2

5
4 Mechanisms are established to incorporate other ministries or government sectors and additional
institutional actors, who meet periodically to participate in decision-making
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Community participation in SFP activities

Avre there strategies or mechanisms for community participation in the monitoring or supervision of SFP activities?

1 No community participation activities are in place

2 No formal community participation activities are in place, although community
participation is encouraged or required when possible

3 Community participation is actively and continuously promoted, and there is 1 4 5
a designated focal point or leader coordinating these activities

4 A formally established group for community participation is part of the organizational structure of the SFP

and is involved in decision-making through systematic meetings

Use of technologies to support management and information collection

Are technologies used to support SFP management and information collection?

1 Basic technological tools are used for programme management only, but not for systematic information collection
(e.g., spreadsheets, Microsoft Office)

2 Basic technological tools are used for both programme management and information collection (e.g., 1 2 3
spreadsheets, Microsoft Office)

3 Advanced technological tools are used for programme management and information collection, such as 5
statistical software that supports data analysis

4 Advanced technological tools are used for programme management and information collection, supported by an

integrated and continuously updated digital platform or online database accessible to relevant stakeholders

Availability of general information on the SFP

Is general information on the management and implementation of the SFP available?

1 There are no formal mechanisms for collecting or systematising information on the SFP

2 Information is collected, but access is restricted to the school feeding management team only

3 Information is collected and available within the responsible ministry, and may be shared with other 4 5
government sectors upon formal request

4 Information on the SFP is publicly available and easily accessible, for example through an official website or
public information platform

School feeding programme monitoring and evaluation processes

Are there strategies or mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating the SFP?

1 There is no established process for monitoring and evaluating the SFP; these activities
are carried out only upon request by the responsible ministry

2 Monitoring and evaluation activities are carried out, but not under a defined or systematic routine 1 4

3 There is planning and defined systems for monitoring and evaluating the SFP, which are implemented under 2 5
an established routine

4 There is planning and defined systems for monitoring and evaluating the SFP, which are carried out according
to an established routine and reported to the responsible ministry
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Annex ll. Systematisation — Axis Il: Regulatory frameworks

tion of scores reported by countries in the surveys

School feeding law in the country

Does the country have a specific law or regulation on school feeding?

Option Indicator Country options
1 The country does not have a specific law or regulation on school feeding
2 A specific law or regulation on school feeding is under development 2
3 A law or regulation on school feeding is in force, but it was not taken into account during the SFP planning
4 There is a law or regulation on school feeding in force that is considered the basis for planning and
implementing the SFP

Characteristics of the school feeding law

The school feeding law incorporates the main components?

1] Not applicable -

1 The school feeding law does not incorporate any key components
2 The school feeding law includes at least four key components
3 The school feeding law includes at least eight key components

4 The school feeding law includes 12 or more key components _:-

SFP adherence to the school feeding law

What is the level of adherence of the SFP to the school feeding law?

° Net applicable - -

1 The school feeding law has not been considered in the planning and development of the SFP
2 The school feeding law has been poorly considered in the planning and development of the SFP
3 The school feeding law has been moderately considered in the planning and development of the SFP

4 The school feeding law was fully considered in the planning and development of the SFP - - -

Public procurement laws linked to family farming

Is there legislation that promotes public procurement from family farming?

1 No public procurement law linked to family farming exists

2 No public procurement law linked to family farming exists, but there are 2
strategies that promote public procurement from family farming

3 A public procurement law linked to family farming exists, but is not active or does not address school feeding
issues

4 There is an existing public procurement law linked to family farming that includes school
feeding among its components

Food and nutrition security (FNS) regulations

Are there FNS regulations?

1 There are no FNS regulations

2 FNS regulations are in the process of development or pending approval

3 Approved FNS regulations exist, but they are not part of the SFP’s action framework
4 Approved FNS regulations exist and are part of the SFP's action framework

Effectiveness of the application of national laws and regulations linked to SFPs (FNS, family farming procurement, and school feeding)

Are there activities to measure the effectiveness of the application of national laws and regulations related to SFPs?

1 No activities are carried out to measure the effectiveness of the application of relevant laws and regulations

Activities to measure the effectiveness of the application of laws and regulations are carried out only upon
2 formal request from the relevant ministry or government

Activities to measure the effectiveness of the application of laws and regulations are carried out routinely, but
3 without an established schedule

Activities to measure the effectiveness of the application of laws and regulations are carried out continuously
4 under an approved and established schedule
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Healthy school environments

Are there strategies or mechanisms to promote the creation of healthy school environments?

1 The creation of healthy school environments is not considered a priority

2 The creation of healthy school environments is recognized as a priority, but there are no approved
plans in place to address it

3 There are approved laws, regulations, and plans for creating healthy school environments

4 The approved laws, regulations, and plans for creating healthy school environments are
being implemented

National strategies for food and nutrition education (FNE)

Avre there national strategies for FNE development?

1 No FNE actions are developed in schools

2 FNE actions are implemented occasionally in schools, either upon request from the SFP's
governing body or on a voluntary basis

3 Planned FNE actions are implemented in schools as part of the curriculum each academic year, but without 5
clearly defined objectives

4 A national strategy for FNE exists within the SFP and is guided and monitored through clearly defined
objectives to promote healthy eating habits

Regulatory harmonisation with policies related to healthy and sustainable food environments (e.g. nutrition labeling, dietary guidelines, water usage and other

related issues)
Is there regulatory harmonisation with other policies related to healthy and sustainable food environments?

Policy and guidelines operate independently of national laws and regulations, creating gaps
1 between them

Some policies and guidelines consider certain components of national laws and regulations, but
there is no alignment between them

3 Policies and guidelines are aligned with national laws and regulations, but their objectives occasionally overlap 1 5

4 Policies and guidelines are aligned with national laws and regulations, with defined plans and specific
objectives for harmonised implementation
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Annex lll. Systematisation — Axis lll: Food and Nutrition

Option Indicator Country options
1 There is no established planning for school menus
2 Planning is established, but it does not consider the basic elements required to ensure a healthy menu
3 Planning considers most or all basic elements required to ensure a healthy menu
4 Planning considers all basic elements required to ensure a healthy menu, and it is subject to continuous
supervision and approval
1 The professional profile required for each role is unclear, and staffing for the SFP is insufficient
2 The professional profile required for each role has been identified, but there is no human resources plan or
budget for hiring, and staffing for the SFP is insufficient
3 Staffing levels are sufficient and meet the required professional profiles, although opportunities to strengthen 1 2 3 6
competencies or participation in training activities are limited
4 The SFP team consists of qualified professionals who regularly participate in activities organized by the
ministry to strengthen their competencies
1 The menu currently implemented is centralised and has not been planned according to regional contexts
2 The menu currently implemented has been planned considering some regional contexts 2
3 The menu currently implemented has been planned considering most regional contexts 3
4 The menu was been fully planned in accordance with the region where it is provided,
which is a formal requirement for approval by the ministry
0 Not applicable -
1 Less than 25 percent of schools have a functioning kitchen with adequate infrastructure for food storage,
preparation, and service
2 Between 25 and 50 percent of schools have a functioning kitchen with adequate infrastructure for food 3 4
storage, preparation, and service
3 Between 50 and 75 percent of schools have a functioning kitchen with adequate infrastructure for food 1
storage, preparation, and service
4 Between 75 and 100 percent of schools have a functioning kitchen with adequate infrastructure for food
storage, preparation, and service
1] Not applicable -
1 Less than 25 percent of schools have a designated space for food consumption, and compliance with
healthy environment standards is unclear
2 Between 25 and 50 percent of schools have a designated space for food consumption. Healthy environments are 3 4
promoted occasionally, but compliance with all requirements is unclear
3 Between 50 and 75 percent of schools have a designated space for food consumption. Healthy environments 1
are continuously promoted, and school visits are conducted to ensure compliance
4 Between 75 and 100 percent of schools have a designated space for food consumption. Healthy environments are a formal
requirement of the ministry for the operation of these spaces, and school visits are conducted to ensure compliance
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Not applicable

There is no promotion of educational school gardens, nor any support for initiating their implementation

The creation of school gardens is promoted, but there are no dedicated staff or resources to support
implementation or training

The creation of educational school gardens is supported, and teams of trainers have been identified to assist
implementation; however, national guidelines for their management and operation have not yet been established

The government encourages the creation of educational school gardens. Training is conducted regularly and
national guidelines are followed for their management and operation

There are no defined mechanisms for public procurement from family farming for the SFP

The government is in the process of developing mechanisms to implement public procurement for the SFP

Defined strategies for public procurement from family farming exist, but they are not implemented systematically

Defined mechanisms for public procurement from family farming for school feeding are
in place and include a monitoring component
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Annex IV. Systematisation — Axis IV: Financing

n of scores reported by countries in the surveys

Diagnosis of the budgetary reality of the SFP

Is there a specific annual budget allocated for the implementation of the SFP?

Option Indicator Country options
1 The required budget for implementing the SFP is unknown
2 There is a general estimate of the budget required, but it is not formally defined
3 The budget required is known and formally defined, but there is no strategy to guarantee the availability of 5
resources
4 The budget is formally defined and approved by the government, and a national strategy is in place to
guarantee resources for the SFP

SFP budget
Do the defined annual resources allow the SFP to achieve the desired coverage and quality?

1 The current level of resources does not meet the national demand of the SFP

2 The financial resources allocated to the SFP do not meet the coverage or quality needs, and the government
is seeking additional funding sources

3 The financial resources allocated to the SFP allow coverage targets to be met, but do not guarantee the
desired quality

4 The financial resources allocated to the SFP allow for the achievement of both coverage and quality
standards

School feeding coverage achieved
What percentage of students enrolled in the public education system benefit from the SFP?

1 40 percent or less

2 Between 40 and 70 percent
3 Between 70 and 90 percent
4 90 percent or more

Capacity to adapt available resources
What is the capacity to adapt SFP resources in the face of emergencies?

The SFP does not have emergency adaptation plans, and programme activities are generally suspended in the
event of an emergency

2 The SFP does not have emergency adaptation plans or protocols; however, ad hoc measures are taken by
the school feeding team to ensure access to food without suspending activities

Emergency adaptation plans or protocols exist to ensure access to food, but they are considered insufficient
or not fully adequate

Formally established adaptation plans exist for different types of emergencies, and SFP management
4 and implementation staff, as well as members of the school community, receive regular training on their
application

Conditions of financial intersectorality
Do government sectors or institutions other than the entity responsible for the SFP provide financial resources for school feeding?

] Not applicable
1 There is no financial involvement of other government sectors or institutions in the SFP
2 Financial contributions from other government sectors or institutions have been requested, but the SFP continues

to be exclusively funded by the managing ministry

The SFP is funded by the managing ministry and other government sectors or institutions; however, strategies
to ensure sustainable financial intersectorality are still under development

4 The SFP already receives financial support from multiple government sectors and levels, and an approved strategy
is in place to ensure financial intersectorality and long-term sustainability

Availability of budgetary data for monitoring and evaluation

From a budgetary perspective, what is the availability of data on the SFP for effective monitoring and evaluation?

1 The availability of budgetary data for the SFP is very limited, and data is rarely or inconsistently collected

2 Some budgetary data for the programme is collected, but access is restricted to the
SFP management team

Most budgetary data is systematically collected and shared among government professionals, generally upon 4 5
formal request

4 All budgetary data for the programme is publicly available, regularly updated and accessible through the
responsible ministry's website or public platforms
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