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Background

The purpose of this survey was to capture the perspectives of secondary food teachers on a
range of current policy developments and proposals affecting the subject in England. These
included the Curriculum and Assessment Review (CAR), consultation on the proposed
Progress 8 framework, post-16 pathways, enrichment opportunities, and the expectation that
food will be taught in all schools, including academies (but not independent schools).

The survey aimed to explore teachers’ views on these reports, proposals and legislative
changes, with a particular focus on their perceived impact at school level.

The survey was self-selecting and distributed within the closed Food Teachers Centre
Facebook community. It was completed anonymously by 316 secondary food teachers in
England and was open from 26 March to 24 April 2026.

Report written by Louise T Davies and Roy Ballam.
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Thanks to Clarion School and Westfield School for the food lessons in action photos —
great work to all the students!
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Executive summary

This survey of 316 secondary food teachers provides
insight into how current policy proposals are being
interpreted at school level and their anticipated impact on
food education across Key Stages 3 to 5 in England.

The findings reveal a clear tension: food education is
highly valued by teachers but widely perceived to be at
risk of decline. While there is strong professional
consensus on its importance, current policy,
accountability measures, and school-level constraints are
expected to reduce provision, status, and access over
time. Uncertainty and lack of discussion in many schools
further suggest that the subject is not yet a strategic
priority.

1) KS3 and KS4 provision
Provision is uneven and increasingly fragile:

e atKS3, responses highlight a polarised picture, with some schools protecting provision
while others reduce time or move to carousel models

e at KS4, the subject remains structurally disadvantaged, leading more schools to
anticipate declining uptake or removal than growth

e decisions at KS4 are seen to directly impact KS3, reinforcing a cycle of reduced
provision.

2) Impact of accountability and reform
Policy and accountability frameworks are viewed as key drivers of decline:

e proposed Progress 8 arrangements are expected to marginalise GCSE food, limiting
student access

e inclusion in more favourable accountability measures is seen as critical to sustaining
the subject

e without reform, teachers anticipate reduced availability and widening inequality
between schools.

3) Role of KS4 qualifications
There is overwhelming agreement that KS4 qualifications are essential:
e removing GCSE food would lead to significant reductions in curriculum time, staffing,
funding, and subject status at Key Stage 3
e GCSE provision is seen as central to sustaining food education across all key stages.

4) Post-16 pathways
Teachers strongly support academic progression routes:
e there is near-universal agreement on the importance of A Level Food & Nutrition and
combined nutrition/food science pathways.

In contrast, vocational Hospitality and Catering routes face major barriers:
e around half of schools are unlikely to offer them
e delivery is constrained by timetabling, funding, staffing, facilities, and perceptions of
low academic value
e current models are often seen as misaligned with student aspirations.
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5) Enrichment
Enrichment offers some optimism but limited reach:

e a majority of schools are likely to offer food-related enrichment activities

¢ however, provision is inconsistent and heavily dependent on individual staff, with

significant barriers to scaling

e enrichment is viewed as complementary, not a substitute for curriculum provision.

6) Policy implementation (National Curriculum in all schools)
Proposed changes to require all schools to follow the National Curriculum are expected to
have minimal immediate impact, with most schools anticipating no change and limited
evidence of active planning.

7) Key barriers
Across all areas, consistent challenges emerge:
e timetable and curriculum constraints
funding and resource pressures
staffing shortages and expertise gaps
facilities and infrastructure limitations
low subject status and perceived lack of academic value.

8) Conclusion
Teachers present a clear and unified message: food education is essential for health, life skills,
and future careers, but is currently under threat.

Without targeted policy action to:
e strengthen its position in accountability measures
e protect curriculum time
¢ invest in staffing and facilities
e and secure clear progression pathways.

there is a significant risk of continued decline in provision and widening inequality in student
access.
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Results

Section A: National Curriculum KS3

The DfE are proposing the following for KS1-3 (Government response to the Curriculum and
Assessment Review, Nov 2025):

As part of this broader reform, we will enhance the identity of food education by
establishing it as a distinct strand within design and technology.

It should be more clearly distinguished as a discrete element of the design and
technology curriculum and renamed ‘food and nutrition’.

We will make the programme of study more specific to prepare pupils for life and
potential future careers in the food sector.

1. Based on recent discussions in your school (e.g. with senior leaders or within the D&T
department), what impact do you expect these proposals to have on KS3 food?

The largest group (31%) believe KS3 food will remain unchanged in their school with
changes to the National Curriculum.

A significant portion (29%) say no discussions have taken place, suggesting
uncertainty or lack of planning in many schools.

More teachers think the subject will weaken (19%) than strengthen (7%), indicating an
overall negative expectation among those with a view.

12% feel it is too early to judge, reinforcing the sense of uncertainty.

Among schools that have engaged with the issue (i.e. removing the ‘No discussions’ and
‘Other’ responses), nearly half expect no change. However, among those anticipating change,
views are clearly more negative than positive (28% vs 10%). A meaningful minority (~17%)
are still uncertain, suggesting decisions are still evolving.
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m KS3 Food will have a stronger
position in my school

= KS3 Food will have a weaker
position in my school

= KS3 Food will remain unchanged
in my school

= |t is too early to determine the
impact

= No discussions have taken place in
my school

= Other, e.g. no D&T/food at KS3



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/690b2a4a14b040dfe82922ea/Government_response_to_the_Curriculum_and_Assessment_Review.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/690b2a4a14b040dfe82922ea/Government_response_to_the_Curriculum_and_Assessment_Review.pdf

Teacher comments

Across the responses, teachers describe a highly uneven landscape for KS3 food provision.
While some schools strongly value and protect the subject, many others report declining
curriculum time, reduced status, or risk of removal, often tied to KS4 changes, staffing, and
accountability pressures.

Key takeaways

e Polarisation: Some schools have strong, protected provision; others are already
reducing or cutting food.

e Curriculum squeeze: Reduced KS3 time and carousel models are widespread.

o KS4 influence: Decisions at KS4 (e.g. GCSE viability, Progress 8) strongly affect KS3
provision.

e Staffing and cost pressures: Recruitment issues and expense of running food rooms
are significant risks.

o Perceived lack of SLT priority: In some schools, food is undervalued compared to
EBacc subjects.

o Wider concerns: Teachers emphasise the subject’'s importance for life skills, health,
and engagement.
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Section B: Curriculum and Assessment Review final report

In the Curriculum and Assessment Review (CAR) final report, page 18, provides a summary
of the current status quo for ‘food’ between Key Stage 1 to 4. At Key stage 4, it shows that
D&T is currently an entitlement subject, but Food and Nutrition is not an entitlement.

2. Based on discussions in your school (e.g. with senior leaders or within the D&T
department), do you foresee any impact of maintaining the current status-quo for GCSE
food not being an entitlement at Key Stage 47?

e The largest group (26%) say no discussions have taken place in their school.

o 25% feel itis too early to determine the impact, highlighting uncertainty.

e 20% expect no change to KS4 food exams.

e More schools anticipate a reduction in student numbers (19%) than an increase (just
2%).

e A small proportion (6%) think their school will stop offering food exams at KS4
altogether.

Among schools that have engaged with the issue (i.e. removing the ‘No discussions’ and
‘Other’ responses), uncertainty remains the largest response. However, negative outcomes
are much more common than positive ones: around 34% expect reduced or removed KS4
food provision, compared with only 3% expecting growth.

7 = There will be no change to Food
exams at KS4 in my school
= My school will increase the number of
students taking Food exams at KS4
= My school will reduce the number of
/a students taking Food exams at KS4
= My school will stop offering Food
I exams at KS4

= |t is too early to determine the impact
Teacher comments

Maintaining the current Progress 8 arrangements is widely expected to have a negative long-
term impact on KS4 food provision. While strong departments may remain stable in the short
term, the broader trend suggests:

e gradual reduction in GCSE food availability

e increased pressure from accountability measures

e greater risk of subject removal in some schools

e widening inequality in access for students.

= No discussions have taken place in my
school

= Other, e.g. offer BTEC, don't offer KS4
food

Teachers emphasise that, despite its popularity and educational value, GCSE food remains
structurally disadvantaged within the current system. Without policy change, there is a
significant risk that the subject will continue to decline, limiting both educational and wider
societal benefits.
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Section C: Progress 8 consultation

The DfE proposes that GCSE D&T is included in Breadth option slots (5—6, and potentially 7—
8), while GCSE Food & Nutrition is placed only in Choice option slots (7-8).

3. Based on discussions in your school (e.g. with senior leaders or within the D&T
department), what impact do you expect this will have on GCSE food in your school?

The largest group (28%) say it is too early to determine the impact.

26% expect their school will reduce the number of students taking GCSE food.
20% think numbers will increase, offering some optimism.

18% anticipate no change.

A small proportion (6%) say their school will stop offering GCSE food altogether.

Among schools that have engaged with the issue (i.e. removing the ‘No discussions’ and
‘Other’ responses), uncertainty still leads, but there is a clear lean toward decline with more
schools planning to reduce or remove GCSE food than expand it.

¢ = My school will stop offering GCSE
Food
. = My school will reduce the number
AR of students taking GCSE Food
= My school will increase the number
of students taking GCSE Food
= There will be no change to GCSE
Food in my school
= [t is too early to determine the
18%

impact

= No discussions have taken place in
my school
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4. How will the students in your school benefit if GCSE food is included in the ‘breadth’ option
slot?

Teachers overwhelmingly believe that including GCSE food in the ‘breadth’ option slot would
benefit students by giving them greater choice, stronger access, and better recognition for a
subject with significant educational, health, and career value.

The main expected benefits are:

more students able to study food at GCSE

higher status for the subject with SLT and parents

protection of KS4 and KS3 provision

improved health, wellbeing, and independence

better pathways into food, health, hospitality and science-related careers.

Overall, respondents view GCSE food as a rigorous, valuable and life-enhancing subject. They
argue that Breadth Slot inclusion would help prevent it being marginalised and would support
a broader, more relevant curriculum for young people.
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Section D: KS4 food examinations

5. If there were no KS4 examinations in Food & Nutrition, what impact do you expect this
would have on KS3 food in your school?

A large majority expect decreases across all areas, with significant decrease the dominant
response:

o status and priority (73%) shows the most concern

e budget and resources (68%) and specialist staff (65%) follow closely

e curriculum time (52%) is still heavily negative, though slightly less so.

Slight decreases add to the overall downward trend:
e around 17-24% across all categories.

No change is a minority view:
¢ highest for curriculum time (21%), but still relatively limited.

Increases are almost non-existent:
o only 0-2% across all areas expect any improvement.

There is an overwhelming consensus of decline across staffing, status, funding, and
curriculum time. Compared to earlier charts showing uncertainty, this data is much more
decisive - schools are strongly anticipating a reduction in both the provision and importance
of food education, especially in its status and priority.

Number of specialst staff teaching 65% 18% 17% O
Status and prioirty 73% 17% 8% 19

Curriculum time 52% 24% 21% 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Signiifcant decrease ® Slight decrease ®No change ® Slight increase ® Significant increase
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Section E: Academic routes — A-level

The DfE has stated it will review Level 3 vocational options for food science to support
progression into higher education and careers. (The DfE stated in its response to the CAR
final report that it would also carry out a review of the level 3 vocational study options for food
science to determine whether the suite of qualifications available at this level adequately
supports a strong pipeline into higher education and careers.)

The Food Teachers Centre and British Nutrition Foundation recommend including both
nutrition and food science routes post-16.

6. How important do you think it is to have an A Level Food & Nutrition route as part of this
progression pathway?

o A dominant majority (75%) rate A-level Food as very important.
o Afurther 15% consider it important, meaning 90% overall see it as at least important.
e  Only small minorities rate it lower:

o 5% moderately important

o 3% of limited importance

o ~2% unsure/too early to say.

There is an overwhelming consensus on the importance of food education, with virtually all
teachers valuing it highly. This strongly contrasts with earlier charts - while provision is
expected to decline, belief in its importance remains extremely strong.

= VVery important

= Important

= Moderatley important
= Of limited importance
= Not important at all

= Unsure/Too early to say
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7. To what extent do you agree that post-16 routes should include both nutrition and food

science pathways?

A very strong majority (75%) strongly agree.
A further 17% agree, meaning 92% are positive overall.

Just 1% disagree, and no one strongly disagrees.

7% are neutral, indicating only a small level of uncertainty.

There is overwhelming agreement and very little opposition among respondents. This
reinforces a clear, unified view across teachers, with almost no negative sentiment on this
issue.

© Food Teachers Centre 2026
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= Neutral
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= Strongly disagree
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Section F: Vocational routes — Hospitality and Catering

The DfE has published reforms for post-16 vocational qualifications, some of which are
focused on Hospitality and Catering (Transition plan: to the reformed 16 to 19 qualifications

landscape).

8. Based on discussions in your school (e.g. with senior leaders or within the D&T
department), how likely is your school to offer post-16 vocational Hospitality & Catering
qualifications?

e The largest groups are on the negative side:
o 28% say “very unlikely”
o 22% say “unlikely”
(50% overall think it is unlikely their school will offer these qualifications)
e Only a small minority are positive:
o 4% “very likely”
o 7% “likely”
(11% overall think it is likely)
6% are neutral, and another 6% say it's too early to determine.
A notable 27% selected ‘no discussions have taken place’.

If we remove the 27% ‘no discussions/other’ group and focus only on schools where
discussions have taken place, the picture becomes even clearer:

e Unlikely / very unlikely rises to ~68% (previously 50%)

e Likely / very likely increases slightly to ~15% (previously 11%)

e Neutral / too early sits at ~17%.

Among schools that have actively discussed this, the outlook is negative. Around two-thirds
are not planning to offer post-16 Hospitality & Catering, while only a small minority are
considering it. This suggests that where decisions are being made, they are predominantly
against offering these qualifications.

= Very likley

= Likely
= Neither likely or unlikely
= Unlikely

= Very unlikely
= Too early to determine

= No discussions have taken
place
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9. What factors are influencing this decision in your school? (Select all that apply.)

¢ The most significant barrier is timetable/curriculum constraints (47%).
e This is followed by:

o funding and resources (41%)

o staffing expertise (40%).
o Facilities (e.g. kitchens, equipment) (39%).
e Perception of the subject as “not academic enough” (39%).
o Other notable factors include:

o student demand (31%)

o school or trust priorities (28%).
e The least selected factor is:

o progression opportunities for students (16%).

Decisions are being driven primarily by practical and structural constraints, especially
timetabling, funding, staffing, and facilities, rather than lack of interest alone. Alongside this,
perceptions about academic value remain a barrier, reinforcing why relatively few schools are
likely to offer these qualifications.

Not seen as academic enough [ INEGENNNEGEGEGEEEE 39%
Progression opportunities for studnets || NG 16%
School ot trust priorities || NEGEGEGKTNEEGEGEGEGEEEE 23%
Facilities, e.g. kitchen, equipment [ NI 39%
Funding and resources [ NG 41%
Timetable/curriculum constrains [ NN 47%
studentdemand |GG 31%
staffing expertise | NG 40%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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10. What are the obstacles to your school offering vocational Hospitality and Catering courses
post-167?

For schools with post-16 provision, offering vocational Hospitality and Catering is constrained
by a combination of practical, financial, and cultural factors. The most significant barriers are:
insufficient specialist staff

lack of appropriate facilities and equipment

funding limitations

timetable constraints

perception that the subject is not academically rigorous.

Additionally, there is a clear concern that Hospitality and Catering does not fully align with
student aspirations for science-based, health-related, or university pathways.

Overall, while there is interest in post-16 food-related education, many schools feel that the
current vocational model is difficult to deliver and does not fully meet student needs, limiting
its uptake and sustainability.
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Section G: Enrichment

The DfE's 'Every Child Achieving and Thriving' White Paper (2026) outlines a 10-year strategy
to create an inclusive, high-standard education system. They want extracurricular enrichment
opportunities that have previously only been available to some to be available to all children.
Part of the recommendation is to develop wider life skills, which includes cooking.

11. Based on discussions in your school (e.g. with senior leaders or within the D&T
department), how likely is your school to offer food-related enrichment activities outside of
curriculum time (e.g. clubs, trips, competitions)?

e The overall picture is more positive than negative:
o 21% say ‘very likely’
o 35% say ‘likely’
o 56% overall think it is likely their school will offer these activities
o A smaller proportion are negative:
o 17% ‘unlikely’
o 8% ‘very unlikely’
o 25% overall think it is unlikely
e 19% are neutral, indicating some uncertainty or variation between schools

8% = Very likely
= Likely

= Neither likely or unlikely
= Unlikey

= Very unlikely

12. What types of food enrichment activities are currently offered or being considered in your
school (outside the curriculum)?

Food enrichment activities are valued and, where offered, provide meaningful opportunities
for students to develop practical skills, creativity, and engagement with food. However, current
provision is:

e inconsistent across schools

¢ heavily dependent on individual staff effort

e constrained by time, funding, and facilities.

While some schools offer a rich programme of clubs, competitions, and trips, many offer little
or none. To meet the ambitions of the Every Child Achieving and Thriving White Paper,
significant investment and structural support would be required to move from ad hoc, teacher-
led enrichment to sustainable, equitable provision for all students.
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13. What are the obstacles to your school offering more inclusive enrichment
activities (outside the curriculum)?

Schools face substantial barriers to expanding inclusive food enrichment. The most significant
are:

funding and ingredient costs

insufficient staffing and specialist teachers

teacher workload and lack of time

limited facilities and equipment

lack of technician and cleaning support

low subject status in some schools.

Overall, teachers support the value of food enrichment, but current conditions make wider,
inclusive access difficult. To meet national ambitions around cooking and life skills, schools
would need dedicated funding, protected staffing time, adequate facilities, and recognition that
food enrichment requires more resource and preparation than many other extracurricular
activities.
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Section H: General — national curriculum to be taught in all schools

The Children’s Wellbeing and Schools Bill proposes that all academies will be required to
teach the National Curriculum in the same way as maintained schools.

14. What impact do you expect this will have in your school in relation to teaching food (KS1-
3 and/or GCSE)?

Based on ‘not applicable (my school is not an academy)’ being removed:
o the largest group (just over 50%) expect no change to provision or curriculum time.
e around 16% say no discussions have taken place, and 10% say it is too early to
determine, indicating ongoing uncertainty and limited engagement.
o arelatively small proportion expect change:
o ~12% anticipate an increase (slight or significant)
o ~12% anticipate a decrease (slight or significant).

Among relevant schools, the majority expect no impact, with equal proportions predicting
increases and decreases. Alongside a sizeable group with no discussions or uncertainty, this
suggests the policy is not yet driving meaningful change in food education, and remains low
on the priority agenda in many schools.

= Not applicable (my school is
not an academy)

= Significant increase in
provision or curriculum time

= Slight increase in provision or
curriculum time

= No change

= Slight decrease in provision or
curriculum time
= Significant decrease in

provision or curriculum time

= Too early to determine

= No discussions have taken
place
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Section I: General comments
15. Your say

Teachers overwhelmingly argue that food and nutrition education is critical to the health,
wellbeing, and future success of young people and society.

Current proposals are widely perceived as:
e reducing the status and visibility of the subject
o threatening GCSE and post-16 provision
e worsening existing challenges around funding, staffing, and curriculum time.

Respondents call for urgent action to:
e protect and elevate food within the curriculum
e ensure all students have access to high-quality food education
e provide sustainable funding and staffing support
e strengthen progression routes into further education and careers.

The overarching message is clear: food education is not optional - it is essential, and failing to
prioritise it risks significant long-term consequences for both individuals and society.
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Recommendations

1. Reform accountability measures
¢ Include GCSE food in Progress 8 Breadth option slots.
e Ensure parity with other subjects to prevent marginalisation.

2. Protect GCSE food provision
e Recognise GCSE Food as an essential qualification.
e Consider entitlement status at KS4 to secure access for all students.

3. Mandate and monitor food education across schools
e Ensure delivery of high-quality food education in all schools, including academies.
¢ Introduce mechanisms to monitor and ensure compliance so that it is not diminishing
or contracting over time.

4. Protect curriculum time and subject identity at KS3
e Establish minimum curriculum expectations for food.
¢ Reinforce its status as a distinct subject: Food & Nutrition.

5. Invest in staffing, training and facilities

Fund:
e specialist teacher recruitment and retention
e professional development
o facilities, equipment, and technical support.

6. Develop coherent and credible post-16 pathways
e Develop clear academic pathways (nutrition and food science), e.g. A-level food and
nutrition.
¢ Review vocational routes to improve quality, relevance, and progression.
e Action plan and take account of the current obstacles that prevent effective academic,
vocational, technical pathways post-16 in the plans for new vocational and technical
certificates.

7. Support equitable access to enrichment
e Provide dedicated funding and staffing support for enrichment activities.
¢ Ensure all students can access high-quality food-related experiences.

8. Address perception and positioning of the subject
e Promote Food & Nutrition as a rigorous, academic, and essential subject within the
curriculum.
e Address misconceptions about its academic value with SLT, parent and policy support.

9. Provide clear implementation guidance
e Issue clear, practical guidance to schools on reforms.
e Support school leaders to make informed curriculum decisions.
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Conclusion

Food education is widely recognised by teachers as
essential to the health, wellbeing, and future success
of young people. However, current policy and system
pressures place it in a vulnerable position.

The survey presents a consistent warning: without
targeted policy intervention, food education will
continue to decline despite its recognised importance.

Teachers are not calling for expansion alone, they are
calling for protection, parity, and sustainability within
the system.

Targeted action is required to:
e protect provision
e improve status
e ensure equitable access.

Without intervention, there is a significant risk of continued decline, with long-term
consequences for both individuals and society.
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