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Executive Summary 

 

To date Kitchen Social has been rolled out to 91 hubs across 22 boroughs in London. All of  

the hubs are located in areas of high multiple deprivation, suggesting that provision is 

reaching those children most in need. Overall, 3,220 children attended holiday hubs a 

combined total of 27, 340 times. This level of attendance suggests that the typical child 

attended their hub an average of 8.5 times during the 2018 summer holiday. When computing 

this average it is important to recognise that only 56% of hubs (n=51) provided daily 

attendance data. Thus, hub attendance data is likely to greatly underestimate the reach and 

impact of Kitchen Social provision. Importantly, across all hubs, children consumed at least 

one meal at each summer session. This is important to measure, as attendance does not 

necessarily guarantee meal consumption. In total, Kitchen Social delivered holiday provision 

for a total of 626 sessions across the summer 2018, with an average of 12 days of delivery 

across hubs and an average daily delivery of approximately 4 hours per day. From the start of 

the programme in January 2017 to October 2018, the programme has engaged 134 hubs. This 

figure is the total sum of 91 hubs that are currently delivering and 43 that have been trained 

and/or ready to deliver. The total value of support provided to the 139 hubs is £343,202 

which averages out as £2,566 per hub. Through a combination of cash grants and capacity 

building support, Kitchen Social has facilitated training, food donations, healthy eating 

demonstrations and many activity sessions provided free of charge, either directly or by 

partner organisations. Given the continuous (3-year) relationship with the hubs, the 

programme will continue to provide financial and non-financial support, strengthening long 

term capability. 

 

Management data were crossed checked to ensure reliability and validity of findings. 

Detailed analyses collected from a sample of 39 hubs showed that the majority of hubs 

operated for 4-5 weeks across the summer, opening for 5 days per week and for 4- 5 ½ hours 

per day. In order to deliver the provision hubs heavily relied on support from volunteers (82% 

of hubs). Approximately 33% of hubs collaborated with other organisations to deliver food 

and activities and many of the hubs made use of free community resources (e.g. parks). 

Recruitment was mainly through word of mouth and through local schools and attendees 

ranged in age from 5-13 years of age. The Kitchen Social programme encompassed a good 

geographic spread across London and hubs were delivered in areas of high multiple 

deprivation. All of the hubs in the sample had cooking facilities and 90% of hubs provided 
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hot lunches that changed on a daily and weekly basis. Menu analysis, where possible, 

demonstrated that food served adhered to the School Food Standards and portion sizes were 

age appropriate. 97% of hubs offered both indoor and outdoor activities with physical activity 

sessions lasing on average for approximately 60 minutes per session, in line with government 

guidelines. Approximately 65% of hubs provided outings for children and their families. The 

qualitative data revealed a range of positive social, cultural, economic and behavioural 

impact. Overall, Kitchen Social Programme provided excellent value for money. 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

A recent report published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2017) on poverty in the UK, 

used government data to analyse current poverty figures and trends. It showed that over the 

last two decades there has been a fall in poverty rates among children from a third of children 

experiencing poverty in 1997 to 27 per cent in 2011/12. However, more recently, this trend is 

reversing and the number of children living in poverty increased to 30 per cent in 2015/16.  

This is equivalent to four million children living in poverty in the UK (Baranard, Kumar, 

Wenham, et al., 2017). Of these four million children, 1.3 million live in workless households 

while 2.7 million live in working households. During school terms, many of these families 

are reliant upon free school meal provision and free school breakfast clubs and are therefore 

at risk of experiencing food insecurity during the school holidays when this provision is not 

available.  

 

Children who face hunger and poor nutrition during the school holidays may develop a 

myriad of social, educational and health problems. These problems can affect children’s lives 

and future development and adds to the well-established research on the reproduction of 

social class and health (Palloni, Milesi, White and Turner 2009). In addition, families of 

children receiving FSM’s during the school year often struggle to afford nutritious, healthy 

meals during the holiday periods (Defeyter, Price and Graham, 2015; Graham et al., 2016; 

Long et al., 2017) and summer caregivers in food insecure households purchase less 

nutritious foods (Gill and Sharma, 2004). Furthermore, children and parents living in food-

deprived households often find themselves socially isolated during the summer (Kellogg’s, 

2014).  
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However, the issues faced by disadvantaged families during the school holidays extend 

beyond those related to food provision. Although The Childcare Act 2006 requires local 

authorities in England and Wales to ensure sufficient childcare is available for parents with 

children up to the age of 14 years a recent survey carried out by Family Childcare Trust, 

(2016) illustrated that there is a lack of affordable holiday clubs and shortages of childcare 

across some regions of the UK. Furthermore, of the four million children in the UK living in 

poverty, 68 per cent live in working households and therefore the lack affordable childcare is 

a further challenge for these families. This challenge of sourcing adequate and affordable 

childcare provision during the school holidays has been highlighted by a survey conducted by 

CPAG in Scotland (2015). The survey of parents (N=223) cited one of the main challenges 

parents face during the school holidays is the high cost of childcare provision, with many 

providers oversubscribed.  

 

The term ‘holiday hunger’ was originally defined by Graham et al., (2016) as “the tendency 

for children to be unable to access an adequate supply of nutritious food during the school 

holidays” (Graham et al., 2016, p. 2). However, more recently, partly due to the stigma 

associated with the term ‘holiday hunger’ alongside a growing awareness that such 

programmes deliver a range of benefits beyond food provision, practitioners and academics 

have started to use the term ‘holiday provision’. Whilst there is no formal definition for the 

term ‘holiday provision’ it has been widely referred to as the provision of free meals and 

activities during the school holiday to support low income families (APPG on School Food, 

2015; Feeding Britain, 2017). Although the research in this area is still in its infancy a 

number of recent studies have demonstrated  a number of positive benefits of holiday 

provision in terms of alleviating short term food insecurity (Long et al., 2017), reducing 

social isolation (Defeyter & Graham, 2015), supporting children’s physical activity levels 

(Defeyter, Stretesky, Sattar & Crilley, 2018) attenuating educational learning loss (Shinwell 

& Defeyter, 2017), supporting school readiness, increasing overall health and wellbeing, 

providing effective child care and integrating communities (All Party Parliamentary Group 

on School Food, 2015; Defeyter et al., 2018).  

 

The third sector has responded to the perceived need of holiday provision in a variety of 

ways, resulting in different models of delivering holiday provision from providing funding 

and/or training, establishing partnerships with agencies or delivering and managing the entire 

provision. Consequently, reports on the perceived outcomes of holiday provision depends on 



4 
 

the role the organisation plays in the delivery of the provision and the model of provision 

offered.  

 

1.1 How Does Kitchen Social Reduce Holiday Hunger? 

 

Kitchen Social is part of the Mayor of London’s Food strategy formally launched in January 

of 2017 to help support the nearly 50,000 children who are identified as living in poverty in 

London and are likely to suffer from a lack of access to healthy and nutritious food during the 

school holidays (Mayor’s Fund, 2018).  

Kitchen Social aims to alleviate the reality of holiday hunger by providing support to a 

number of local community based organisations, known as hubs that provide food and 

activities for children and young people during the summer holidays. The Kitchen Social 

programme provides training for staff and direct financial support to organisations to deliver 

healthy meals and provide children and young people the opportunity to participate in a range 

of activities during the school holidays (Mayor’s Fund, 2018).  

 

1.2 What is the Kitchen Social Framework 

 

The minimum requirement for an organisation to be part of the Kitchen Social framework is 

for hubs to provide food to children for a minimum of 20 days per year. This can be across 

the summer holiday period, Easter break and/or a mix of days including half terms breaks. As 

part of the Kitchen Social tool kit, funding and half a day of training is provided to  staff and 

volunteers to support hub readiness. The training comprises of a set of workshops and 

booklets in the form of a support package: 

 

• How to set up your own holiday provision programme 

• Project Training  

• Volunteer handbook 

• Volunteer chef handbook 

• Cook, eat and play recipe book 

An annual grant of £1500.00 is provided to each hub for a period of three years.  

 

1.3. Boroughs that have Kitchen Social Hubs   
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Kitchen Social has hubs operating in twenty-two of the 33 boroughs of London (32 London 

Boroughs and the City of London), with 10 of these boroughs having some of the highest 

levels of child poverty across the UK. The 10 boroughs with the highest level of child 

poverty are marked with an asterix in the table 1 below:  

 

 

Table 1: Names of London Boroughs Supported by Kitchen Social 

 

Number Name of London Borough  

1 Barking and Dagenham* 

2 Barnet  

3 Brent 

4 Bromley 

5 Camden* 

6 Croydon 

7 Ealing 

8 Enfield 

9 Greenwich 

10 Hackney* 

11 Hammersmith and Fulham 

12 Haringey 

13 Havering 

14 Islington* 

15 Kensington and Chelsea 

16 Lambeth* 

17 Lewisham* 

18 Southwark* 

19 Tower Hamlets* 

20 Waltham Forest* 

21 Wandsworth 

22 Westminster* 

*Boroughs across UK with highest level of child poverty 

The following section presents a detailed study of a sample of Kitchen Social hubs (n =39). 

 

2.0 Method 

 

2.1 Ethical Approval 

 

Ethical approval was obtained through Northumbria University Health & Life Sciences 

Ethics Committee prior to the start of the study. All hub leads who answered questions about 

their hub did so voluntarily and gave their informed and written consent for participation.  
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2.2 Procedure 

 

91 Kitchen Social hubs were invited to participate in the current study. This number 

represented the total number of operational hubs at the time the evaluation was 

commissioned. One survey was mailed to each organisation responsible for the delivery of 

the holiday provision hub. In most cases, the organisations mailed were responsible for one 

hub; however, in some cases organisations were responsible for more than one hub. Under 

these circumstances, the organisations posted or emailed the survey to each of their hubs.  

Hub leads were asked to complete one survey for one hub, however, if an organisation was 

responsible for more than one hub then they were asked to complete one survey for each hub. 

The aim of the surveys was to gather information about each hub’s resources, for example, 

capacity, food provision and delivery of activities. The surveys were returned to the 

researchers via self-addressed stamped envelopes that were included with the survey 

materials. Finally, the researchers followed up on their request to participate in the study by 

calling hubs that did not respond to the mail survey. If any hub lead reported that they did not 

receive a survey, the research team then emailed a copy of the survey to the hub lead. The 

survey included a range of open and closed questions designed to gather data on: 

 

a) Recruiting children 

b) Demographics, resources and support 

c) Food Served 

d) Activities the Hub offered 

Kitchen Social provided a list of all the hubs that participated in the summer 2018 

programme and identified hubs that were independently run or were part of an organisation 

that ran multiple hubs at different locations in London. Sixty-three hubs were independently 

run (69%) and eight organisations were responsible for running the remaining 28 hubs.  

 

In addition, Kitchen Social shared data on children’s attendance, and the number of meals 

served. These data helped to strengthen the findings of the survey.   
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2.2.1 Survey Return Rate 

 

A total of 39 hubs were represented in the surveys returned through the post and by email. 

This represents a hub response rate of 42.8%. The 39 hubs that are represented in the data are 

either run independently or as part of a multi-hub organization. A detailed breakdown of hubs 

and surveys are as follows: 

 

• 28 surveys were returned by 28 independently run hubs. 

• 11 surveys were returned by 5 multi-hub organisations. 

It is important to note that two of the five multi-hub organisations that responded to the 

survey filled out one survey for each hub operated and three of the five multi-hub 

organisations that responded to the survey filled out one survey that included information for 

multiple hubs.  

 

2.3 Data Analysis 

 

Data from the closed ended survey questions were inputted in SPSSx (version 24 software) to 

produce charts, graphs and basic descriptive statistics. The qualitative data from the open-

ended questions in the survey were analysed manually using thematic content analysis. This 

method allows themes to develop both from the research questions and from the narratives of 

participants.   

 

3.0 Results 

 

3.1 Marketing and Recruitment Strategies   

48% of the 31 hubs responding to the survey reported that they recruited children through 

schools and word of mouth. 13% of hubs said they used social media and word of mouth 

only. Other responses to the question on recruitment of children included the use of 

community outreach, flyers and posters. 62% of hubs reported that they targeted specific 

groups of children; including children on free school meals, 5-12-year-old children, all 
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children up to 13 years of age, children attending local schools, vulnerable families with little 

or no support and those in receipt of Pupil Premium.  

3.2 Location of Hubs 

 

 
Figure 1: The Location of Kitchen Social Hubs across London in 2018 

 

 
Figure 2: Kitchen Social Hubs in London by Indices of Multiple Deprivation, 2018 
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As shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2, there is a good distribution of hubs across London and 

the hubs are located in areas of high multiple deprivation. 

 

3.2 Hub Capacity, Resources and Additional Support (including specialist support) 

 

The majority of hubs responding to the survey reported that they were located in community 

centres (54%), with 21% of the hubs located in schools, and 25% located in other settings 

(i.e. adventure playgrounds, homeless hostels, parks, farm chantry, youth café, youth centres 

and youth clubs). 

 

3.2.1 Operational Characteristics of Hub Programmes 

 

The number of weeks that hubs delivered across the summer holiday ranged from two to 

seven weeks. However, the 72% of clubs that responded to the survey stated their clubs 

operated for four to five weeks during the summer holidays as indicated in Figure 3.  

 

 

 
Figure 3: Number of Weeks Holiday Hubs Served Children in Summer, 2018 
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Figure 4: Number of Days Hubs Were Open per Week during Summer, 2018 

 

Most hubs responding to the survey operated five days per week as indicated in Figure 4 and 

40% provided between 2 and 3.5 hours of provision per day. However, 30% of the hubs 

delivered between 4 and 5.5 hours of provision per day. One holiday hub reported that it did 

not have specific opening and closing times. 

 

 
Figure 5: Number of Hours Hubs Were Open per Day during Summer, 2018 
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3.2.2 Employment Status of Staff 

 

The majority of hubs employed staff but also relied heavily on volunteers (82%). The number 

of total staff varied considerably across hubs. This variability in the number of staff working 

across the summer holiday period may have been for many reasons including size of holiday 

hub, the number of available volunteers, the number of children and families attending these 

activities, the staff: child ratio, the range and types of  activities that the hub provided.  

 

Over 50% of hub leads reported that they were the ‘manager’ at their hub. However, 50% of 

the hub leads completing the survey had full time jobs outside of the holiday hub and 39% 

were employed part time outside of the hub. The hub leads employment outside of the hubs 

spanned across several fields in education and community work.  

 

Table 2: Full Time Careers of Volunteers When Not Working at Hubs 

 

Full time role outside holiday hub  

Community development worker 

Community worker 

Director 

Head teacher 

Office manager 

PM at MHDT 

SEN/LSA teacher 

 

Table 3: Part Time Careers of Volunteers and Staff When Not Working at Hubs 

 

Part time role outside holiday hub  

Delivery and development officer 

Early years practitioner 

Education coordinator 

Family Learning Coordinator 

Fundraiser 

Play worker 

Project Manager 

Volunteer manager and CEO exec assistant 

Youth Worker 

 

Further staff demographic information is provided in the Appendix A  

 

No holiday hubs had fewer than 4 staff working at the hub at any point during the summer 

and no hub had more than 50 staff working at any point during the summer. Overall, there 



12 
 

were more volunteers (up to twenty volunteers per hub) working at hubs than paid staff (up to 

ten staff per hub), suggesting that hubs relied heavily on volunteers to deliver the holiday 

provision.  

 

3.2.2.1 Total Number of Staff and Volunteers 

 

Figure 6 shows that whilst there is a considerable range in terms of the number of staff 

employed at a hub, the most frequent number of staff employed in a hub employed was four 

(32% of hubs). Whilst approximately 40% of hubs employed five to six staff members. 

 

 
Figure 6: The Number of Full and Part-Time Paid Staff Working at Holiday Hubs 

during the 2018 Summer Holiday Period 
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Figure 7: The Number of Full and Part-Time Volunteers Working at Holiday Hubs 

during the 2018 Summer Holiday Period 

 

As shown in Figure 7, hubs relied on between 1 and 20 volunteers. However, over 60% of 

hubs relied on 2 to 4 volunteers to provide children with holiday provision during the summer 

of 2018.  

 

3.2.2.2 Staff Analysis of Full-time and Part-Time Work 

 

The analysis of employment data on full-time and part-time staff showed that (see Figure 8):  

• Over 20% of hubs employed no full-time paid staff full-time. 

• 45% of hubs did not employ any full-time volunteers.  

• A maximum of four full-time paid staff were recruited by hubs at any one time across 

the summer holiday period. 

•  A maximum of two full-time volunteers were recruited by hubs at any one time 

across the summer holiday period.  

 

 

 

Figure 8: Number of Full Time Staff and Full Time Volunteers 
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Figure 9: Number of Part-Time Staff and Part-time Volunteers 

 

Hubs employed up to ten paid part-time staff at some point during the summer holidays.  

Hubs most frequently employed four paid part-time staff (19%) with 15% of hubs reporting 

that they employed one paid part-time member of staff. Overall, the majority of hubs relied 

on part-time volunteers, with less than 10% of hubs reporting that they did not rely on any 

part-time volunteers. 33.3% of hubs recruited, on average, two part-time volunteers.  

 

The granularity of the data collected on hub employment allowed for further analysis of staff 

and volunteers who worked both full time and part-time. On calculating mean averages 

(based on the number of staff employed), the results show that on average hubs paid three 

full-time staff and relied on three part-time staff.  

 

3.2.3 Hubs and Additional Support  

 

Hubs were asked two separate questions about the support they received in addition to the 

grant from Kitchen Social. 61% of hubs responding to the survey reported that they did not 

receive any additional support or services. The second question related to specialist support 

or services that the hubs received. Again, most hubs (i.e., 64%) did not receive any additional 

specialist support or services in addition to the Kitchen Social funding. However, ten of the 

31 hubs (i.e., 32%) that answered the second question did report that their hub received 

specialist support. The results from the hubs that responded to the questions on the type of 

support and specialist support are listed in Table 4 below. It should be noted that the services 
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in the table have been listed as reported in the survey and may lack detail regarding the nature 

of the activity. Some of these services listed were payed for and others were free.  

 

Table 4: List of Chargeable and Non-Chargeable Additional Support 

 

Type of Additional Support Percentage 

Activities 
 

Arts and Crafts 16 

Cooling Glasses 2 

Dance/Drama/Fashion/Music/Music Production 21 

Run Panch sessions 2 

Sports Coaches 14   

Equipment/Hire of Resources 
 

Cooking Equipment 2 

Hire Pool 2 

Sports Equipment 5 

Venue 5   

Food Provision 
 

Food Provision/Surplus 9   

Funding 
 

Big Lottery Funding 2   

Specialist Services 
 

Drug and Alcohol 2 

NHS Advisor 2 

Nutritionist 2 

Police 2   

Other Support 
 

Support Workers 2 

Teachers various 2 

Teaching Assistant 2 

Free Tickets for Tower of Hamlet 2 

 

NB Percentages have been rounded up and may not add up to 100% 

As shown in Table 4, a small number of hubs that responded to the question about support 

reported that they received additional provision, supplies or services from other sources. Most 

hubs responding to the survey received additional support for food. However, hubs that 

responded to the survey also received sports equipment; cooking equipment, art supplies, free 
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or reduced entry to cinemas, music productions, theatres or attractions. Hubs were also asked 

to list any free community assets that they accessed (see Table 5). These hubs suggested that 

they were able to access schools, parks, community centres, and libraries free of charge. 

Table 5: List of Free Community Assets Accessed by Hubs  

 

Free Community Resources Frequency of Access (n) 

City Farm 1 

Café 1 

Church 1 

Community centres, including kitchens  2 

Library, library books  2 

Museum 2 

Outdoor adventure playground  4 

Theatre 1 

Sight-seeing, mini trips 1 

Park, green space, gardens 15 

School classrooms, gym, equipment 8 

 

3.3.2 Cooking Facilities 

 

All hubs reported they had sufficient cooking facilities to prepare hot meals. Hubs were also 

asked about their food preparation and storage facilities. As clearly shown in Table 6, the 

majority of hubs stored and prepared food on the hub premises. 

 

Table 6: Food Preparation, Storage and Provision 

 

Food Preparation and Provision Percentage 

Hubs with cooking facilities 100% (n=31, 30) 

Food preparation on holiday hub premises 87% (n=31, 27) 

Food storage on holiday hub premises/in 

store room 

94% (n=31, 29) 

Holiday hub donated food 19% (n=31, 6) 

Food provision supplemented by another 

source 

29% (n=31, 9) 
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The four hubs (13%) who did not prepare food on their premises reported that they prepared 

the hubs food off site. For example, one hub reported that they prepared food at a youth 

hostel and then transported the food to their hub where the food was heated prior to serving.  

 

3.3.3 Food purchases and donations 

 

Over three quarter of hubs purchased the majority of their foods. However, hubs also 

received food from food banks and other local non-profit food organisations, such as City 

Harvest; FareShare; Social Kitchen; Community Fridge and the Felix Project. 

 

3.3.4 Food provision and compliance to School Food Standards 

 

All hubs provided children with at least one meal per day. The majority of hubs (90%) that 

responded to the survey reported that they provided hot lunches for children. However, a few 

hubs did only report providing cold lunches. It is also important to note that whilst 90% of 

hubs provided hot lunches, on some days (e.g. day trips) hubs substituted the hot lunch for a 

healthy cold, packed lunch. Hubs were asked to record the food they served to children at 

their hub on a weekly basis. The quality of data returned was variable but could be broken 

down into two distinct categories: Detailed food menus (n =18) and Uncodable food menus 

(n=13). 

 

Over 50% of hubs recorded detailed menus. The details of these menus were analysed to test 

compliance to the School Food Standards. The results showed that all of the hubs that 

provided detailed menus complied with the School Food Standards (with the exception of 

oily fish). The analysis involved identifying the daily food groups in the menus provided: 

 

• One or more portion of food from starchy foods;  

• Meat fish, egg, bean and other non-dairy sources of protein;  

• Fruit and vegetables; 

• No more than two portions of food that are high in fat, sugar and salt;  

• Milk, dairy portion, and  

• Healthy drinks i.e. water available throughout the day 

Unfortunately, no analyses could be conducted for clubs that provided Uncodable menus (for 

example, roast dinner, packed lunch), therefore, it was not possible to establish if the food 
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provided at these hubs complied with the School Food Standards. However, overall menu 

analyses across both categories showed:  

 

• Most hubs reported that they ensured that the meals they offered across the summer 

holidays differed on a daily and weekly basis, and where hubs were delivering food 

and activities at different locations they offered different meals each time they visited 

the same venue 

• Some hubs served both hot and cold food over the course of a week, for example, a 

cooked dinner on Monday and a packed lunch on a Thursday 

• Often children were offered a choice of food  

• A few hubs reported that they used food surplus delivered weekly and created menus 

based on what food was available 

• A number of hubs ran themed food weeks. For example, a Syrian themed food week 

3.4 Activities Delivered at Hubs  

 

97% of hubs that responded to the survey reported that they provided both indoor and 

outdoor activities, with 87% of hubs reporting that activities were free of charge and 

delivered at the hub location. Furthermore, 65% of the hubs ran activities for families. One 

hub reported that it delivered activities to younger children during the day (8-12 years old) 

and an older group of children in the evening (12-19 years old). The surveys were designed 

so that hub leads recorded their activities into one of the following groups, physical activity, 

learning activity and arts and craft activities. However, there was some overlap in the 

recording of data across these categories.  

 

3.4.1 Physical Activity Programmes 

 

Across all hubs, children and young people were offered a wide variety of physical activities, 

delivered by specialist coaches, with sessions lasting between 30- 60 minutes; with the 

majority of sessions lasting for 60 minutes. The research team coded the physical activities 

into moderate (m) or vigorous (v) following PHE guidelines. The complete list of moderate 

(m) and vigorous (v) physical activities is provided in Table 7. 
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Table 7: List of Physical Activities Provided at Hubs 

 

Physical Activities 

Ballet 

Basketball *(v) 

Dance 

Football* (v) 

Free play 

Gardening 

Group games 

Health club 

Ice-skating* (v) 

Judo *(v) 

Kayaking *(v) 

Park 

Sports Hall Fitness 

Swimming* (v) 

Team sports 

Twister *(m) 

Walking 

Volleyball* (v) 

Zumba* (m) 

*These physical activities have been analysed to fall in either the moderate exercise category 

(m) or vigorous exercise (v)  

 

77 % of hubs reported that physical activities were optional. Whist the choice of participating 

in physical activities was welcomed by children, it may be the case that due to personnel 

choice some children may not be meeting the recommended daily physical activity 

guidelines. 

 

3.4.2 Educational and Arts and Crafts Activities 

Overall hubs offered an extensive range of educational and arts and crafts activities (see 

Table 8).  

 

Table 8: List of Educational Activities and Arts and Crafts Delivered at Hubs 

 

Educational Activities Arts and Crafts  

Ball games 

Board games 

Citizenship 

Console games/computers 

Conversations/debates/project 

management/evaluating 

Cooking/Nutrition workshops/Healthy 

eating 

Art boards 

Beads 

Card making 

Clay modelling  

Collage 

Face painting 

Fashion 

Graphic design 
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Creative writing 

ESOL classes 

Gardening 

Giant puzzles 

Guitar 

Homework club 

Health club 

Learning loss programme 

Making and creativity 

Maths 

Museum trips 

Music 

Nature 

Quizzes 

Reading 

Risky play 

Road safety 

Science projects 

Spanish 

Storytelling 

Treasure hunt 

Word of the day 

 

Number of times responses recorded for 

educational activities: 61 

Jewelry making 

Making slime 

Mosaic workshop 

Music production (including Reggae) 

Multi media 

Puppet making 

Pom pom making 

Plaster of parts/body parts/sculpture 

Painting 

Pop up books 

Pumpkin carving 

Screen printing 

Sewing 

T-Shirt making 

Weaving 

Wooden spoon puppets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Number of time responses recorded for 

arts and crafts: 72 

 

The most frequently delivered educational activities were cooking/nutrition workshops, with 

a number of these workshops being offered to wider family members. Whilst, the most 

frequent arts and craft activities delivered at the hubs were painting/face painting and clay 

modelling/collage. 

3.4.3 Days Out 

 

65% of hubs took children and their families on day trips. The day trips were mainly to parks, 

museums and swimming sessions. However hubs also took children and their families 

canoeing, bowling, go karting, and to cinemas and theme parks.  

 

4.0 Qualitative Results 

 

The survey responses about the difference the hubs made to children, parents and the 

community were mainly positive. Staff perceived benefits to children, adults and the 

community and highlighted key areas that required improving. The benefits of hubs staff 

perceived include economic, social, emotional (safety), educational, cultural and behavioural. 
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4.1 Economic Benefits 

 

All staff reported that the hubs helped to alleviate holiday hunger in their local communities. 

The majority of staff appeared to be aware of the financial strain parents were under during 

the summer holidays. The majority of staff reported that free access to hubs, provision of 

food, and opportunities to go on trips provided economic benefits to children and their 

families. Indeed, many hubs felt compelled to serve breakfast in addition to lunch.  

 

 ‘Removes financial pressures for parents. More specifically, the hub provides meals 

 for the children so removes financial difficulties for parents’, (Hub lead 3) 

 

 ‘The programme takes some of the strain off the parents knowing that their children 

 are being fed lunch and provided with healthy snacks really helps financially and 

 emotionally’, (Hub lead 22) 

 

 We served breakfast as well as lunch instead of packing up food to take away, we 

 preferred to eat together as we felt it encouraged them to try different foods and was 

 more meaningful’, (Hub lead 28) 

 

Some hubs allowed children to take food home for their families. Whilst this may help in 

reducing food waste and alleviating family food insecurity, hubs need to ensure compliance 

to food hygiene regulations.  

 

Reports by some staff suggested that hubs provided parents with respite from childcare and 

enabled parents to work.  

 ‘…Get a break from childcare, save money’, (Hub lead 5) 

 

4.2 Social Benefits 

 

Staff reported that children spent time playing with other children from the community and 

this resulted in improved levels of self-confidence and the development of social skills. 

Parents attending the hubs had the opportunity to meet other community members that 

encouraged socialization and resulted in a reduction in social isolations. This social aspect 

also helped to promote inter-generational community cohesion amongst the community 

members.  

 

 ‘Good for the community to see a large group of kids out and about having fun. We 

 had a number of children with special needs-we are proud we could offer support but 

 it was quite difficult to manage as there was a range of disability’, (Hub lead 28) 



22 
 

4.3 Emotional Benefits 

Staff reported that the hubs were perceived as safe and neutral places for children to play and 

learn. Furthermore, some parents attended activities with their children that meant families 

spend more quality time together. A few staff reported that children were happier when 

attending hubs and that hubs provided a ‘break’ for some parents. One hub lead explained in 

detail the positive impact the hub was having on the children because their safeguarding 

issues were being dealt with straight away by the staff rather than being left until after the 

summer holidays had finished. Another hub lead reported that the hub that was run at a 

school setting had particularly, ‘…supported a family who had suffered domestic abuse’, 

(Hub lead 26) 

 

 ‘Nine of the families have children under a child protection services plan. Every 

 family required contact with their social workers over the summer (numerous times). 

 The issues were not things happening at the club, instead they were safeguarding 

 issues (from their home lives) that came to the attention of the staff because they had 

 regular contact over the summer. This means that the issues were dealt with right 

 away rather than six weeks. This had a huge impact on those children’, (Hub lead 29) 

 

4.4 Educational Benefits 

 

The majority of staff reported that children attending gained new knowledge and skills at the 

hubs where children and families engaged in a wide range of activities. A few hub leads 

claimed that, ‘Breakfast and lunch clubs have made a huge impact on children’s general 

health and attainment in schools’, (Hub lead 25) 

 

An added benefit of involving children in food preparation was that it encouraged children to 

try new foods that they had not tasted before (see quote from Hub lead 28). One hub lead 

remarked on the benefits of children and young people having a choice of activities to 

participate in, ‘There was a lot of value in giving the children freedom to decide what 

activities they wanted to participate in, several kids remarked on this’, (Hub lead 29). A few 

hub leads commented on the fact that the hubs also provided learning opportunities for 

parents e.g. cooking. A few staff reported that the hubs provided a platform for volunteers in 

terms of socialization, learning and employment opportunities. 
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4.5 Cultural Benefits 

 

Many staff reported the benefits of a mix of people form diverse backgrounds attending the 

hubs and engaging in the activities together and feeling part of a community:  

 

 ‘Very good for the diverse community (ethnic and economic differences most 

 pronounced) to mix in a neutral space’, (Hub lead 27) 

 

 ‘Good for the community to see a large group of kids out and about and having fun,’ 

 (Hub lead, 28) 

 

 ‘Having a space used by young people in the heart of the community is a benefit as 

 our hub hosts a number of opportunities not just over summer but all year round for 

 young people to engage positively. This has an effect on anti-social behavior showing 

 a reduction due to the relationships between the hub, young people and local 

 community’, (Hub lead 18)   

 

4.6 Behavioural Benefits 

 

Staff thought hubs promoted good behavior during the holidays by keeping children from 

roaming the streets. Staff and volunteers said that attending hubs meant that there were fewer 

opportunities for children to get in to trouble; in particular, one staff member related this to 

children serving ASBO’s. Staff also reported that children increased their levels of physical 

activity due to hub attendance. 

 

The full list of key sub-themes of the benefits of holiday hub are reported below. 

 

Table 9: Summary of Emerging Themes from Open Ended Survey Questions 

 

Theme Sub theme n=* 

Economic “Healthy meal” 

“Relieves financial burden” 

“Platform for volunteers” 

“Children are fed” 

“Have fun, go on trips                   

normally can’t afford” 

16 

9 

8 

 

4 

Social “Develop social skills/self-

confidence” 

“Social aspect for parents” 

15 

 

10 
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“Reduces social isolation, 

happier children over 

summer” 

3 

Emotional  “Break for parents” 

“Safe environment to play” 

“Safe environment for 

children to socialise and 

learn” 

“Parents spend quality time 

with children” 

 

15 

14 

 

 

9 

 

6 

Educational “Learn new skills” 

“Learning opportunities for 

parents, for example, 

cooking” 

“Exciting opportunities for 

community 

members/sharing skills” 

“Taste new foods” 

“Community members 

volunteering”  

 

12 

 

 

 

8 

 

 

7 

 

3 

Cultural “Promotes community 

cohesion” 

“Feel part of a community” 

17 

 

5 

Behavioral “Physical activity each day 

hub has opened” 

“Keeps children off streets, 

good behaviour during 

holidays” 

4 

 

 

 

4 

 *numbers may not add up as some participants may have included more than one topic in 

their response. 

 

4.7 Hub Improvements 

 

There were two main challenges reported by hub leads a) the recruitment of volunteers and b) 

level of funding. Hub leads were very positive about volunteer help, however, there were 

suggestions made about more volunteers, especially relating to maintaining an appropriate 

staff/child ratio: 

 

 ‘More volunteers,’ (Hub lead 24) 

 ‘Having the right number of staff as numbers fluctuate’, (Hub lead 26) 

 ‘Maintaining a ration of qualified staff to young people. We rely heavily on 

 volunteers as we cannot pay all the staff due to funding’, (Hub lead 18) 
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Staff also reported that it was challenging to recruit volunteers with the appropriate skills set. 

For example, hub lead 18 stated a need for, ‘more dedicated volunteers or more funding to 

pay youth workers’. Another hub lead reported that it was a challenge to recruit the, ‘right 

volunteers’ (Hub lead 16), and one hub leader was actively pursuing an application for 

funding for a volunteer coordinator: 

 

 ‘We currently don’t have a volunteer coordinator, which makes recruiting volunteers 

 for our projects stressful for the project team…we are applying for funding to make 

 this happen’, (Hub lead 14) 

 ‘More money to pay a chef that understands our club needs and can work with 

 volunteers,’ (Hub lead 22) 

 

Funding both short and long term was a concern of many hub leads. Whilst there were many 

positive comments regarding the financial support from Kitchen Social, many hubs thought 

that additional funding was required in order to offer a gold standard level of provision; 

especially when, ‘stretching a small budget,’ (Hub lead 21). Many hub leads reported on, ‘not 

enough funding for staff members/resources’ and how, ‘increased funding opportunities’, 

would help them to improve (Hub lead 12). There were also some comments made about the 

need for more food and hence more funding: 

 

 ‘More donations of food covering cost of food’, (Hub lead 26) 

 ‘Having enough lunches for all of the children that need them’, (Hub lead 22) 

 ‘Funding for more food related programmes’, (Hub lead 13) 

 

A few hub leads felt that, ‘getting support in terms of outreach and funding for activities and 

food’; (Hub lead 16) would improve their delivery of hubs.  

 

Below is a summary of the challenges and improvements hub leads have suggested. 

 

Table 10: Hub Suggestions on Challenges and Improvements 

 

Challenges and 

Improvements 

n=* Themes  

Challenges 12 

 

10 

 

5 

 

3 

 

3 

“Raising funding every year” 

 

“Recruiting volunteers” 

 

“Staffing issues/short staffed” 

 

“Limited resources, for example, small kitchen and 

dining area” 
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“Sufficient food when turnout is unknown” 

 

 

Suggested Improvements 8 

 

6 

 

5 

 

5 

 

2 

“Volunteer pool” 

 

“Long term funding” 

 

“More relationships with local food 

suppliers/restaurants 

 

“Bigger/more space, more equipment” 

 

“Chef volunteers” 

*numbers may not add up as some participants may have included more than one topic in 

their response. 

 

5.0 Discussion/Conclusion 

 

The first aim of the current study was to explore the effectiveness of the Kitchen Social 

programme at the individual, family and community level. The second aim was to gain a 

fuller understanding of the context in which hubs operate. The findings of this study showed 

that, in the summer 2018, Kitchen Social had a wide reach across London and the programme 

was delivered in 22 out of the 33 London Boroughs, with all hubs being delivered in areas of 

multiple deprivation. Hubs were based in a range of venues by full and part time staff and a 

large number of volunteers; with support from other partner organisations (e.g. FareShare).  

 

On average, a minimum number of four staff worked at the hubs and at some point of the 

summer holiday period a maximum of twenty staff worked at the hubs. Staff held both full 

time and part roles outside of the hubs. The full time staff tended to hold managerial posts 

outside of the hub lead positions which suggests that these roles may have been part of their 

work remit or they were ‘on secondment’ as hub leads for the summer period. It is likely that 

the managerial skills of these staff were transferred across and contributed to the successful 

delivery of the hubs. Interestingly, a few hubs that employed no full time staff. Furthermore, 

part-time staff held other positions outside of the hubs although these positions tended to 

centre around community work. There were very few comments made about the management 

of volunteers, although hubs did specify that it was difficult to find committed volunteers 

with the necessary set of skills. However, the majority of the comments regarding volunteers 
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were positive. Thus, overall, these findings suggest that the mix of staff and volunteers 

worked well. 

 

Across the summer 2018, Kitchen Social provided 27,340 hot and cold meals to children. For 

hubs that provided detailed menus to the research team, analysis showed that 100% of the 

food provided adhered to the School Food Standards. However, many hubs found feeding a 

large number of children challenging, especially where attendance numbers fluctuated on a 

daily basis and the type of food provision was uncertain. This problem was compounded by 

an overall lack of trained cooks and chefs. Whilst training in food school standards and food 

hygiene is important, it cannot replace years of experience gained in preparing and serving 

food at an industrial scale. Despite, the lack of trained cooks and chefs it should be noted that 

many of the hubs served food that complied with the School Food Standards. As with many 

role outs of interventions, hubs will be at different stage of development and the research 

team noted the significant improvement in the overall quality of food and adherence to the 

correct age-related portion sizes. Furthermore, as the majority of food was prepared on the 

premises, children and families were given multiple opportunities to increase their knowledge 

and skills regarding food and food preparation during healthy eating sessions. Research has 

shown the multiple exposures to food preparation and tasting is a far more effective method 

of driving behavioral change compared to a few cooking sessions. 

 

In addition to cooking sessions, hubs delivered an extensive range of physical activity and 

educational activities. Overall, the majority of hubs provided children with at least 60 

minutes of daily physical activity. However, as the majority of these activities were optional 

it is probable that the more physically active children choose physical activities, while the 

less active children did not. Hubs also provided a wide range of educational and cultural 

activities that provided children with a number of valuable learning opportunities within a 

semi-structured framework. This provided children with a defined structure with clear 

boundaries and probably helped with children’s school readiness for the next academic year. 

 

Staff reported on hubs promoting community cohesion. Hubs were viewed as safe places for 

children to play. Staff perceived that hubs provide children opportunities to develop their 

social skills, learn new skills and increase in confidence. 65% of hubs provided trips for 

families, both indoor and outdoor. Qualitative data showed that these opportunities help 

parents to spend quality time with their children, reduce social isolation and provide learning 
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opportunities for them, for example, cooking, that allowed staff to engage with the parents. 

The illustrative quotes by staff suggest that children and parents are interacting together that 

in turn increases their trust and confidence that led to suggestions by hub leads to encourage 

parents to volunteer. The hubs have the potential to recruit volunteers who are parents and the 

feasibility of this idea can be explored further. Hub leads felt that community cohesion was 

also promoted by a diverse group of children taking part in holiday hub activities. The 

evidence also shows that hubs have the potential to support wider community issues, for 

example, hubs as meeting place for children under ‘Child Protection’ and youth may cause 

less distress in the community, particularly those with an ‘Anti-Social Behaviour Order’ 

(ASBO).  

 

The information collected on hub running costs was limited to costs of support services and 

specialist staff (mainly sports coaches). Although limited, it was apparent that funding was a 

major challenge in terms of the opening hours of hubs, staffing, quality and consistency of 

food provision, and activities offered. Staff were eager to pursue new ways of working and 

collaborating with different organisations to deliver a better quality service. For example, 

staff reported that they wanted to engage in more collaborative work with restaurants and 

food suppliers in order to utilise specialist support services that could be shared across hubs. 

There were a number of examples in how partnership working resulted in hubs being able to 

offer a wider range of free activities; supported by the staff/volunteers with the necessary 

skills set. In some cases, this had enabled hubs to expand their offer and increase the number 

of children attending. 

 

However, increasing hub capacity, whether in terms of holiday hub numbers, operating hours 

or number of attendees resulted in new challenges. The ability to recruit staff, especially 

volunteers, equipped with a range of skills proved challenging, and the upskilling of staff 

proved costly and time consuming. Furthermore, unless the staff base remains the same, hubs 

encountered problems with the ability to train new staff and volunteers.   

 

The current findings are consistent with previous studies on the benefits of hubs to children 

and their families, for example, in alleviating holiday hunger, children participating in fun 

activities and increased social interactions amongst children and their families (Graham et al. 

2016; Defeyter et al., 2018). Staff perceived that the hubs made a difference to children for 

many reasons including the provision of food that relieves parents from increased costs 



29 
 

during the summer holidays (Defeyter et al., 2018). However, the sustainability of these hubs 

remained an issue for the staff where year in and year out there appeared to be a scrabble for 

last minute funding, and perhaps this capacity can be better utilized with longer term secure 

funding.  
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7.0 Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Demographic Information of Staff  

 

Demographic information Characteristic  Percentage of staff 

identifying with each 

characteristic (%) 

Gender Male  

Female 

35.5 

64.5 

Age group 18-25 years 

26-35 years 

36-45 years 

46-55 years 

56-70 years 

9.7 

32.3 

25.8 

25.8 

6.5 

Ethnicity White British 

Asian, Asian British 

Mixed Ethnicity 

Black, African, Caribbean, 

Black British 

Other 

29.0 

9.7 

9.7 

 

29.0 

22.6 

Employment status Full-time paid employees   

Part time paid employees   

Part time volunteers  

50.0  

26.7 

6.7 ( n=29) 
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Appendix B: Example of Hub Profiles in Various 

Settings 

 

Example of Hub Profile Delivered at a School  

Neighbourhood: Tower Hamlet 

 

CHILDREN ATTENDED: 40 

 

PLANNING 

Kitchen Social Training                         Yes 

Staff Planning                                    3 days 

Kitchen Social Days                         18 days 

Volunteer Time (KS)                       18 days 

Trips for families                                   Yes 

Number of Hubs Delivered:                      1 

 

CAPACITY 

Weeks Running                                         7 

Days Running                                           5 

Hours per Day                      3 hrs 30 mins 

 

RESOURCES 

No. of Paid Full Time Staff                       4 

No. of Paid Part Time Staff                       1 

 

FOOD PROVISION 

Cooking Facilities                                   Yes 

Do You Prepare Food on Premises         Yes 

Hot Lunches                                            Yes   

Cold Lunches                                          Yes 

Kitchen Social Food Session                  Yes                                  

No. of Sessions Food Provided               18 

No. of Meals Served to Parents                - 

No. of Meals Served to Children           1440 

 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

Football, Basketball, Dance, Various  

 

LEARNING ACTIVITIES  

Arts and Crafts 

 

ARTS AND CRAFTS 

Painting, Board Games 

   

 

 

 

 

 

ACTIVITIES  
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Example of Hub Profile Delivered at Homeless Hostel, Parks 

Neighbourhood: Havering Park  

 

CHILDREN ATTENDED: 246 
 

PLANNING 

Kitchen Social Training                         Yes 

Staff Planning                                    3 days 

Kitchen Social Days                         18 days 

Volunteer Time (KS)                       18 days 

Trips for families                                   Yes 

Number of Hubs Delivered:                      1 

 

CAPACITY 

Weeks Running                                         5 

Days Running             2 days each at 2 sites  

Hours per Day                                    3 hrs 

 

RESOURCES 

No. of Paid Full Time Staff                       5 

No. of Paid Part Time Staff                       4 

 

FOOD PROVISION 

Cooking Facilities        Some (portable hob) 

Do You Prepare Food on Premises       Yes 

Hot Lunches                                          Yes   

Cold Lunches                                         No                                  

No. of Sessions Food Provided               15 

No. of Meals Served to Parents              197 

No. of Meals Served to Children            243 

 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

Skipping, Hula Hoops, Ball Games, Flying 

Crafts made e.g. planes, kites  

 

LEARNING ACTIVITIES  

Discussing healthy food 

 

ARTS AND CRAFTS 

Masks, Puppets, Kites, Planes, T-Shirt 

Decorating, Window Hanger, Decorations, 

Gluing and Sticking 

 

 

FOOD 
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Example of Hub Profile Delivered at Adventure 

Playground  

Neighbourhood: Tower Hamlet 

 

CHILDREN ATTENDED: 140 

PLANNING 

Kitchen Social Training                         Yes 

Staff Planning                                   4 days 

Kitchen Social Days                4 hrs per day 

Volunteer Time (KS)               4 hrs per day 

Trips for families                                   Yes 

Number of Hubs Delivered:                      1 

 

CAPACITY 

Weeks Running                                         6 

Days Running                                           5 

Hours per day                      10 hrs 30 mins 

 

RESOURCES 

No. of Paid Full Time Staff                       3 

No. of Paid Part Time Staff                       2 

 

FOOD PROVISION 

Cooking Facilities                                  Yes 

Do You Prepare Food on Premises       Yes 

Hot Lunches                                          No   

Cold Lunches                                         No 

Kitchen Social Food Session                  Yes                                  

No. of Sessions Food Provided               16 

No. of Meals Served to Parents              300 

No. of Meals Served to Children            160 

 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

Football, Basketball, Trampolining 

LEARNING ACTIVITES 

Risky Play, Cooking, Games, Ball Games 

ARTS AND CRAFTS 

Free Flow Painting, House Making, Junk 

Modelling, Painting Equipment/Walls 

 

 

 

 

FAMILIES 
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Example of Hub Profile Delivered at Community Centre  

Neighbourhood: Barnett 

 

CHILDREN ATTENDED: 54 

PLANNING 
Kitchen Social (KS) Training                 Yes 
Staff Planning                                    40 hrs 
Kitchen Social Days                         150 hrs 
Volunteer Days (KS)                       320 hrs 
Trips for Families                                  Yes 
Number of Hubs Delivered:                      1 

 

CAPACITY 
Weeks Running                                         5 
Days Running                                           4 
Hours per Day                       2 hrs 15 mins 

 

RESOURCES 
No. of Paid Full Time Staff                       0 
No. of Paid Part Time Staff                      2 
No. of Unpaid Full Time Staff     2-6 (day) 
No. of Unpaid Part Time Staff                2 

 

FOOD PROVISION 
Cooking Facilities                                  Yes 
Do You Prepare Food                           Yes 
Hot Lunches                                          Yes                                    
No. of Sessions Food Provided               16 
No. of Meals Served to Parents               64 
No. of Meals Served to Children            498 

 

PHYSICAL ACTIVTIES 

Football, Basketball, Dance 

LEARNING ACTIVITIES 

Word Search and Giant Puzzles 

ARTS AND CRAFTS 

Pom pom Making, Bead Making, Jewelry 

Making,  

  Mosaic, Workshop, Wooden Spoon Puppets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

LEARNING 


