
MINISTRY OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TE MANATU W H AKAHIATO ORA 

Dear 

2 8 FEB 2020 

On 10 September 2019, you emailed the Ministry of Social Development (the Ministry) 
requesting, under the Official Information Act 1982, the following information relating 
to the use of the Otago food study in food grants since October 2017: 

• All updates, reports, correspondences, briefings, aides-memoire, etc, provided 
to a senior official, e.g. a general manager or to the Minister of Social 
Development. Specifically: 
o When did the trial as noted in the media begin? 
o When did the use of the Otago food study in relation to food grants begin? 
o How many offices are included in the trial of the Otago food study in relation 

to food grants? 
o How many offices are included in the use of the Otago food study in relation 

to food grants? 
o What are the objectives, goals, and timeline of the trial? 

I would like to extend my apologies for the delay in responding to your request for 
information. 

The Otago Food Survey (OFS) is an annual food cost survey that Identifies the cost of 
a basket of food designed to meet dietary needs of different people. In 2016 South 
Auckland Work and Income sites began using the calculator that drew on the OFS as 
a guide for staff to understand the starting cost of a healthy nutr itious diet. 

Various versions were used by individual sites as a guide between 2016 and 2019 with 
the most prominent use being from 11 sites in South Auckland. From 31 July 2019, 
the Ministry began testing the use of the OFS calculator across the 31 sites in the 
Auckland region to provide greater consistency across food grant applications. 

The OFS calculator was used for guidance and insight only as part of the test. It is 
important to note that information from the OFS calculator was only one aspect that 
staff considered - staff also looked at each person's all -round needs including dietary 
requirements. The OFS calculator was not utilised by the Contact Centre nor outside 
of the Auckland Region. 

The tool provided little utility to staff, as in practice decisions are driven by an 
assessment of individual need and circumstances to ensure clients are well supported 
and receive their full and correct entitlement. The Ministry discontinued the use of the 
tool on 8 October 2019. 
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The Ministry published its manuals and procedures on the Work and Income website 
and information specific to food grant applications are available at: 
www. workandl ncome. govt. nz/ma p/i ncome-support/ extra-hel o/s oecial-needs-
q rant/ food-01. htm I 

Please find enclosed the following documents that contain Information regarding the 
use of the OFS and address your questions: 

• 9 September 2019: Report, 'The Otago Food Survey and MSD Calculator' 
• 27 September 2019: Report, 'Interim Report on MSD's use of a Food Calculator' 
• 5 September 2019: Email to Liz Jones, Assistant Deputy Chief Executive Service 

Delivery 
• August 2019: Email attachment, Draft 'Auckland Region Approach to Food 

Grants' 
• 5 August 2019: Email attachment, 'Otago Food Cost Calculator (Moderate)' 
• Email attachment, 'Social Security Appeal Authority (SSAA) Food Cases'. 

You will note that the names of some individuals are withheld under section 9(2)(a) of 
the Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need to protect the 
privacy of these individuals outweighs any public interest in this information. 

You will note that the contact details of some individuals have been withheld under 
section 9(2)(k) of the Act in order to reduce the possibility of staff being exposed to 
ph ishing and other scams. This is because information released under the Act may end 
up in the public domain, for example, on websites including the Ministry's own website. 

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which you made 
your request are: 

• to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and 
activities of the Government, 

• to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and 
administration of our laws and policies and 

• to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs. 

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry therefore 
intends to make the information contained in this letter and any attached documents 
available to the wider public. The Ministry will do this by publishing this letter and 
attachments on the Ministry of Social Development's website. Your personal details 
will be deleted and the Ministry will not publish any information that would identify you 
as the person who requested the information. 

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact 
OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz. 
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If you are not satisfied with this response regarding the OFS trial conducted by the 
Ministry, you have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman. 
Information about how to make a complaint is available at 
www.ombudsman,parllament.nz or 0800 802 602. 

Yours sincerely 

ones 
Associate Deputy Chief Executive, Service Delivery 
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Date: 9 September 2019 

Security level: IN CONFIDENCE 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TE MANATV WHAKAHIATO ORA 

Action Sought ~ ~~ 
Hon Carmel Sepuloni note !he contents~~ ~ \;\ ~ tember 2018 
Minister for Social Development ~~ ~~ ~ 

~:::act for teleph::~~) @S_ 
~~rviced~ 

V) D~hvery ~ 

~~, - ~ E Advisor, Service Delivery 

<) · er'so c ~ 
Note~ Comments 

Se ~ P. d 

~ n e 

ot seen by Minister 
ertaken by events 

Referred to (specify) 

Date received from MSD 

• • I .I e I . 1st Contact 

0 

029 201 3952 

Date returned to MSD 

The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington - Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099 



Report 

Date: 9 September 2019 

Hon Carmel Sepuloni 
Minister for Social Development 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TE H A NAT0 W H AKAHIATO O RA 

Security Level: IN CONFIDE 

r l 
Date 

The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington - Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099 



What is the food calculator? 
2 The University of Otago publishes the annual Food Cost Survey, which is based on a 

basket of food designed to meet the dietary needs of men, women, adolescents and 
children. 

3 The estimated food costs are calculated using specified amounts of food categories 
(e.g. meat, bread, eggs, fruit, etc.) needed for one week. 

4 Using these food costs, MSD developed a calculator that can be used by case 
managers to process how much is needed for a food Special Needs Grant ( 

5 
associated with items such as deaning products, that are not i~ od 

6 The payment size is prorated on the number of days until the co su port ~ 
payment. \) 

() 
How did it come about? 
7 

Auckland adopted the use of the Otago F d~~ . ~ 
8 There is no other annually updated, e e ~\J.i idellne ~ c weekly 

shop should cost individuals a~ d · i ealan~ 

9 The calculator was rolled out os a ice~en i ~ nd region on 1 
August 2019. 

What is the pur~~ nt of~ r? 
10 The calcul r ~se . ~ ~ 

10.1 T pr mar u [~ f r our frontline staff 

c I servIc r sites. 

he cal r purely as a guide and does not dictate the final decision. We 
/J are __ ill . . o having in-depth conversations with our clients to understand 
V 11"u"1

""'"
1rcumstances. 

le e:o with client responses to standard practice questions. These questions 

.1 How much do you need? 

12.2 What do you normally spend per week? 

12.3 How much of that spend goes on essential items? 

12.4 Do you have any specialist food requirements under medical 
supervision/recommendation? Or for cultural reasons? 

13 We know that the survey on its own Is not enough, because It assumes that people 
will eat healthily if they can afford it, and that people know how to cook. 

14 We also know that food costs for singles and couples are likely to be higher than for 
larger families, because larger families can get economies of scale by buying In bulk. 

15 We also take into account the specific needs of people In emergency housing, who 
have no basics for home food preparation, or sometimes, limited facilities. However, 
emergency housing clients do not contribute to their housing costs. 
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16 The figure below shows the average food SNG amount, comparing AAAP-cllents at 
Manurewa Service Centre (blue) with all other clients attending South Auckland sites 
(orange). Key observations: 

16.1 The grant size to AAAP-supported clients was initially high but gradually 
decreased over time when the setting was changed from 'liberal' to 'moderate' 
around mid-July 

S250 

SWG 

I I 
29-Aug 

18.1 Prior to the Auckland-wide launch of the calculator, single women without 
children were receiving higher food SNGs than single men without children 

18.2 In all cases, introduction of the calculator resulted In people receiving less than 
what they were before the calculator was introduced 

18.3 The gender disparity in payments was greater before the calculator was 
introduced 

18.4 On the surface it appears that people are receiving less than the Otago Food 
Survey amounts would suggest. We suspect this is because the calculator pro-rates 
food amounts, (I .e. we pay to next income support payment date, rather than a full 
week) . We will validate this assumption as part of our next steps. 
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Table 1 Average food SNG payments made in Auckland region 

Otago rood Survey Actual SNG payment Actual SNG payment 

(r'loderate setting) (pre- 31 July 2019) (since 1 August 2019) 

Female Male Female Male Female Male 

Single no children $78 $93 $91.77 $86.83 $78.13 

Single with 1 child• $135 $150 $123.19 $116.32 

Single with 2 children• $179 $194 $141.91 $145.99 

Couple no children• $171 $138.45 

Couple with 1 child• $228 

Couple with 2 $272 
children• 

* Figures for anyone other than a single per: · t only.~ the 
values to get a household/family value has i it-atilms. ~ 

19 
by which s ·1 e thr nth ' . 

20 
ar u •~ e lator. 

21 a e rr ged t i with them on how to improve our use of the food 
n r: ation the e 

DCE Advisor, Service Delivery) _________ ................. 
Responsible manager: (Dr Simone Bull, Director DCE's Office, Service Delivery) 
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Report 

Date: 27 September 2019 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TE MANA TU WHAKAHI ATO ORA 

Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE 

To: Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Development 

ctice decisions have been driven by an assessment of 

~~ ote tha t .-~",-.. ~ .. :-~·- of Otago has expressed concerns about the use of its Survey 
() ~ data th f hardship grants. 

6 th t · n the University of Otago's concerns, and the lack of evidence that the 

or. 

g1!i o,sd.: u 
Director, OCE Office, Service Delivery 

Date 
r, 

r 

Hon Carmel Sepuloni Date ' 
Minister for Social Development 

The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington - Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04- 918 0099 



Background 
7 The number of one-off hardship assistance grants have more than doubled over the 

last five years. 60 per cent of these hardship assistance grants are non-recoverable 
Special Needs Grants (SNGs) and 76 per cent of these SNGs are for food. Growing 
demand for fQ.Q.d. SNGs is shown in Figure 1. 

Monthly volume of food grants issued (August 2017 to August 2019) 
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FAMILY 

Man 

Women 

Adolescent ~ 

Adolescent Girl 

10yrold 

5yr old 

4 yr old 

1 yr old 

WNkly Food Cosu 

MSD Food Calculator 

FOOD 

COSTS 

$93 

S78 

$97 

S7!t 

$67 

S57 

$44 

S38 

NUMBER OF 

PEOPLE IN Tl-IE 
HOUSEHOLD 

1 S 

1 S 

s 
s 
s 
s 
s 

Number of days to next benefit 
pa ment 

93.00 

78.00 

140.00 

Figure 2 Sam e ·e th D Food u r a married couple with no children. 

Co t S ~ es a~d I of pa lcular ages to match the household type of 
cli er¼. 

5 nd field from t t m "Optional amount" (red text) is the cost estimate for 

sed on a S i e of the average New Zealand weekly household spend on non-
food· m -~ 4, the HES estimate was $29.20 but the MSD calculator has been 

a gher sum of $45 for a family of four. This component of the calculator 
·mately 14 to 15 per cent to weekly food costs. 

~ \..." ty of Otago has expressed concerns about the use of its Survey data in the 
) ~text of hardship grants. We understand their concerns and are aware of the 

limitations of the Survey data. One limitation, in particular, is that it is based on the 
food costs of a family of four (including an adult male, an adu lt female, an adolescent 
boy and a 10-year-old). Smaller households can expect to have higher per capita food 
costs. This is why the Survey has not been used as a final decision-making tool, but as 
a support for in-depth conversations with clients to understand their circumstances. 

17 Rates in the calculator have been set to Moderate, which is 30 per cent higher than the 
basic diet costs. The other two settings in the Otago Food Cost Survey are Basic and 
Liberal. Basic is the standard estimate of food costs. Moderate adds 30 per cent to this 
value and Liberal adds an additional 20 per cent to the Moderate rate. Moderate was 
chosen so clients had a wider range of food products across the food types to choose 
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from. It was also intended to lessen any potential bias against individuals or families 
smaller than four people. 

18 As MSD understands It, the otago University Food Cost Survey is the only annually 
updated independent survey of a nutritious weekly basket of food. 

19 The Soda! Security Appeal Authority has on a number of occasions referred to the 
Otago University Food Cost Survey as a useful starting point to assess food costs, in 
addition to other individual circumstances. In this 2016 judgement, the Auth I has ~ 

referred to the survey as "a useful tool in determining food costs" UJlllJ~~~~C,Q;~ ~ "\ 

Supporting families to make ends meet ~ (? ~ 
20 Over the last two years, the most common household types (in u i g er splits~~ 

:ecei;i~:l=:e:NGs across the country have beenw• (01__ ~ ~ 
• Singlewomen /~ ~~ 
• Single parents with one child ~ ~ 0 
• Single parents with two children~'&J ~ ~ 

21 Collectively, these four househ~%~ e ent 77% ~~ts to whom food 

SNGs are given across New Zea~ me is tr \~land region. 

22 When clients approac one-off har · · for food, staff ask them a 

Questions comm , lu e· ((5\ 
: orma~;d? ~~ 

v u of t h ~ssential items? 

What ha~pe'J,_ed i the past week that has created this need? 

• o ~~ng facilities? 

\~od do you have left? 

sw r these questions are not recorded and therefore cannot be quantified. 
, MSD expects case managers to follow best practice and use discretion wisely. 

a~ 
ee answers to other questions can be quantified, such as: 

• How many days of supplies do you need until your next benefit payment? 

• What is the composition of your household? 

• What essential non-food items do you need? 

• What other additional assistance have you received recently? 

1 An appeal against a decision of a Benefits Review Committee (2016] NZSSAA 32 (20 April 2016). 

Special Needs Grants for Food: Interim Report 4 



g~ 

25 The food calculator developed by the Ministry's Auckland region records responses to 
these sorts of questions. 

Interim findings 
26 We have compared food grants made in Auckland before the calculator was introduced, 

and afterwards. We have also interviewed 30 staff and surveyed 313 hundred staff. 
Our interim analysis reveals: 

1. 1 There is no relationship between food grant sums recommended by ~ /1 
calculator and food grant sums issued by staff. -:: "\ 

1.2 Staff have continued to apply a high degree of discretion to , 
as is appropriate. If food calculator recommendations had ap I d t e 

changed at all. ~ 
1.3 Although the Otago Food Cost Survey and t~r food ca u 

recommend different sums for men and wo I p ice ther 1 

parity in food grant sums given by sta~. 

1.4 Auckland-wide use of the calcul~to ot e d in~ 1 In 
average food grant sums for th house s eq · · g ood 
supplies for the same numb 

1.5 Generally, case manage er · · e abou ~I nd wanted to 

the payment a ~ or do . ~ 

REP/19/9/9 7 ~ ~ 
Author: CE Adv1 o ice Delivery) 
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Appendix: Insights and Analysis 
Review approach 

27 This interim review aimed to understand how the MSD Food Calculator is being used 
across Auckland service centres and get the views of case managers on how well It was 
meeting the needs of different clients and how it could be improved. 

28 The review was conducted over a week. It comprised 30 telephone Interviews wi case 
managers, who participated voluntarily and on the understanding of confiden ~ 

anonymity. -:: "\ 

29 The interviews informed the development of an online survey to I of 

region and 313 case managers participated. ~ \) 

30 Table 1 provides the recommended payments from ~ ulator, base~1ve 
'household types' we used for this interim analysis 

Table 1 Recommended weekly payments from the calc .... , .... ..,11.. e 'he five ' o § 

$380 

or guidance and actual grants 

are actual food grant payments (blue line) with the 
(red line). The pro-rated calculator recommendation is 

~ Cost Survey and the HES estimate of essential weekly non-

~ household type are provided, by the number of days until the client's 
payment. 

aphs below show there is no relationship between the calculator recommended 
payments and actual payments. This suggests staff have applied their own judgement, 

~ based on the individual circumstances of the client, over-riding recommendations from '0 the calculator. 
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$70 

s120 

$100 

$80 

AvE'rage Gr ant Payment in Auckland ( l Aug to 13 Sep) 
By Nnmber o f Days to Ne:-:t Benefit Payment 

Single female no c h ildren 

Average S74.88 

1 ure 5 shows that for single female clients with 1 child, MSD is paying above the 
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Avertige $106.21 

Figure 5 Average G """ - c.,~, o () \---..' 
rantPaym V ent in Auck/an 

35 an be seen for . ~~ 
Average • 1th o e ,,rant p 1 . 

By Numb a er ~ f D • and ( h 
Sin E- • e.-:t ve 

l th l c en 

0 

«>"\ ~ ~€ 5 

~ \) '---._,_~'" ,,, '"" ...... ""/" "''" .,;,.,. ' - Ma'<- , • .., it raym,;-nt 

Fi' • · ~~t\lal 

0 Grant A ayment in Auckland - SI ngle male w· '.Q) ,th one chUd 
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Married with two children 

36 Figure 7 shows that, for most of the week, MSD is paying less than the calculator 
recommends. It is worth noting that 76 per cent of payments for more than the 
calculator recommends were made on the same day, or one day, to a client's next 
benefit. 

$400 

$350 

S2~0 

SI 5,:, 

Average Grant Payment 1n Auckland (1 Aug to 13 Sep) 
By Number of Days to Ne:-:t Benefit Payment 

Married couple w1th 2 children 

- Mal~ · ~ma u ) - calc Ja;:o \) 

Findings from the c s n 't:elep Q · and online su,vey 

option re ment u t own, when: 

• are excep I · nces, such as a funeral, a client having 

Cl~ less~ 

t orary caring ibilities for someone else's children, a large energy bill. 

nee~. <@ No ~~~erence between payments to males and females 

I o the calculator recommends a lower payment for women, actual payments 
own no significant difference in payments to men and women, This suggests 

circumstances of clients, 

~ s
39

ingle clients with no children 

0 Figure 8 compares the average grant payment made to single female and single male 
clients, by the number of days until the client's next benefit payment. It shows general 
consistency in payments to men and women. 
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S90 

seo 

S70 

$2(i 

Slu 

Average Grant Payment in AucUand (l Al,g to 13 Sep) 
By Number of Days Before Ne:,t Benefit Payment 

Cooiporing .,,ingle female and 3ingle ma l e, w.ith no children 

Average $74, 88 

Average $ 73.42 

5 

fc.od n~~ded until 

with no c 

Single clients with one ch/Id ~ 
40 Figure 9 compares the average r nt nt mad o i le and single male 

clients, with one chil da t' · 's next benefit payment. 
It, too, shows ge o n and women . 

9 t~• 13 Sep) 
t Payment 

(with l child) 

~ Aver age $ 106.04 

~ ~ Day, of f❖ d r,<,('d<:d until n<,:.t lx,r,<=fit r,-aym<,nt. 

/ ~ - Ha,• • Actual - r•m•l~ - A<tu•l 

('\' child 

\,__) Findings from the case manager telephone interviews and online survey 

41 Case managers identified a number of shortcomings of figures generated by the 
calculator: 

• The calculator suggests lower grants for women and adolescent girls because it 
assumes they require less food than their male counterparts. Case managers 
challenged this, noting that food needs vary by person regardless of sex, 
depending on size, level of activity and cultural norms. 
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• The calculator did not fully account for the cost of female personal items, such 
as sanitary products, which presented a financial stress for households 
comprising multiple females. 

• Case managers identified some client groups whose needs were less consistently 
met by the calculator, including sole parents, who are most often women. Single 
clients without children were another disadvantaged group, especially when 

there were fewer days to their next payment. This impact is likely to be~re ter 
for women, who already receive less. ~ 

No improvement in consistency of food grant payments -:r "\ 
42 Figure 10 reveals that grant payments are no more consistent or (?,...... 

(orange bars) than before it (blue bars). ~B 
43 The household group with the largest variation during t~ a ulator, · 

two children', () 

Coeff1c1ent of Variation of All Food Grant~~ 

" {""· Sooth AocSaodJ Compa,i,g 8efV~"" 
OS 'm 
OA 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0 

\) 
r ■ During Calculator 

· ur efficie of variat1 grants in Auckland (excl. South Auckland) - Comparing 
fore and during the calculator 

anager telephone interviews and online survey 

V g rs were using the calculator as a guide, exercising their discretion to 
y i 

~ 
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From:  on behalf of Liz Jones
To:
Subject: FW: Update on Auckland"s Approach to Food Grants
Date: Wednesday, 23 October 2019 2:09:44 PM
Attachments: 20190812 Auckland Region Approach to Food Grants V1b.docx

20190805 Otago Food Cost Calculator (Moderate).xlsb
(updated) SSAA FOOD Cases.docx

Importance: High

Hi 
 
As discussed, please find attached the original email with attachments.
 
Thanks

 

From: Mark Goldsmith 
Sent: Thursday, 5 September 2019 10:36 AM
To: Liz Jones @msd.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Update on Auckland's Approach to Food Grants
Importance: High
 
Morena Liz,
 
Please see below and attached as we just discussed.
 
Nga Mihi,
 
Mark Goldsmith
Regional Commissioner for Social Development – Auckland/ Tamaki Makaurau
Ministry of Social Development
 

 

From:  
Sent: Monday, 2 September 2019 3:27 PM
To:  
Cc:   

Subject: Update on Auckland's Approach to Food Grants
Importance: High
 
Hi 
 
Attached is a draft version of our practice guide.  This has yet to go out to sites as we
have been making minor variations based on feedback we are getting from sites.
 
The guide talks about using the calculator as part of the normal practice when
assessing:

1. The need for a Food Grant; and
2. The amount to be issued.

As I have indicated in previous correspondence there is nothing in MAP guidelines or
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Processing Standards to assist the Case Manager or Customer Service Representative in
determining the amount to be issued other than:

Payment is for food only (list of products it cannot be spent on)
It needs to relate to an immediate need caused by spending money that would
otherwise be spent on food to be used for some other essential spend
Maximum amounts that can be spent

 
Social Security Appeal Authority
 
To help us with this we have turned to the 2011 SSAA decision that in turn refers to the
Otago Food Study as a guide to the minimum amount that should be paid out.  This is
reflected in the calculator we have developed (also attached).
 
I have also begun looking at subsequent SSAA decision post the 2011 decision to see if
there has been in any change in direction.  There are approximately 20 pages of
decisions.  I have looked over the first two pages for decisions latter than 2011 which all
reiterate the view of the 2011 case. 
 
I have attached the findings so far which give references and links to the specific cases.
The list includes five cases taken by AAAP against the Ministry following the 2014
IMPACT in Mangere – all of which have been dismissed as the Ministry has applied at the
minimum the “basic” rates.  In all nine cases since 2011 I have looked at, the message
is the same. 
 
There have also been some strong messages from the Authority with respect to
“essential needs” and “specialist diets” that could be included in future work on this topic
 
Contact Centre
 
I have spoken with , and has advised that the Contact Centre are not
using the calculator, and are basing decisions primarily on:

How much does the client normally spend per week?
How much of this did they use of this amount to cover the expense item?

This places us under risk if the client if the client’s normal weekly spend is under what
the SSAA as indicated is the minimum amount that should be looked at ie “basic rate x
family make x number of days between date of need and next weekly benefit payment.
 
Service Centres
 
From my visits to sites and one on one discussions with Managers, Trainers and staff the
calculator has been adopted, although more of a substitute for current practice rather
than a part of the practice.
 
General feedback:

1. Thumbs up for the Supermarket approach which has in some sites (anecdotally)
seen a drop off in clients seeking assistance.

2. The aim to be more consistent in our approach to assessing food grant payments
is appreciated by staff and a calculator helps achieve this.  Although there are
concerns that only Auckland sites are using such a methodology.

3. Staff in Auckland South sites are much more comfortable with the Otago Food
Study and the Calculator than staff in Auckland Central and North sites.  Auckland
South has been using similar models since the 2016 three-day AAAP IMPACT.

4. Concern has been expressed on:
a. The need to manually work out the “date of immediate need” that the Food

Grant should start from
                                         i.    this is often different from the date applying depending on how much of

the weekly food budget is left after the expenses
                                        ii.    failure to do this could result in grants being higher than they need to,

which is not the purpose of what we are aiming to achieve with
our consistent approach

b. For single clients with no dependants that the rate we are using from the

 

9(2)(a) 9(2)
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OFA (Moderate) is not high enough, as the ability to purchase single person
packages of food items is limited

c. That clients normal weekly payments after rent, debts, fines etc are paid out
means they could not afford a weekly diet at the rates prescribed in the
Otago Food Study, which could lead to more clients applying for Food Grants
to top up weekly food costs

4. There is more training and socialising needed:
a. The calculator is not a replacement for the discretion to make a payment  -

current eligibility and practice around this still needs to be applied
b. The SSAA through its decision making is sending a very clear signal that the

Basic rate for the family situation and the number of days that is needed is
the minimum we should be paying.

c. The establishment of the “date of immediate need” to prevent paying more
than what the client is entitled to (the attached guidelines will assist her)

 
Next Steps
 
We are  working on version two that will:

1. Identify the “date of immediate need” through entries from conversation between
client and case manager:

a. How much are you seeking?
b. What do you normally spend each week on Food?
c. What were the essential items/services and their costs that you needed to

purchase
2. Providing more guidelines in the calculator to the conversations that should take

place in terms of responses to the questions and areas we complete in the
calculator

3. Put in settings to (if we choose to use them):
a. address the issues for single clients with no dependants
b. look at how we deal with clients with special dietary needs (as supervised by

medical practitioners)

Work with the Regional Training Team to socialise the calculator as part of practice not the
replacement of the current practice on deciding to issue a grant and the amount. 
 
 
Regards
 
 

 – Lead Advisor  to the Regional Commissioner 
 | www.workandincome.co.nz 
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Auckland Region Approach to Food 
Grants 

 
Rational Includes: 

• 4 principals the Auckland Region is applying to the issuing of food grants  
• Linking the grant request to full and correct entitlement 

 

Client Applies  
• Identifying Food Grant Need includes: 

o Links to clause 11.2; MAP; and reference to the 1996 Hall High Court 
case 

o Establishing the "immediate need date" 
o Considerations for clients regular applying for Food grants 

 

Amount to Pay 

• How to assess the amount to be provided includes 
o How to assess the amount to be provided  
o References to the SSAA 2011 ruling and the Otago Food Study’s 16-

page booklet 

 

Use of the Calculator includes 

• The use of moderate amounts, including children both dependent and those in 
UCB/OB; including amounts for non-food items, and supermarket/all food 
supplier split 

• Exemptions: client requesting less; foods for Religious/Culture needs; 
locations with no supermarkets; clients in Emergency Housing or in shared 
houses 

 

  

 



Rational 
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Identifying Food Grant Need 
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Clients regularly applying for food assistance 
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When a cl ient is a regularly applying for food consideration should be given to: 

1. Ensuring full and correct entitlement (FACE)- other income assistance 
2. If FACE has been completed and client is receiving everything they are entitled too, 

and the client is still requiring assistance for food then a more in-depth dis~ o ~ 
should occur. ~ 

3. We should be aiming to understand: 
a. Are there other expenses that we do not know about? 

b. Are we able to use our supplementary assistance prog a s ~ 

incr A t othe h · ses etc that could be used to reduce or eliminate a 

regu e · an be app · stitute for a food grant, but it must be applied and 

te the client is applying. 

~ For example: 

• A single client is paid his weekly benefit on a Thursday 

• His normal weekly grocery spend is $100, but on Thursday he redirected $30 to the 
Power Company to cover arrears, and his therefore short by $30 on what he normally 
spends on groceries each week 

• He comes into an office on Friday seeking a $30 dollar top up 

• Because he has $70 to spend on food he does not have an immediate need - the 
immediate need does not occur until the following Tuesday I Contents 1 

41 Page 



• 

• However it is 
given ' not good custo Vers;on 18 

we know an imm d. mer service to ad . . August 20 19 

we could make e rate need will . vrse hrm to rea 
In assessing th a food grant on Friday arrse before the next ::l~i°n Tuesday, so 

and provide a 2:damount, we would u . e y benefit payment 
ay food grant to se Tuesday as th cover Tu e day oft • esday and W d he ,mmediat e nesday. e need 

SI Page 



~~ 

How to assess the amount to be provided 
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In 2010 the Social Security Appeal Authority made a ruling on applying food grants which 

1. The client must have an immediate need for food assistance (paragrap ) ~ 
essentially had four conditions: ~ 

2. That food grants should not cover non-food items (paragraph 22) > ~ 
3. That the immediate need is between the day of application an d e f next 

within their weekly benefit (paragraphs 23 and 25) ~ ~ 
4. References to amounts to be no less than the late ig6- Study f · nt's 

area in terms of the amount being requested (p r h 

back in the 1970's on food requirements fo h osts of It i d each 
year with it's costings. The latest study . ~ 

The 16-page booklet covers: \~ 

• The recomme~d ~ food nee~ · nd age (page 3) 
• The food cost ( ~~ate a · a~~ ople living in Auckland (page 6) 
• A summ derate dWbe; v:>n page 5. There is no difference in 

nutr" · na ods lis u ~ - , Moderate and Liberal, the only difference 

ffoods un ·c, oderate and Liberal are listed on page 1 0 

I Contents ] 
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Use of the Calculator 
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The calculator will do the rest and will calculate: 
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August 2019 

We need to ensure that all decisions are documented, and clear notes are recoded in 
the system. Such notes are valuable should the client later appeal the decision 
outside the emergency period. 

I Contents 1 
SI Page 
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If they come back to you for more emergency food before the next payment period, 
you can do a new calculation for the remaining week's balance and make a second 
payment. The split between Supermarkets and all food supplier is still to be adhered 
to even if lower rates are given. 

If using non-supermarket suppliers for religious/cultural or location needs Managers 
should be satisfied that the supplier being used as the same practices that 
supermarkets have with respect to what can be purchased by clients. 

I Contents ] 
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The Otago Food Study does not breakdown the % between meat/fruit and 
vegetable/other food types so if using specialist shop for religious or cultural needs 
you will need to discuss the amount with the client that is needed from the specialist 
shop. 

Locations where there are no Supermarkets: ~ 

With the exception of Great Barrier Island most sites will have supe~ma I in 5 ~ 
occurs then you can look at alternative food suppliers for the cli ~ to 
kilometres of their premises or 5 kilometres of the client's home. H ev r, · · ~ '\ 

where the client lives. 

grants at and if they have been travelling around t · urchase d n 
they have the mechanism to get to the nearest r a ~ 

Clients staying Emergency Housing W u ng co Q 
size or cupboard space to st a k w~rt ff o~ e likely to do their 
grocery shopping two to three · es · a y give . 

We will use th~~nnarket ~ u ·er, however if the period 
between the e ~~he paym ~~ eekly benefit is more than 

~ Contents ] 
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SSAA FOOD Cases 
http://www nzlii.org/cgi-

bin/sinosrch.cgi?method=auto;query=food;meta=%2Fnz;mask path=nz%2Fcases%2FNZSSAA%20&of
fset=20 

 
An appeal against a decision of a Benefits Review Committee [2019] NZSSAA 
12 (8 March 2019)  

Food case where client wanted $225 as this was the cost of washing machine bill. He was given $95 as this 
was the balance of his 6 month allocation.  No mention of OFS.  Appellant’s case was dismissed based on 
his dishonesty matters related to washing machine repairs and company that could not be located. 

http://www.nzlii.org/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2019/12.html 

 

An appeal against a decision of the Benefits Review Committee [2011] NZSSAA 
109 (12 December 2011) 

Multiple food request: some dealt with via: 

Refusing to go to Budgeting – paragraph 79 

No further entitlement - paragraphs 53  to 59 

Mention of OFS in terms of amounts asked v received  paragraphs 17 to 24 (specifically 22) 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2011/109 html?query=food 

 

An appeal against a decision of the Benefits Review Committee [2014] NZSSAA 
68 (29 August 2014) 

Decisions on a food request and whether the situation the client found themselves in warranted an 
emergency situation versus one that could have been planned for.   

Also raised timing of request at same time weekly benefit paid.  

Case was dismissed 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2014/68.html?query=food 

 

An appeal against a decision of a Benefits Review Committee [2016] NZSSAA 
32 (20 April 2016). 

Case taken by AAAP asking for $250 so as to include nonfood items.  Attended 2014 IMPACT day.  
Objected to the formulated approach taken by MSD.  Originally granted $150 but MSD increased to $180. 
OFS at the time for 1 adult and 2 adolescence was $176 

[24] The Otago University Food Cost Survey is a useful tool in determining food costs. We agree with the 
submission made on behalf of the appellant that the information needs to be taken into account along with 
other circumstances, particularly the appellant’s immediate and essential requirement for food and her 
ability to meet that need. There is no evidence from the appellant about these matters which assists in this 
case. There is no evidence about what the essential expenses were that the appellant had to meet which 
precluded her ability to purchase food. There is no evidence about any special requirements the appellant 
might have for food or an explanation of why the amounts granted of either $150 or $180 were inadequate 
to meet her need. We are not satisfied on the basis of the evidence available that the grant made, whether it 
was $150 or $180, was insufficient to meet the appellant’s need for food. 

[25] The appeal is dismissed. 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2016/32.html?query=food 

 



 

Similar case also taken by AAAP in response to Food and IMPACT days 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2016/29.html?query=food 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2016/46.html?query=food 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2016/30.html?query=food 

 

An appeal against a decision of a Benefits Review Committee [2017] NZSSAA 
60 (18 October 2017) 

Request for $200 due to special food needs.  Was declined as MSD had granted $726.02 to enable the 
appellant to attend an appointment with his doctor to obtain the required medical certificate and cover his 
immediate food needs. (paragraph 5) 

[paragraph 19] Appellant states that these invoices represent $216.99 per week food costs and that the 
appellant is entitled to the difference between these costs and the Otago University  Food  Survey 
assessment of weekly  food  costs. 

[31] In 2016 the University of Otago food cost survey estimated the cost of a basic balanced diet for a 
single man to range from $63 to $65 a week. The estimate for a liberal diet was between $98 and $102 a 
week. As the amount released to the appellant was significantly higher than the amount estimated by the 
University of Otago food cost survey for a liberal diet, we consider that the appellant could reasonably be 
expected to have met any essential or immediate needs he had at the time, including the additional food  
costs, from the sum available to him. 

 [32] For these reasons, the appeal against the decision to decline the application for a non-recoverable 
SNG is dismissed. 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2017/60.html?query=food 

 

An appeal against a decision of a Benefits Review Committee [2016] NZSSAA 
11 (2 March 2016) 

[1] The appellant appeals against a decision of the Chief Executive upheld by a Benefits Review 
Committee to make a non-recoverable Special Needs Grant for food  of $100 rather than a greater amount. 

[4] On 24 February 2015 she applied for a Special Needs Grant for food . The appellant says she made the 
application because she had had to pay an unexpected doctor’s bill of $42 and pay for non-subsidized 
prescription items and pharmaceuticals amounting to $101.36. We understand that no particular amount 
was sought at the time of the appellant’s application. At the hearing of this matter, submissions prepared 
by her advocate suggest that the amount should have been $143.36; that being an amount equivalent to the 
unexpected expenses she had incurred. The appellant herself said she wanted $200 as that was what would 
be required to cover the cost of a special diet recommended to her by a dietician. 

[10] The Otago University Food Cost Survey for 2015 is a useful tool in determining what the cost of a 
person’s weekly food requirements might be. The survey does not specifically give figures for Taranaki, 
but figures for the nearest city (Hamilton) indicate that in 2015 the cost of a basic diet for a woman was 
$57, a moderate diet cost $74 and a liberal diet cost $89. These figures are not significantly different from 
the figures for the two other North Island centers surveyed, namely Auckland and Wellington. On the basis 
of this information a grant of $100 should have been more than adequate to meet the appellant’s food costs 
until her next benefit payment. 

 



[12] We note the following: 

(i) No special foods are included in the assessment of the appellant’s 

Disability Allowance. 

(ii) The appellant referred to a recommendation from a dietician that she follow a FODMAP diet, 
although she did not produce confirmation of this on this occasion. Nor did she produce evidence 
of the cost of this diet. 

(iii) She did not produce any independent confirmation that she was, in fact, following a 
FODMAP diet. The appellant said that she cannot follow the diet because she does not have 
sufficient funds to do so. 

(iv) The appellant did not give evidence that she went without food as a result of the payment to 
her of $100. 

[13] The Otago University information suggests that the $100 the appellant received amounts to $43 more 
than the cost of a basic diet. This suggests that if the appellant had a genuine need for special food (and we 
are not satisfied that this is the case) she had the ability to purchase some special foods in any event. 

[14] We are not persuaded that the grant of $100 to the appellant to meet her food needs until her next 
benefit payment was insufficient to meet her need. 

[15] The appeal is dismissed. 

http://www.nzlii.org/cgi-bin/sinodisp/nz/cases/NZSSAA/2016/11.html?query=food 

 

 




