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1. Introduction
The United States is widely considered to be one of the wealthiest, most successful
countries in the world, having both the highest GDP and the most billionaires. However, in
2019, 10.9% of individuals and 14.6% of children lived in a food-insecure household in the
United States1. This equates to over 35 million people overall, including almost 11 million
children. Food insecurity leads to health, education, and economic disparities that leave
millions struggling to survive and thrive. This is unacceptable, especially in a country that
claims to value liberty and justice for all.
Further, home to one of the best economies in the United States, forward-thinking
political leaders, and strong education and healthcare systems (each ranked second in the
country), Massachusetts is one of the wealthiest and most progressive states in the country.
However, many Bay Staters, disproportionately those of color, those who are differentlyabled, those who are LGBTQ+, and others who face systemic inequities, have been left
behind or have fallen through the cracks by policies that have failed to make alleviating
poverty and food insecurity a priority. According to 2020 United States Census data, 9.5% of
Massachusetts citizens live below the poverty line2. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, in
2019, Feeding America estimated that 8.2% of Massachusettsans were food insecure
(566,930 people)3.
The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated existing issues of food insecurity in the
United States, and Massachusetts was not an exemption to this. In Massachusetts, the
percentage of food insecure households doubled during the pandemic4. These numbers are
even higher among households with children. Between April and May 2020, 23.1% of
Massachusetts households with children were food insecure. While these numbers are
slowly returning to their pre-pandemic rates, these pre-pandemic rates are still far too high,
and we must work to end food insecurity in Massachusetts and the United States as a
whole.
Ultimately, no one should go hungry, and this is especially true for children. The
COVID-19 pandemic has also shown us the importance of child nutrition programs. While
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) has been the biggest support for
food insecure households during the pandemic*, school meals provided the next biggest
support for families. Through school and summer meal sites, over 93 million meals were
served to students in Massachusetts between September 2020 and June 2021. Child
nutrition programs in the United States were often created in response to economic and
social ails, and they continue to be a lifeline for many children and their families. This said,
they can still be improved, and their goals can be accelerated through various policies.
This report will explore the child nutrition programs, including their benefits, history,
and financing. The first part will examine programs that take place during the school day: the
National School Lunch Program, the School Breakfast Program, and the Fresh Fruit and
Vegetable Program. The second part will examine programs that take place outside of
school: afterschool meal programs (NSLP, CACFP) and summer meal programs (SFSP,
SSO). Finally, the third part will examine early childhood programs: the Child and Adult Care
Food Program (CACFP) and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC).

2. Methodology
This report seeks to examine federal and state policies and practices regarding child
nutrition programs. To find these policies and practices, research was done at the federal
level through the programs’ federal websites. At the state level, key word searches in the
While SNAP is a crucial tool in fighting childhood hunger, this report will not go into detail about the program due to time
and capacity constraints.
*

Massachusetts Acts and Resolves database and budget database were used. Outside
resources created by organizations such as the Food Research and Action Center and the
School Nutrition Association were also used. While this report seeks to be as comprehensive
as possible, time and capacity restraints were present, and some policies and practices may
have been missed. Future reports will build upon this one as more research is made available
and accessed by the Project Bread team.

3. Racial Equity and Child Nutrition
Black, Indigenous, and Latine people have historically been more vulnerable to
hunger and experienced higher rates of food insecurity in the United States. In the United
States, before the COVID-19 pandemic, 24.2% of African American households, 22.6% of
Indigenous households, and 18.8% of Latine households were experiencing food insecurity,
compared to 7.6% of white households5. BIPOC households are also at increased risk of
food insecurity and often recover from financial crises slower than white households6. The
pandemic also highlighted racial disparities in relation to food insecurity. In Massachusetts,
between March 2021 and August 2021, 1 in 9 white households with children were food
insecure, compared to 1 in 4 Black and Latine households with children7.
These experiences are a result of structural racism that has persisted in this country
for centuries, denying BIPOC access to quality jobs, education, housing, healthcare, and
more. When we are working toward ending hunger and food insecurity in the United States,
we must address the root causes, that work to create these challenges in the first place,
such as structural racism. Racial disparities in food security can lead to racial disparities in
mental and physical health8, education outcomes9, and economic achievement10, which in
turn put individuals more at risk for food insecurity in a vicious cycle that can only be broken
through the application of a racial equity lens to anti-hunger and anti-poverty policy and
work. According to author and researcher Marlysa Gamblin, utilizing a racial equity lens
involves “providing targeted support based on need, circumstance, and historical context,”
which “creates an environment where all communities can attain equal, and later optimal,
outcomes regardless of race11.”
Intersectionality and Child Nutrition
Race is just one of the systemic barriers that exist when it comes to child nutrition.
Discrimination and oppression based on sex, gender identity, sexual orientation, immigration
status, and (dis)ability often lead to higher levels of food insecurity. Recent data shows that
LGBTQ+ people experience food insecurity at rates of 13.1%, almost twice the national rate12.
Food insecurity is also more prevalent among households including persons with disabilities13.
Furthermore, those who find themselves at intersections of oppressions experience food
insecurity at higher rates. One report found that 1 in 4 Black women who did not identify as
heterosexual experienced food insecurity in the last 30 days and 1 in 3 experienced food
insecurity in the last 12 months14. When we look at food insecurity, we must consider who
experiences food insecurity and why. Systemic and structural oppressions create poverty and
hunger, and we must keep this in mind when we conduct anti-hunger and anti-poverty work.
So, what does this mean for child nutrition programs? It means that the needs of
BIPOC communities must be centered when we consider policy recommendations,
investments, and any other types of solutions. While child nutrition programs are already
crucial tools in fighting hunger and poverty, their work can be amplified and accelerated by
applying a racial equity lens. Structural racism is the status quo. It is normalized and
accepted. We must work against this status quo if we truly wish to serve children and their
families.
The Curb-Cut Effect

The Curb-Cut Effect is the idea that an investment in one group can remove barriers
and create opportunities that benefit all groups. While this term was coined by a disability
rights advocate, it can also be applied to racial equity. When we lift up those who are most
affected by inequities, we lift up everyone. If we were to invest in policies that benefit BIPOC
people (universal meals, equipment assistance grants, summer meal sites, etc.), these
investments could help everyone.

For more information about racial equity and its relation to hunger and hunger policy:
•
Getting to Hunger by 2030: Race, Poverty, and Hunger Background Paper, Bread for
the World Institute.
•
Racially Equitable Responses to Hunger During COVID-19 and Beyond, Bread for
the World Institute.
•
Applying Racial Equity to U.S. Federal Nutrition Assistance Programs: SNAP, WIC,
and Child Nutrition, Bread for the World Institute.
•
Ending U.S. Hunger and Poverty by Focusing on Communities Where It’s Most
Likely, Bread for the World Institute.
•
Food Research and Action Center’s Transition Recommendations, FRAC.

4. The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School Breakfast
Program (SBP)
The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School Breakfast Program (SBP),
administered through the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA), work to ensure that all children can receive breakfast
and lunch at school. Through these programs, the federal government provides schools
with food and reimbursements that help schools serve healthy, high-quality meals.
Benefits of School Lunch and Breakfast
The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School Breakfast Program
(SBP) play a crucial role in improving health and educational outcomes, each working to
address child hunger and promote good nutrition15. The National School Lunch Program
reduces food insecurity, obesity rates, and poor health, while being associated with a
positive impact on student food selection and consumption, especially for fruits and
vegetables16. SBP is associated with improved academic performance, reduced behavior
problems, and improved diets among students17. It has also been found that the healthiest
meals children receive are those served in school18,19.
These programs can also be crucial to achieving racial and economic equity. As we
have seen amplified by the COVID-19 pandemic, food insecurity affects Black, Latine, and
Indigenous households at far higher rates than white households20,21. Importantly, a 20032018 study found that “[nutritional] improvements in food consumed from schools were
equitable by race/ethnicity, education, and household income22,” meaning that school meals
can be a reliable, equitable resource for BIPOC students. A report by the Rockefeller
Foundation and the Center for Good Food Purchasing found that every dollar invested in
U.S. school meal programs provides two dollars in health and economic equity benefits23.
Additionally, policies like universal meals24, improved nutrition standards25, intentional
investment and funding26, and Farm to School programs27 can work to advance racial equity.
After the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), NSLP is the secondlargest food and nutrition assistance program in the United States28, operating in around 95
percent of public schools29. In 2019, schools operating NSLP served almost 4.9 billion
lunches, or 29.6 million lunches per day, in almost 100,000 schools and institutions30. SBP,
while underutilized, still operated in over 90,000 schools and institutions and served 2.45

billion breakfasts annually, or 14.77 million breakfasts per day31. On the average day in
October 2019, Massachusetts accounted for 2,064 SBP schools and 2,152 NSLP schools,
which worked to provide 213,679 breakfasts per day and 493,561 lunches per day.
History of School Lunch and Breakfast
The National School Lunch Program was established under the National School
Lunch Act, signed into law by President Harry Truman in 194632. The program was a
response to three problems in the wake of the Great Depression, which led to mass
unemployment, poverty, and hunger33. First was the revelation that many Americans were
suffering from diet-related health problems, namely malnutrition, that led to their ineligibility
to be drafted. The second was child hunger in general. Through school lunch, schoolchildren
received at least one meal per school day. The third problem was the agricultural surplus
caused by the inability of the population to buy crops from farmers. The National School
Lunch Program opened another market to these farmers, strengthening the agricultural
economy. Thus, the Act was passed as “a measure of national security to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation’s children and to encourage the domestic consumption of
nutritious agricultural commodities and other food34.” While the NSLP also provides meals
through the Seamless Summer Option (SSO) and afterschool snack options, this rest of this
section will focus NLSP in relation to school lunches.
The School Breakfast Program began in 1966 as a two-year pilot project to provide
grants to high need schools35. The original legislation required first consideration for program
implementation to be given to schools “located in poor areas or in areas where children had
to travel a great distance to school36.” After several extensions of the pilot, the program
received permanent authorization in 1975 with a continued emphasis on schools in severe
need.
The Black Panther Party’s Free Breakfast for School Children Program
Many credit the Black Panther Party and their Free Breakfast for School Children
Program with putting pressure on the federal government to create a school breakfast
program. Despite fierce opposition from the FBI and local agencies, from 1969 to 1970, The
Black Panther Party served breakfast to tens of thousands of children across the country.
While these programs were dismantled in the early 1970s, they eventually resulted in the
federal government expanding school meal programs and permanently reauthorizing the
School Breakfast Program in 197537,38.
An important step in achieving the goals of the National School Lunch Program, the
School Breakfast Program, and many other core child nutrition programs was the passage of
the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act in 2010. This Act provided funding and improvements to
these programs, allowing the USDA “to make real reforms to the school lunch and breakfast
programs by improving the critical nutrition and hunger safety net for millions of children39.”
Two of the most important steps this act took were improving the nutrition standards for child
nutrition programs and introducing the Community Eligibility Provision, which will each be
discussed in further detail in this report. Important to note is the Act led to the development
of nutrition standards which encouraged more consumption of fruits and vegetables40, less
consumption of sugar, fat, and sodium41, and a decline in childhood obesity among children
living in poverty42. Meanwhile, the Community Eligibility Provision opened the possibility of
universal free meals for students in high-poverty schools, which has been shown to increase
student meal participation, student access to meals, and equity among students while
decreasing unpaid meal debt43.
Financing School Meals

Under the National School Lunch Program, the federal government provides at least
partial reimbursement for every meal provided and the price paid by the child varies based
on their household income. Children whose household income falls at or below 130% of the
federal poverty line are eligible for free meals. Children whose household income falls
between 130% and 185% of the federal poverty line are eligible for reduced-price meals. A
school may charge no more than 40 cents for a reduced-price lunch and no more than 30
cents for a reduced-price breakfast. Children whose household income is greater than 185%
of the federal poverty line must pay a full price charge determined by the school. Historically,
households had to fill out a school meal application each year to receive free or reducedprice meals, which can be filled out at any point in the school year.
The 2004 Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act introduced a new system in
which some students could also receive free school meals without an application. This
system, called direct certification, bases eligibility for free meals on household participation
in one or more means-tested federal assistance programs (SNAP, TANF, FDPIR) or the
student’s status as runaway or homeless, in foster care, or enrolled in Head Start. Some
states, including Massachusetts, also utilize Medicaid data for direct certification. This
process eases a burden for both students and schools while ensuring that as many students
are receiving free meals as possible. The percentage of the student body automatically
certified due to their participation in these federal benefits programs constitutes a schools
identified student percentage, or ISP44.
Reimbursement rates for lunch vary slightly based on the need level of a school’s
population and the nutrition standards of a school’s meals. Schools in which 60% or more
lunches served during the second preceding school year were free or reduced-price meals
are slightly higher. Additionally, schools that meet nutrition standards set by the USDA are
offered additional reimbursements of 7 cents per meal, as is shown in the chart below:
NSLP Reimbursement Rates School Year 2020-2021 (Contiguous U.S.)
Less
than 60%
FRP

Less
than 60%
+ 7¢

60% or
more
FRP

60% or
more +
7¢

Price of Meals
to Children

Free (at or below 130% of
the federal poverty line)

$3.51

$3.58

$3.53

$3.60

$0

Reduced-Price (between
130% and 185% of the
federal poverty line)

$3.11

$3.18

$3.13

$3.20

$0.40
(maximum)

Paid (above 185% of the
federal poverty line)

$0.33

$0.40

$0.35

$0.42

varies†

USDA Foods
The USDA also provides donated foods to supplement meal reimbursements (or cash
payments in lieu of donated foods). These are not reflected in the reimbursement rates shown.
School breakfast reimbursement rates also vary depending on the need level of a
school’s population. In keeping with the program’s goal of serving high-need schools,
schools where at least 40% of the lunches served during the second preceding school year

The School Nutrition Association found that the national average price for a school lunch during the 2016-2017 school
year was $2.48 for elementary schools, $2.68 for middle schools, and $2.74 for high schools.
†

were served free or reduced price qualify as “severe-need” and receive a higher
reimbursement rate. The rates can be found below:
SBP Reimbursement Rates School Year 2020-2021 (Contiguous U.S.)
Non-Severe Need Severe Need

Price of Meals to Children

Free

$1.89

$2.26

$0

Reduced-Price

$1.59

$1.96

$0.30 (maximum)

Paid

$0.32

$0.32

varies‡

Important to note is that, according to the April 2019 USDA School Nutrition and Meal
Cost Study, the average cost for a school lunch was around $3.81, around $0.21 more than
even the highest reimbursement rate45. Similarly, the average cost for a school breakfast is
$2.72, $0.46 more than even the highest reimbursement rate46. This can help us understand
the study’s finding that the average school food authority (SFA) operated at a small deficit with
total revenues covering only 97 percent of reported costs on average47.
Additionally, students may receive free meals if their school participates in the
Community Eligibility Provision (CEP). CEP allows schools and school districts with an ISP
of at least 40% (in which 40% or more of students have been directly certified for free meals)
to serve free meals to all students48. Schools that opt-in to CEP are reimbursed at the
federal free meal rate for a percentage of 1.6 times their ISP. The remaining percentage of
meals are reimbursed at the federal paid rate (see table below).
Meal Reimbursements Under CEP
Identified Student Percentage
(ISP)

Meals Reimbursed at Free
Rate

Meals Reimbursed at
Paid Rate

40%

64%

36%

50%

80%

20%

60%

96%

4%

62.5%

100%

0%

Another option for schools is Provision 2, which requires schools to serve free meals
to participating children but reduces application burdens to once every four years and
simplifies meal counting and claiming procedures49.

Nutrition Standards
All federal child nutrition programs are subject to nutrition standards set by the United
States Department of Agriculture, most recently updated because of the passage of the
The School Nutrition Association found that the national average price for a school breakfast during the 2016-2017
school year was $1.46 for elementary schools, $1.53 for middle schools, and $1.55 for high schools.
‡

Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. The nutrition standards set forth by the Healthy, HungerFree Kids Act align with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, encouraging schools to
“increase the availability of fruits, vegetables, whole grains, and fat-free and low-fat fluid milk
in school meals; reduce the levels of sodium, saturated fat and trans-fat in meals; and meet
the nutrition needs of school children within their calorie requirements50.” These standards
were “largely based on recommendations made by the Institute of Medicine of the National
Academies,” and were expected to “enhance the diet and health of school children and help
mitigate the childhood obesity trend51.” However, it is argued that these standards could go
further in areas such as added sugars, sodium, and whole grains52.
The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act also required the USDA to establish nutrition
standards regarding competitive foods and beverages. These nutrition standards are known
as “Smart Snacks in Schools,” and the rule “draws on recommendations from the Institute of
Medicine, existing voluntary standards already implemented by thousands of schools around
the country, and healthy food and beverage offerings already available in the marketplace53.”
Competitive Foods and Beverages
Competitive foods and beverages are those sold on school grounds that are not part
of the federal reimbursable meal programs, such as in à la carte lines, vending machines,
school stores, classroom parties, fundraisers, and other school events54. These foods and
beverages are often sold to raise revenues for schools or subsidize revenues for school
districts. While these are important for many schools and school districts, in an ideal world,
general reimbursement rates and funding would be enough to operate school food programs
without the need for competitive foods and beverages that are often less healthy and often
“compete” with reimbursable school food. Jennifer Gaddis, a professor and author also wrote
that these foods and beverages are “exacerbating commercialization of the school food
environment and sharpening existing race- and class-based divisions in the cafeteria55.”
State of Massachusetts
Massachusetts has a long history of leading and innovating regarding school meal
policies, beginning even before the National School Lunch Act. Boston had one of the
earliest school meal programs in the country, starting in 189456. This was expanded to the
entire state in 1913 with an Act that gave cities and towns the opportunity to provide free
meals for public schoolchildren57. This continued in 1943 with an Act that gave the city of
Boston the authority to provide free lunches to undernourished public school children and
public schoolchildren facing high need58. School meals have since been added to the
Massachusetts General Laws, with the legislature adding a requirement that all public
schools operating on a “one session day” make lunches available, as well as a requirement
that all public schools which have a high number of children in need provide breakfast in
197059.

Increasing Access
Massachusetts has policies that work to increase access to meals for students.
Today, public schools in Massachusetts are required to provide lunches to schoolchildren,
and severe-need schools (schools that served 40% or more of their lunches at the free or
reduced-price rate for the previous two years) with more than 50% of students certified for
free and reduced-price meals in the preceding school year are required to participate in the
School Breakfast Program60. Massachusetts has also established an outreach program that
works to increase the participation of low-income children in existing school breakfast
programs while encouraging other schools to start a breakfast program61.
Another of these policies is the requirement regarding the Community Eligibility
Provision and Provision 2. In addition to the policies explained in the An Act Promoting
School Nutrition box below, Massachusetts is also one of the few states that allows school
districts to utilize Medicaid data to directly certify students for free meals.

An Act Promoting Student Nutrition
An Act Promoting Student Nutrition, passed in October 2021, created important
requirements for Massachusetts public schools regarding CEP and Provision 2, direct
certification, and meal debt shaming. The Act added two sections to the General Laws:
Chapter 71, Section 72A and Section 72B.

Section 72A62:
•
Requires individual schools and districts with an ISP of 50% or higher to
implement CEP or Provision 2 to provide universal free school breakfast and lunch to
all students (may be waived by a school board voting to decline to participate or in
cases of financial hardship) (starting in 2022)
•
Requires schools to take steps to maximize federal revenues and minimize
debt through direct certification
Section 72B63:
•
Requires that no action be taken by schools that would publicly identify a
student with school meal debt
•
Requires that no denial of meals take place as a form of behavioral discipline
or punishment
•
Prohibits schools from charging fees or costs to parents in excess of actual
amounts owed for meals previously served to the student
•
Requires school to notify the student’s parent or guardian about school meal
debt
Another way Massachusetts is working to ensure more students have access to
meals is through alternative breakfast service models, allowing schools to use nontraditional breakfast models, including breakfast in the classroom, grab and go breakfast,
and second chance breakfast. These alternative models are now required for schools in
which 60% or more of students are eligible for free and reduced-price meals64.
Massachusetts also allows breakfast in the classroom to be counted as instructional time65.
Finally, Massachusetts has adopted language that prevents stigmatizing students,
charging excess fees to parents or guardians of students who have meal debt, and
communicating school meal debt with students. More information about this policy can be
found in the An Act Promoting School Nutrition box above.

Improving Quality
Massachusetts has various policies that relate to improving the quality of school
meals. One of these is the state reimbursement process for school meals. Massachusetts
provides state funding for NSLP based on a state matching funds formula established at the
federal level (an additional $0.055 per lunch)66. For schools that are required to offer free
breakfast to all students, Massachusetts provides an additional per-breakfast reimbursement
payment of up to $0.10 if breakfast costs exceed federal severe-need reimbursement67.
Massachusetts also has various policies that work to increase meal appeal and
quality for students through state reimbursements and grant funding68, in addition to the
work of non-profit organizations in the state, such as Project Bread, which supports school
nutrition staff through Child Nutrition Outreach and Community Nutrition Services, formerly
known as the Chefs in School program69.
Nutrition standards are also a way to improve quality and appeal. Minimum nutrition
standards for school meals in Massachusetts public schools are established by the Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education70, and there are also USDA requirements for federal
school meals programs as mandated by the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act discussed

previously. Nutrition standards for competitive foods and beverages for Massachusetts
public schools are established by the Department of Public Health71. These include
standards for calories, fats, sugar, sodium, grains, and caffeine72.
Federal Policy Recommendations
As NSLP and SBP are federal programs, the federal government will play a
significant role in improving the programs. The federal government should take steps to
increase access to school meals, as there are still significant barriers for many children
across the country. The most important step is to enact a permanent universal free
school meals program for all schools. Universal meals have a variety of benefits for
students, parents, and schools, including reduced administrative costs and application
costs73, reduced absenteeism and nurse visits74, improvements in learning75, higher test
scores76, reduced perceptions of bullying and fighting77, increased feelings of safety inside
and outside of school78, reduced stigma and fear of losing immigration status79, and
increased participation in school meals80.
If this is not done, Congress should work to expand the Community Eligibility
Program. This can be done by reducing the CEP threshold to 25%, which would allow
schools serving mixed income students to provide meals under CEP. Another step that can
be taken is to allow state pilots for CEP. This would allow states to provide free school
breakfast and lunch statewide if they so choose. Congress could also expand direct
certification to include children receiving Medicaid and/or Supplemental Security Income
benefits, children in households receiving guardianship or adoption assistance or LIHEAP,
and children placed in kinship or informal care.
The federal government can take other steps to increase access. This can be done
by expanding free meal status to 300% of the federal poverty line which would ensure
more low-income households have access to free school meals. Congress should set
federal policy regarding meal debt and stigma that prohibits public identification of
students with meal debt or the denial of meals to students with meal debt. As many states,
including Massachusetts, have already taken action to prevent these harmful practices,
Congress should take this step to ensure equity and consistency across state lines.
Finally, Congress should also pass legislation to ensure that students have
enough time to eat, requiring that schools provide students at least 20 minutes of
seat time with their lunch and at least 10 minutes of seat time with their breakfast81.
This would work to improve access, participation, and consumption while reducing food
waste82.
The federal government should also take steps to improve the quality of school
meals. The most important step that can be taken to do this is to raise reimbursement rates
to match the recommended rates of the USDA School Nutrition and Meal Cost Study83. This
would require Congress to provide an additional $0.50 per breakfast and an additional
$0.25 per lunch§. Similarly, Congress should increase the identified student percentage
multiplier (explained in the Financing School Meals section) to 2.5. This would provide
schools with more federal reimbursements for school meals in schools that operate CEP.
Schools could utilize this extra funding to improve quality and ensure that students receive
healthy meals.
Congress should also take steps to ensure the nutrition of school meals. This can be
done by improving nutrition standards based on recommendations from the Institute of
Medicine and the U.S. Dietary Guidelines, along with other independent, objective sources.
Congress should also provide more funding to expand Farm to School programs. These
programs can improve the quality of food and boost local agriculture economies.

In January 2022, the USDA announced an adjustment in school reimbursements to provide an additional $0.25 per
lunch through a waiver to navigate challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic; however, this reimbursement is not
permanent. Congress should take action to make these changes permanent through federal appropriations.
§

State Policy Recommendations

Increasing Access
While Massachusetts’ policy around NSLP and SBP participation is stronger than in
many other states and school lunch is required in Massachusetts public schools, many lowincome students may still fall through the cracks in schools that are not required to
participate in SBP. In school year 2019-2020, Massachusetts ranked 44th in percentage of
schools that operate NSLP that also operate SBP (88.2%), and 27th in low-income student
participation in school breakfast compared to school lunch (57.2%)**84. For this reason, to
work towards the goal of the SBP, Massachusetts should require school lunch and
breakfast to be made available in every school where students are required to eat
lunch at school, as is done in Hawaii85. This would ensure that all students are receiving
the benefits associated with NSLP and SBP participation. Massachusetts should also work
to ensure that students have enough time to eat, requiring that schools provide
students at least 20 minutes of seat time with their lunch and at least 10 minutes of
seat time with their breakfast86. This would work to improve participation and consumption
while reducing food waste87.
Massachusetts also has a policy regarding adoption of the Community Eligibility
Provision and Provision 2. These provisions work to reduce administrative costs88, provide
more access to meals for students, reduce stigma89,90, and improve health and education
outcomes91,92. However, it must be stated that CEP and Provision 2 do not reach all
students and Massachusetts fails to require all schools eligible for CEP to adopt the
provision. Additionally, while Massachusetts' policy prohibiting stigma and harmful meal debt
practice works to prevent stigma and unhealthy relationships between students and their
schools, lunchroom staff, and food, it fails to address the underlying cause for these
practices: the requirement to provide fees for school meals. For this reason, Massachusetts
should adopt a permanent universal free school meals program, already adopted by
California and Maine.
If a permanent universal free school meal program is not enacted, Massachusetts
should take steps to ensure as many students are receiving free school meals as possible.
This can be achieved in a variety of ways, including the following:
• Expanding Free Meal Status. Massachusetts should expand free meal
access for households at or below 300% of the federal poverty line, as has
been done in Oregon. This would qualify more students for free meals and
would be a crucial step in ensuring that students and their families are not
forced to choose between food and other important expenses.
• Requiring Participation in the Community Eligibility Provision for
Eligible Schools. Massachusetts should require eligible schools to adopt
CEP and provide funding to match federal reimbursement to ensure 100% of
school meals are funded in schools that operate CEP. Similar to a policy
enacted in Oregon, this would work to maximize federal funding for schools
and remove financial barriers for schools with a lower percentage of free and
reduced-price eligible students, allowing CEP to cover more students in
Massachusetts.
• Eliminating the Reduced-Price Fee. Massachusetts should provide state
funding to eliminate the $0.30 Reduced-Price Fee for breakfast and $0.40 for
lunch, as has been done in eleven states, including Maine, Vermont, North
Carolina, and New Jersey, as well as the District of Columbia. This would
ensure more students are eating breakfast without having to worry about
financial barriers.

Reaching a ratio of 70 low-income students participating in SBP to 100 participating in NSLP would have brought
Massachusetts an additional $8,756,571 in federal funding for school year 2019-2020
**

•

School Meal Application Streamlining. Massachusetts should create a
statewide online school meal application system that works to alleviate
application burdens for schools and parents. This system should also utilize
state data for direct certification, like systems in New York, Florida,
Mississippi93.
While existing legislation requiring alternative breakfast models is a testament to
Massachusetts’ dedication to providing school meals to students and will help many schools
transition to alternative models, many students are still left out in schools in which less than
60% of students are eligible for free or reduced-price meals that chose not to adopt an
alternative breakfast model. Massachusetts should follow in the footsteps of West Virginia in
requiring all schools to adopt an approved alternative breakfast model94. Short of this,
Massachusetts should at least lower the threshold to require schools with 40% of
students eligible for free or reduced-price meals to implement alternative breakfast
models to include more schools serving mixed and middle-income communities. Alternative
breakfast models promote food security, equity, and access for children who often have no
say whether they arrive at school in time for breakfast.

Improving Quality
The most crucial factor in improving quality is funding. While Massachusetts’ existing
additional reimbursement payments are great steps toward increasing school food
authorities’ revenues, they do not go far enough in ensuring that schools have the funding
they need to provide the best quality, nutritious meals to students. Massachusetts should
work to provide state funding to increase the reimbursement rates to match the
recommended rates of the USDA School Nutrition and Meal Cost Study95. This would
require Massachusetts to utilize state funds to provide an additional $0.50 per breakfast
and an additional $0.15 per lunch.
Existing funding and programs are crucial in making sure students have healthy,
quality meals that they want to eat, but, again, more work can be done to improve quality, as
well as improve local food systems, encourage consumption, reduce food waste, and
remove barriers. One solution to some of these problems is the establishment of a Farm to
School grant program that works to provide equipment, training, and nutrition
education to schools. This program should also explicitly give procurement preference
to small producers and producers of color, which would work toward racial equity and
improving the local economy96,97. In keeping with the goals of this program, Massachusetts
should also utilize state funding to provide an additional reimbursement of $0.10 for
any child nutrition program meal that includes a locally-grown fruit, vegetable, or
legume, as is done in Michigan98. Another solution is a state funding match for federal
equipment assistance grants, as is done in California99. Equipment assistance grants can
allow schools to purchase equipment needed to serve healthier meals, improve food safety,
and increase access to meals100. These grants could also work toward racial equity by
attempting to address the legacy of housing and education discrimination in the United
States that has led to schools with majority-BIPOC students receiving less funding and
having less access to important resources like cafeteria equipment101.
Finally, nutrition standards are necessary to ensure high quality school meals. While
Massachusetts currently has nutrition standards for both reimbursable school meals and
competitive foods and beverages, there are many areas in which they can be improved,
including adding or strengthening standards for added sugar, sodium, and whole grains.
Massachusetts should form a working group to develop stronger nutrition standards
based on the United States Dietary Guidelines, the Institute of Medicine, and whatever other
recommendations they see fit. Once Massachusetts develops and establishes these optional
state nutrition standards, Massachusetts should use state funding to provide an
additional reimbursement of $0.10 to any child nutrition program meal that meets
them, as is done in Connecticut102. This would assist school nutrition professionals in
preparing and serving these meals.

Schools/School Districts Recommendations
Schools and school districts can also have some agency to make decisions
regarding school meal access and quality. While there are standards for many aspects of
the work and financial barriers that can prevent schools and school districts from taking
certain action, there are still various steps that can be taken to make school meals programs
as effective as possible. First, while CEP is not available for all schools, schools that may
qualify for CEP but foresee logistical and financial challenges can work with local
organizations, like Project Bread, to make CEP a viable option and provide free meals
for their students. Those that do not qualify for CEP or do not choose to adopt CEP should
still work to provide a regular, reimbursable meal to all students, regardless of their
ability to pay through Provision 2 for breakfast, lunch, or both.
A major step that can be taken by schools and school districts is spreading
information and helping students and their parents and guardians regarding school meals.
Schools should conduct an aggressive school meal application outreach campaign that
encourages families to submit applications, including importance, timing, potential incentive,
while ensuring accessibility of applications. This may include broadly distributing school
meal applications, aiding at back-to-school nights, afterschool programs, and other
gatherings with parents and guardians, incentivizing submission with prizes, working with
trusted community stakeholders, and improved messaging. This campaign would work to
increase ISP and bring students into free school meals, avoiding school meal debt before it
can accumulate103.
Schools can also take steps to increase meal appeal and subsequent participation.
Schools should, to the extent possible, work to incorporate scratch cooking and
culturally-relevant meals in their school meal programs. These would help increase the
appeal of school meals and consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables, promote the use of
fresh ingredients over prepackaged, processed items104, as well as creating a sense of
community and opportunities for students to try to new foods105. Schools can also consider
scheduling lunch for after recess, which is shown to improve participation and
consumption106. Of course, these steps are not enough if students do not have sufficient
time to eat school lunch and breakfast. For this reason, schools should provide students at
least 20 minutes of seat time with their lunch and at least 10 minutes of seat time with
their breakfast107.

5. Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP)
The Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program is a program that provides funding for fruits and
vegetables at elementary schools. Its goals are to introduce children to fresh fruits and
vegetables, to increase overall acceptance and consumption of fresh, unprocessed
produce among children, and encourage healthier school environments by promoting
nutrition education108.
Benefits of FFVP
Fruits and vegetables are crucial for a child’s diet, providing important nutrients like
calcium, potassium, fiber, magnesium, and vitamin E, along with disease prevention109. The
Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP) is a vital program that promotes fruits and
vegetables in elementary schools with a high concentration of students who are eligible for
free and reduced-price meals in the United States110. This program works to introduce
children to new fruits and vegetables and increase acceptance and consumption of fruits
and vegetables. The program also promotes nutrition education, which can work to create a
healthier school environment. While the program has not operated for long, it has been

shown to be effective in its goals. A USDA study found that, on the days schools participated
in FFVP, students consumed around one-third of a cup more fruits and vegetables than
students in schools that did not participate111. This is hypothesized to be from both direct
consumption of FFVP foods and from indirect influence and knowledge outside of school112.
There are also racial and socioeconomic disparities in access to and consumption of
fruits and vegetables113. To combat this, FFVP prioritizes schools with the highest percentage
of students who are certified for free and reduced-price meals. The aforementioned study
found that program operates in elementary schools with higher rates of students who are
eligible for free and reduced-price meals and with higher rates of non-white students, which
can work to address the gap in fruit and vegetable consumption for children from historicallydisadvantaged groups.
History of FFVP
The Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program was first piloted in 2002, authorized by the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. This Act authorized four states and one
Indian Tribal Organization to operate the program. The program was expanded again in
2004 and 2006. The 2008 Farm Bill expanded the program nationwide, which has continued
to today114.
Funding of FFVP
Every fiscal year, Congress appropriates an amount for FFVP to the USDA’s Food
and Nutrition Service to be designated to states. For fiscal year 2021, the total funding
available to FNS was $202.9 million115. The funding follows the following formula116:
• All 50 states and the District of Columbia receive an annual grant equal to one
percent of the funds available.
• Remaining funds are allocated to all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands based on the proportion of the state population to
the U.S. population.
From this allocation, elementary schools receive $50 to $75 dollars per student per
school year and submit monthly reimbursement claims for fresh fruits and vegetables and
some other costs.
State of Massachusetts
In Massachusetts, the FFVP is administered by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education. The Department operates the program through agreements with local
school food authorities. In school year 2020-2021, 185 Massachusetts elementary schools
participated in FFVP.
Federal Policy Recommendations
While the program has proven effective in the schools in which it operates, only
elementary schools can currently operate the program. As it stands, this leaves an
opportunity to address teen hunger unmet. A troubling report from the state of Maryland
found that one in four students in middle and high school lacks consistent access to the
healthy food they need117. The report also found that rates of food insecurity are more than
double for Black, Latine, and Indigenous middle and high school students compared to their
white counterparts. Congress could help to address this issue if it were to expand FFVP to
include middle and high schools.
Congress could work toward advancing the goals of the program by increasing
funding for FFVP. This would ensure that as many schools as possible are receiving this
funding and ensure that the funding is sufficient to meet the needs of participating students.

6. Afterschool Nutrition Programs (CACFP and NSLP)
Afterschool nutrition programs can be operated through two programs: the At-Risk
Afterschool Meal component of the Child and Adult Care Program and the National
School Lunch Program. CACFP provides funding to afterschool programs that serve a
meal and/or snack to children in areas in which 50 percent or more of students are eligible
for free or reduced-price meals. NSLP offers reimbursements for up to one snack per
child per day. Programs operating through both CACFP and NSLP must offer
educational or enrichment activities.
Benefits of Afterschool Nutrition Programs
Afterschool meal programs through the Child and Adult Care Program and the
National School Lunch Program fill a large gap for children who may not have access to
healthy meals at home. These programs work to tackle childhood food insecurity by
providing low-income children with nutritious snacks and suppers that contribute to their
healthy growth and development118. On the days school-aged children eat afterschool
meals, they have higher daily intake of fruits, vegetables, milk, and key nutrients compared
to days they do not119. CACFP programs also offer nutrition education lessons that work to
help children develop healthy eating habits. CACFP and NSLP provide funding for
afterschool meals and snacks, ensuring that children and providers in low-income areas
have the nutrition they need. The funding that covers, or at least subsidizes, meals and
snacks can free up other funding previously used for food costs for programs to improve or
expand programming, meaning that CACFP and NSLP are crucial to ensuring afterschool
programs can provide holistic and beneficial services.
On the average day in October 2019, almost 1.5 million children participated in an
afterschool supper program and almost 1.5 million children participated in an afterschool
snack program120. In Massachusetts, during the same time period, over 17,000 children
participated in an afterschool snack program every day and over 23,000 children
participated in an afterschool supper program121.
The CACFP At-Risk Afterschool Supper and Snack Program can also provide meals
on weekends, school holidays, and school breaks during the school year to children on the
CACFP roster122. During these times, one meal (breakfast, lunch, or dinner) per child per day
may be served, along with one snack per child per day.
Afterschool Programming
As afterschool meal programs can provide educational or enrichment activities, these
programs can also help draw children into safe learning environments which promote their
academic, social, and emotional development while decreasing risky behaviors123. By
providing a safe, supervised environment, afterschool programs keep children protected
during the hours kids are most likely to commit or become a victim of violent crime124. These
benefits also show that afterschool programs are cost-effective, saving at least $3 for every
$1 invested by “increasing children’s future earning potential, improving their performance at
school, and reducing crime and welfare costs125.”
Afterschool programs can also help parents and guardians who may struggle to pick
up their children at the end of the regular school day, such as those who work nontraditional
hours, have long commutes, or experience a variety of other challenges. According to U.S.
Census data, 43% of children live with a parent who is working a “non-standard
schedule126.”
History of Afterschool Nutrition Programs

Afterschool snacks were piloted by the USDA in 1994 through a program that
provided free snacks for teens aged 13 to 18 in afterschool programs located in high-risk
areas127. This became known as the At-Risk Afterschool Snack component of the CACFP
and was made permanent in 1998. The same Act that allowed CACFP to provide funding for
afterschool snacks also authorized the NSLP Area-Eligible Snack Program to do the
same128. This became an option for schools and school-sponsored sites that operated the
National School Lunch Program.
In 2000, Congress created the Afterschool Supper Program through CACFP;
however, this was only available in six states. States were gradually added to the program
until 2010 when the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act expanded the program to all states,
including Massachusetts129. In the seven years after the program became permanent and
nationwide, the number of afterschool suppers served annually grew by 500%130.
Today, afterschool suppers and snacks are served through both the National School
Lunch Program (NSLP) and the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP)131. NSLP
operates the After-School Snack Program, as well as the Area-Eligible Snack Program for
schools in which at least 50 percent of students qualify for free or reduced-price meals.
Through these programs, NSLP provides reimbursements to public and private nonprofit
schools. CACFP operates the At-Risk Afterschool Supper and Snack Program in public and
private nonprofit schools where at least 50 percent of the students are eligible for free or
reduced-price meals, along with local government agencies and private nonprofit
organizations within the attendance boundary of a public school where at least 50 percent of
the students are eligible for free or reduced-price meals. Sites that do not qualify under
these requirements may choose to operate the Outside-School-Hours Care component of
the CACFP, under which meals are reimbursed for children ages 12 and under, according to
each child’s eligibility status132.
Financing Afterschool Nutrition Programs
Afterschool meals, whether through NSLP and CACFP, are subsidized by the federal
government through per meal reimbursements. All snacks and suppers provided through the
CACFP At-Risk Afterschool Meal Program and the NSLP Area-Eligible Snack Program are
provided free to all children and reimbursed at the free rate ($3.66 for supper and $1.00 for
snack). Snacks served through NSLP at sites that do not meet the requirements of the areaeligible program are reimbursed based on a child’s eligibility. The per snack reimbursement
rates for the 2021-2022 school year can be found below133:
Afterschool Snack Reimbursement Rates
Snack
Free

$1.00

Reduced-Price

$0.50

Paid

$0.09

COVID-19 Waivers
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the USDA offered various flexibilities and waivers in
the 2020-2021 school year. USDA allowed schools and sponsors to utilize the Summer
Nutrition Programs to serve suppers and snacks. The USDA also waived the area eligibility
requirement for the CACFP At-Risk Afterschool Supper and Snack Program and the NSLP
Snack Program and reimbursed all meals at the free rate. Finally, the USDA waived the

educational and enrichment requirements. These, along with other waivers and flexibilities,
helped increase the number of meals served during the school year.
Nutrition Standards
As with the other programs operated through CACFP, the At-Risk Snack and Supper
Program must meet nutrition standards set for CACFP most recently updated in 2017
because of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010134. These standards are based on the
Dietary Guidelines, recommendations by the National Academy of Medicine, and
stakeholder input. Among other improvements to previous standards, these standards
include a greater variety of vegetables and fruits, more whole grains, and less added sugar
and saturated fat135. Snacks served through NSLP must include two servings of the
following: fluid milk, meat or meat alternate, vegetable or fruit, and whole grain-bread or
pasta136.
State of Massachusetts
While Massachusetts does not have any policies directly targeting afterschool meal
programs, many policies that affect CACFP or NSLP, such as grant funding, training, and
support, can lead to improvements in afterschool meals and snacks. As with all other
aspects of CACFP, the CACFP At-Risk Afterschool Program is directly administered by the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE)137.
Federal Policy Recommendations
Millions of children rely on afterschool meals, but many children who could qualify for
afterschool meals or snacks lack access. Congress should pass legislation that would
improve access and awareness to the program. One way this could be done is to eliminate
the area-eligibility test for CACFP afterschool suppers and snacks. This would allow those
who wish to serve afterschool meals and snacks to children the ability to do so. If this is not
done, Congress should at least lower the area-eligibility test for NSLP and CACFP from
50 percent or more of students in the area-eligible for free and reduced-price meals to
33 percent. These would allow more schools to participate and receive reimbursements at
the free rate while making sure children in communities with significant numbers of lowincome households have access to snacks and meals.
Additionally, Congress should provide funding to support and expand afterschool
programs. In 2020, Afterschool Alliance found that for every child in an afterschool program,
three are waiting to get in138. This means that there is a large unmet demand for afterschool
programs, especially in low-income areas. Funding should also be used for grants to
increase access to meals in rural and other underserved communities. This funding
can be used to create or expand innovative approaches to food service, provide
transportation to and from afterschool programs, and/or operate mobile meal trucks.
Congress should also take steps to improve the quality of afterschool meals. As well
as providing funding to support and expand these programs, Congress should raise
reimbursement rates for suppers to match the rate of suppers served under the Summer
Food Service Program ($4.25), which would require an additional $0.60 per meal.
Congress should also pass legislation to improve quality by reducing the
administrative burden faced by schools, organizations, and agencies serving meals and
snacks to students. The first way this can be done is by expanding NSLP to allow schools
to serve suppers through the program. Currently, schools who want to serve suppers to
students must operate a CACFP program, which can create unnecessary burdens for
schools. Another step is to streamline the CACFP Afterschool Supper and Snack
Program and the Summer Food Service Program (SFSP). Currently, many of those who
operate both CACFP afterschool programs and SFSP are required to apply for and operate
two different programs with separate eligibility criteria and program requirements to provide

meals year-round. Streamlining these programs would allow for schools and sponsors to
operate afterschool and summer programs without unnecessary administrative burdens.
State Policy Recommendations
In 2020, Massachusetts ranked 17th in average daily participation in afterschool
supper programs139. While this was an improvement from 2019, many children were left
without an important nutritious meal. If Massachusetts had reached the Food Research and
Action Center’s goal of a 15:100 ratio for afterschool suppers and school lunches, the state
would have brought in an additional $2,918,882 in federal funding while providing over
43,000 more meals per day in 2020140.
To close the gap in afterschool meal program participation, Massachusetts should
take steps to increase access to afterschool programs. Massachusetts should require
school districts that meet the federal area-eligibility guidelines for the CACFP At-Risk
Afterschool Supper Program to participate and provide meals to students who attend
afterschool programming, as is required in Maine141. This would ensure that children in
areas with high concentrations of low-income households have access to afterschool meals
and programs. Massachusetts should also provide technical support and outreach
through the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to educate potential
providers, recruit students, and facilitate the easy creation or expansion of afterschool
programs.
Massachusetts should also take steps to improve quality, particularly by making
afterschool programs less financially burdensome for providers. Massachusetts should
provide grant funding to expand afterschool meal programs, as is done in Oregon142.
This could be done to provide equipment, capacity, transportation, or any other needs a
provider may have that currently prevents them from starting a program or prevents them
from operating to their full capacity. Massachusetts should also provide state funding to
raise reimbursement rates for suppers to match the recommended rate of the USDA
School Nutrition and Meal Cost Study. Because of their similarities, the reimbursement rate
for suppers should be the same as the recommended rate of suppers served under the
Summer Food Service Program ($4.25), which would require an additional $0.60 per meal.
Massachusetts should also provide funding to reimburse CACFP At-Risk sponsors with
$0.10 for every meal that includes a locally-grown fruit, vegetable, or legume.
Provider Recommendations
While an afterschool snack can be important for many children, some may need
more to make it through the afternoon. Additionally, some children may rely completely on
school meals for nutritious meals. For this reason, providers should explore the option of
moving from an afterschool snack to an afterschool supper143. This meal can be served
at any point during the afterschool program and would bring in a significantly higher
reimbursement rate ($3.66, compared to $1). Providers should also work to ensure that
they are providing programming and food that is linguistically- and culturally-relevant
based on the needs of their communities.

7. Summer Nutrition Programs (SFSP and SSO)
Summer nutrition programs mainly operate through two programs: the Summer Food
Service Program and the Seamless Summer Option. Both options reimburse program
operators who serve meals and snacks to children in areas in which 50 percent or more
of students are eligible for free or reduced-price meals. The main difference in the
programs is the reimbursement rates for each program and the nutrition standards for
each program (SSO follows NSLP/SBP rates and nutrition standards). Additionally, SSO
can only be operated by schools.

Benefits of Summer Meal Programs
During the summer, when school is not in session, millions of students lose access to
school breakfasts, lunches, and afterschool snacks and meals. Summer meal programs step
in to provide free meals and snacks to children in low-income areas, working to feed children
who might otherwise be hungry or food insecure. These programs are crucial tools in
combating food insecurity and weight gain during the summer months144. In July 2019,
almost 2.8 million children participated in a summer nutrition program on an average day,
helping ease a worry and burden for many of these children and their families. In
Massachusetts, 1,149 sites served summer meals during the summer of 2019.
Summer nutrition programs also work to reduce food insecurity and childhood
obesity in rural communities, which historically have greater odds of experiencing these
challenges. A recent study also found that 72% of rural parents stated that summer
programs help working parents keep their jobs145.
By subsidizing food costs, summer nutrition programs also free up funding that can
be used to provide more holistic services to participants. Summer programs can also provide
educational, enrichment, or recreational activities that can prevent knowledge loss while
keeping students in a safe environment. Summer learning loss is a widely-studied and
important phenomenon, as achievement scores over summer vacation decline by one
month’s worth of school-year learning on average146. Especially important is that many
researchers have found that summer learning loss is worse among Black and Latine
students147. Summer programs that are well-funded and accessible can help reduce these
effects, helping students thrive during the summer and stay ready to return to school in the
fall.
History of Summer Meal Programs
Today, there are two primary paths to providing summer meals for children. First, the
Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) is available in areas in which 50 percent or more of
the children qualify for free or reduced-price meals, sites where 50 percent or more of the
children enrolled are eligible for free or reduced-price meals, and sites that serve migrant
populations, and camps. Second, the Seamless Summer Option (SSO) is available for
schools that operate NSLP during the school year in areas in which 50 percent or more of
the children qualify for free or reduced-price meals. There is not a requirement for
educational and enrichment activities for this program.
Summer NSLP and SBP
The National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program are available
for schools hosting an academic summer school; however, this chapter will focus primarily on
SFSP and SSO.
The Summer Food Service Program has its roots in the Special Food Service
Program for Children, which was created in 1968148. This program had two parts, Child Care
and Summer, until a separate Child Care Food Program and Summer Food Service
Program were authorized in 1975. In 1981, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
was passed, eliminating private nonprofit organization sponsors (except for schools and
camps) and raising the area-eligibility threshold to 50%149. This led to a drastic decrease in
children and sites. While many efforts have been made by Congress to increase
participation, remove some requirements for sponsors, and streamline operations,
participation has remained stable at around 2 million children per year150.
The Seamless Summer Option has a much shorter history, codified into the National
School Lunch Act in 2004 by the Child Nutrition Reauthorization Act of 2004151. Importantly,

this Act also made changes to nutrition promotion and requirements and provided funding
for rural transportation grants.
Funding Summer Meal Programs
Site Definitions
Open sites: sites located in an area where 50 percent or more of the children qualify for free
or reduced-price meals; sites are open to the community, meaning anyone child 18 or under
can participate without registration or identification
Enrolled sites: sites where 50 percent or more of enrolled children are eligible for free or
reduced-price meals, determined by approved application or location in eligible area
Migrant sites: sites with certification by a migrant organization that the site serves children of
migrant workers
Camps: sites which offer a regularly scheduled food service as part of an organized program
for enrolled children; reimbursed only for meals served to eligible children
The summer nutrition programs provide funding to sponsors to offer healthy meals.
SFSP and SSO may serve two meals (breakfast and lunch or supper) at open or enrolled
sites, and they may serve three meals at camp or migrant sites. All sites except camps are
reimbursed at the maximum reimbursement under SFSP.
Sites operating SFSP can be reimbursed for meal costs, which is a combination of
operating costs and administrative costs. These rates differ for rural or self-prep sites and all
other sites. Rural sites are sites that are not within a Metropolitan Statistical Area or sites
that are within an MSA but geographically-isolated, as determined by a state agency and a
Food and Nutrition Service regional office152. Self-prep sites are sites that prepare their own
meals on-site or at a central facility instead of purchasing them from vendors. The combined
reimbursement rates for 2021 can be found below:
SFSP Reimbursement Rates (Combined)
Rural or Self-Prep Sites

All Other Sites

Breakfast

$2.4625

$2.4150

Lunch or Supper

$4.3175

$4.2500

Snack

$1.0200

$0.9975

Under SSO, all area eligible sites are reimbursed at the free rate. In camps and
closed enrolled sites in non-area eligible locations, meals are reimbursed at the school meal
rates for free and reduced-price meals with no reimbursement for paid meals.
Donated Foods
The USDA also provides donated foods to supplement meal reimbursements (or cash
payments in lieu of donated foods) for schools that participate in NSLP. These are not reflected
in the reimbursement rates shown. It is also important to note that this is an important benefit
that non-school sponsors do not have access to.

Nutrition Standards
As with other child nutrition programs, sites operating SFSP and SSO must follow
specific summer meal pattern requirements set by the USDA153. It is important to note that
these requirements are more flexible than the NSLP requirements for the school year;
however, SFAs that participate in NSLP or SBP may substitute the summer meal patterns
for the meal pattern requirements set by the USDA for school meals154. These meal patterns
vary based on meal type (breakfast, lunch or supper, and snack) and are designed to
provide nutritious and well-balanced meals to program participants. Most participants follow
the SFSP meal pattern requirements155.
State of Massachusetts
In Massachusetts, SFSP is commonly referred to as Summer Eats but still functions
in the same way. Massachusetts currently provides funding for SFSP: Expansion, Access,
Training and Start-Up (SFSP EATS) grants for new and existing SFSP sponsors to increase
participation, support new and existing sites in low-income areas, improve accessibility and
nutrition for existing programs, expand Farm to Summer initiatives, and extend program
length for the full summer break156. Approximately $423,000 in SFSP EATS grant funding
was available for Fiscal Year 2021.
Massachusetts also operates an SFSP outreach program established by the Board
of Education157. The state currently contracts with Project Bread’s Child Nutrition Outreach
Program for this outreach. This program includes outreach efforts to public schools, public
entities, and private non-profit agencies which would be eligible to provide SFSP, including
information and incentives to encourage sponsorship or participation as a meal prep site.
The program’s operations target communities and schools with the highest percentage of
eligible children, along with communities with potential participants who are linguistic
minorities, encouraging and assisting them in maximizing use of federal resources. It also
provides outgoing support and technical assistance and reviews and develops training
methods and materials.
Federal Policy Recommendations
Summer nutrition programs are crucial tools in fighting childhood hunger and food
insecurity, but, currently, they are underutilized. In July 2019, only 13.8 children received a
summer lunch for every 100 low-income children who participated in NSLP during the school
year158. This means that far too many children are missing out on summer meals and
snacks.
Congress should take steps to address issues in participation by increasing access.
The first is providing funding and changing policies to increase access. Congress should
provide funding for grants for transportation to and from summer meal sites and mobile
meal trucks to reach rural and under-served areas. This would work to eliminate a barrier
that currently exists in many rural, unsafe, and/or low-income areas.
159
. Additionally, funding should be provided for investments to serve low-income
children, such as targeted outreach and site recruitment. Finally, Congress should allow
pilots for and extensions of existing programs that offer summer meal delivery to
central locations. This has been done by many sites during the COVID-19 pandemic, and
moving forward, will offer a safe, accessible way to access summer meals. One such
consideration is to allow non-congregate meals during the summer, which led to a large
increase in meals served in 2020 and 2021.
Congress should also eliminate the area eligibility threshold for SFSP to allow any
sites to provide summer meals, as was done during the COVID-19 pandemic. This would
work to allow any site that wishes to serve meals to do so. If this is not done, the area
eligibility threshold should at least be lowered to the pre-1981 rate of 33%, which would

increase the number of children who can participate in a summer meal program. Congress
should also mandate participation in school districts that meet the federal area
eligibility requirements for open sites. This would ensure that more children have access
to summer meals and that sites have a responsibility to feed more children.
Congress should also take steps to increase the viability and quality of summer
programs. The first way this can be done is by allowing open and enrolled sites to serve
a third meal. This would better support working parents and low-income children who may
not have access to meals at home, working to ensure more consistent access to meals. It
would also keep the summer months consistent with the school year, during which students
may receive three meals and even a snack. Congress should also increase the funding
allocated for summer programming. This would ensure that there are sufficient affordable
summer programs for children to participate in and provide a foundation site at which meals
can be served, working to provide children with the meals and enrichment activities needed
to succeed. Finally, Congress should streamline SFSP and the CACFP Afterschool Meal
Program to allow sponsors to feed children year-round through SFSP, rather than
requiring application and operation of CACFP for afterschool meals. This would reduce
paperwork and other administrative burdens for sponsors, freeing time and money for
feeding and engaging students and potentially encouraging more sponsors for the programs.
Summer EBT
Congress should also provide funding to expand the Summer Electronic Benefit
Transfer (EBT) program. This program gives families access to additional resources during
the summer months and is a great complement to summer nutrition programs. A report by the
USDA Food and Nutrition Service found that a benefit of $60 per month per child reduced the
most severe category of food insecurity among children by one-third160. This benefit also led
to positive changes in nutritional outcomes. This can also be done through state funding, as
is done in Maryland161.
State Policy Recommendations
Summer nutrition programs are underutilized in the United States, and
Massachusetts is no exception to this. In 2019, 16.5 Massachusetts children participated in
a summer nutrition program for every 100 children who participated in NSLP162. If
Massachusetts were to reach the goal ratio of 40:100 set by the Food Research and Action
Center, the state would have served 74,542 children and brought in an additional
$6,506,436 in federal funding163.
Massachusetts should take action to increase access to summer meals. One way
this can be done is to mandate school district participation in summer meal programs
for school districts that meet federal area eligibility requirements, as is done in
Illinois164 and Texas165. Additionally, Massachusetts should provide funding for grants for
transportation and mobile meal trucks that increase access for rural and under-served
communities. Access can also be increased by providing funding for summer
programming. This would ensure that there are sufficient summer programs for children to
participate in and provide a foundation site at which meals can be served, working to provide
children with the meals and enrichment activities needed to succeed.
Massachusetts should also work to improve the quality of summer meals. This could
be done if Massachusetts were to provide funding to reimburse SFSP sponsors with
$0.10 for every meal that includes a locally-grown fruit, vegetable, or legume. This policy
would work toward the state’s Farm to Summer goals.
Provider Recommendations
Providers should work to maximize their impact through engagement and
partnerships with community resources and organizations. Community resources like
libraries, faith-based groups, universities, community colleges, and more can be used for

space, programming, transportation, etc., which can save money and increase familiarity,
comfort, and access. Partnerships with local anti-hunger organizations, like Project Bread,
can provide outreach tools, technical assistance, and ways to maximize use of federal
resources. Providers should also work to ensure that they are providing programming
and food that is linguistically- and culturally-relevance, based on the needs of their
communities.
Providers should also work, whenever possible, to provide programming at
summer meal sites. As summer learning loss and lack of child care are large challenges in
many communities, sites should attempt to provide educational and enrichment activities in
addition to summer meals.

8. Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP)
The Child and Adult Care Program provides reimbursements for meals and snacks to
children and adults who are enrolled at participating child care centers, day care homes,
adult day care centers, as well as to children in afterschool care programs, children
residing in emergency shelters, and adults over the age of 60 or living with a disability
and enrolled in day care facilities. CACFP also provides funding for administrative costs
for day care homes.
Benefits of CACFP
Child Care Centers and Day Care Homes
The Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) plays a significant role in addressing
the hunger needs of children and adults in the United States through various services;
however, this report will focus on the childcare centers and day care homes aspects of
CACFP.
CACFP supports the health of children through nutritious meals and snacks, working
to reduce food insecurity, improve dietary intake and health, protect against obesity, while
boosting learning and development166. Access to meals, particularly healthy meals, plays a
crucial part in early childhood development. A 2019 study found that household food
insecurity is related to “significantly worse general health, some acute and chronic health
problems, and worse health care access…” among children167. Further, experiencing food
insecurity in early childhood has been shown to lead to lower academic achievement and
increased behavioral and emotional problems168.” However, households with children under
the age of six experience food insecurity at much larger rates169. CACFP is important in
addressing these issues, as it helps to “close a significant gap in the provision of nutritious
food to more than 50 percent of pre-school aged children attending child care centers in the
nation at a crucial state of their development170.”
As with other child nutrition programs, CACFP, while underutilized, provides crucial
care and meals that children need. In 2018, CACFP provided 2 billion meals and snacks to
4.5 million children in child care centers, family care homes, and afterschool programs171. In
Massachusetts, 179 child care sites were operated through CACFP in 2021.
Aside from its impacts on the children who participate, CACFP is immediately
beneficial to many aspects of the economy. The program provides ongoing training,
technical assistance, and support for participating providers172, which can help to create jobs
in the care sector. CACFP operation involves purchasing necessary healthy foods, which
supports the agricultural sector. CACFP also provides care that helps parents and guardians
of children and adults work with fewer care-related stressors173, something that is especially
important today, as children increasingly have parents and guardians that are working
outside of the home, as opposed to having a stay-at-home parent or guardian174.

History of CACFP
While government support for child care food programs began as early as 1965, the
Child and Adult Care Food Program as we know it began in 1987 when the Child Care Food
Program (CCFP) was expanded to allow adult day care centers to participate. CCFP was
officially renamed to CACFP in 1994. Today, CACFP provides a supplemental
reimbursement for the provision of nutritious meals and snacks to participating
organizations, such as children and adults in childcare centers, day care homes, and adult
day care centers, along with children and youth in afterschool care programs, children
residing in emergency shelters, and adults over the age of 60 or living with a disability and
enrolled in daycare facilities175. As previously stated, this chapter will focus on children in
childcare centers and day care homes. Afterschool meals through CACFP will be covered in
the chapter titled Afterschool Meals.
Financing Under CACFP
The Child and Adult Care Food Program provides meal reimbursements that vary
based on type of provider and child need. Each provider may be reimbursed for no more
than two meals and one supplement (snack) per day per child below the age of 12 (age 15
for migrant children; any age for children with disabilities)176,††. To receive reimbursement,
providers must comply with the required meal patterns and provide documentation of a
child’s eligibility. The reimbursement rates for child care centers from July 1, 2021 to June
30, 2022 can be found below:
Meals Served in Child Care Centers
Supplement (Snack)

Lunch and Supper

Breakfast

Free

$1.00

$3.66

$1.97

Reduced-Price

$0.50

$3.26

$1.67

Paid

$0.09

$0.35

$0.33

Reimbursement rates for day care homes are tiered. Homes in low-income areas or
operated by a person or people with incomes at or below 185% of the federal poverty line
are Tier 1, while homes that do not meet the low-income criteria are Tier 2177. Tier 2 homes
receive lower reimbursements, as is shown in the chart below:
Meals Served in Day Care Homes
Supplement (Snack)

Lunch/Supper

Breakfast

Tier I

$0.78

$2.63

$1.40

Tier II

$0.21

$1.59

$0.51

Donated Foods
Afterschool meals and snacks are available to children through age 18, and homeless shelters may serve three meals
a day to children 18 years old and younger.
††

The USDA also provides donated foods to supplement meal reimbursements (or cash
payments in lieu of donated foods). These are not reflected in the reimbursement rates shown.
Meal Costs
As with NSLP and SBP, it is important to acknowledge that these payments do not
cover the average cost of a lunch ($3.81) or a breakfast ($2.72).
Also important in financing CACFP are the administrative payments that are made to
organizations that sponsor day care homes. The amount paid per sponsored home per
month is listed below:
Administrative Payment Rates for Sponsoring Organizations of Day Care
Homes (Per Month)
First 50 day care homes

$126 per home

Next 150 day care homes

$96 per home

Next 800 day care homes

$75 per home

Additional day care homes

$66 per home

Nutrition Standards
As eating patterns and habits are established at an early age178, it is important to
provide children in CACFP programs with healthy, nutritious meals that promote healthy,
lifelong trends. CACFP uses a meal pattern model to set nutritional requirements179. The
United States Department of Agriculture provides three meal patterns for children aged one
to twelve years, one for breakfast, one for lunch/supper, and one for snack180. A separate set
of meal patterns is provided for infants (birth to eleven months).
Meals and snacks served under CACFP must meet minimum nutritional
requirements set by the USDA181. These requirements are prescribed by the Secretary of
Agriculture based on tested nutritional research and the goals of the US Dietary Guidelines,
and they are reviewed every ten years182. These nutrition requirements underwent major
changes because of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act in 2010, which led to new guidelines
after the Institute of Medicine flagged many issues with the existing requirements. CACFP
providers were required to meet these updated standards, starting in 2017. Among other
improvements, these standards include a greater variety of vegetables and fruits, more
whole grains, and less added sugar and saturated fat183. As with NSLP and SBP, states
have the power to enact stricter nutrition requirements.
State of Massachusetts
While the federal government provides financial support and administrative and
training support, the states are responsible for direct administration of CACFP. In
Massachusetts, CACFP is directly administered by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education (DESE)184, while the Department of Early Education and Care (EEC)
is the licensing agency for all child care centers in the state185. Federal regulations require
that each state agencies must provide “sufficient consultative, technical, and managerial
personnel to: (1) Administer the Program; (2) Provide sufficient training and technical
assistance to institutions; (3) Monitor Program performance; (4) Facilitate expansion of the
Program in low-income and rural areas; and (5) Ensure effective operation of the Program
by participating institutions186.” This means that, while CACFP is a federal program,
Massachusetts still has a say in many aspects of how the program is marketed and run.

Federal Policy Recommendations
A major challenge that is cited with CACFP is low rates of participation. CACFP is a
fantastic way to provide care and healthy food for low-income children, but there are still
many who fall through the cracks. One way to increase participation in CACFP is to increase
access. An important step to achieving this, especially in low-income and rural areas, would
be to reduce the area-eligibility test for Tier 1 status from 50 percent to 33 percent. Tier
I homes in low-income areas automatically receive the highest CACFP reimbursement rates,
as was discussed in the Financing Under CACFP section. Tier I status also significantly
decreases paperwork for providers, which would incentivize providers to start or continue
programs. Congress should also create a Community Eligibility Provision program for
CACFP child care centers which would allow centers to participate without income
applications and enrollment forms.
In addition to the financial burden that can be associated with CACFP, there is also
an administrative burden that comes with program requirements, paperwork, recordkeeping,
etc., which can dissuade potential sites and sponsors from operating CACFP. The federal
government should work to streamline the program by maximizing the use of
technology for paperwork and recordkeeping, authorizing a working group to guide
paperwork reduction, and providing flexibility for program requirements187.
Another large challenge for CACFP providers is the financial burden associated with
implementation and administration. This burden can affect the quality of programs and both
providers and participants may not receive the full benefits of the program. A major change
that can be implemented is to increase meal reimbursements for the program. As with NSLP
and SBP, the current reimbursement rates do not correlate with the actual costs of providing
meals. The federal government should study the necessary costs for providing infant
formula and raise reimbursement rates accordingly, as the infant reimbursement rate is
the same as the rate for other age groups despite formula being more expensive than other
foods. Another major improvement that would benefit both providers and participants would
be increasing the number of meals or snacks that can be reimbursed each day to up
to three meals and one snack. This would align with the recommendation of numerous
organizations, including the American Public Health Association, that young children eat
small, healthy meals and snacks on a regular basis throughout the day for nutritional needs
to be met in the best way possible188.
Meals Per Day
Child care providers could receive federal funding for up to three meals and one snack
until budget cuts made by Congress in 1996, a step that “harms children’s nutrition and health
and weakens child care189.”
State Policy Recommendations
It must be stated that recommendations will not reach their maximum efficiency if
participation rates are low. In a 2013 report released by the Harvard Food Law and Policy
Clinic, authors cited the “onerous program requirements and oftentimes confusing hurdles
associated with enrollment” for gaps in Massachusetts CACFP participation190. To increase
participation rates, Massachusetts should improve access and awareness of the program.
This can be done by conducting outreach to increase the familiarity of the program for
potential providers and participants. This could be an expansion of the SBP/SFSP outreach
program established by the Board of Education that works to increase awareness and
participation, recruit sites, and share the complicated information and requirements in a
simplified manner. A similar program is administered by the Department of Education in
Connecticut191.
Another solution to the challenges currently associated with CACFP is to streamline
the program, working to simplify or reduce recordkeeping and paperwork. Massachusetts
should conduct a working group to examine current recordkeeping and paperwork

requirements and work with providers to streamline these processes to reduce
administrative burdens, especially for low-income providers.
The second major challenge with CACFP is the burdens that sites and sponsors face
and their impact on the quality of services. These challenges can be solved, or at least
overcome, in a few different ways. The first solution is to increase state funding for the
program. Massachusetts should study the reimbursement rates for infant formula and
increase the rates accordingly, as the infant reimbursement rate is the same as the rate
for other children despite formula being more expensive than other foods.
In addition to funding for meals, additional funding is needed for day-to-day
operations for providers. Massachusetts should provide funding to CACFP providers to
cover administrative costs, as current federal administrative reimbursements go only to
sponsoring organizations. By increasing funding that providers receive, financial burdens
may be alleviated and more providers who may see administrative and financial
requirements as burdensome would be more likely to continue or start sites. Massachusetts
should also provide more training and support, as well as create training materials at
the state level192. The state should work with sponsors, providers, and teachers to
determine what information is needed and how information should be taught. Additionally,
the state should work to ensure that training materials are linguistically- and culturallyrelevant.
It is important to note that the nutrition standards for CACFP, as with NSLP and SBP,
are not as strong as they could be. For this reason, Massachusetts should strengthen
nutrition standards for CACFP. This can be done in a variety of ways. Some states, such
as California, West Virginia, and Texas, have made higher nutrition standards part of their
licensing requirements, either for CACFP participants only or for all licensed child care
facilities. Another way is through recommendations for providers. New York has created a
document that includes both meal pattern requirements and recommendations193. This
works to help encourage providers to improve nutrition quality to the best of their ability.
Provider Recommendations
Firstly, it is important to acknowledge that CACFP providers are limited by various
regulations, requirements, and financial challenges. This affects their ability to meet certain
recommendations and the degree to which they can be implemented, especially for lowincome sites, small sites, and/or rural sites. However, perhaps the most meaningful and
important step CACFP providers can make is to ensure they are at least meeting the
minimum nutrition standards set forth by the USDA. The aforementioned Harvard report, the
authors found that due to a heavy caseload and various requirements to inspect, EEC
licensors often “focus their audits on food safety and choking hazards rather than nutritional
compliance194.” This means that licensors are not necessarily implementing nutrition
requirements. That said, to ensure participants are receiving healthy, nutritious meals,
providers should ensure these minimum nutrition standards are met.
Additionally, if possible, providers should work to go beyond these minimum
requirements to ensure that participants are receiving appealing, healthy, and
culturally-relevant meals. As child participants may be spending eight or more hours a day
in care and are reliant on providers for a majority of their nutritional needs, providers should,
to the fullest extent possible, ensure these nutritional needs are met. Providers should also
work to form a relationship with parents and guardians that involves communication
about nutrition to support child health at home195. This could help ensure that children
are eating healthy meals outside of the program at their homes. Providers can also
consider creating partnerships consisting of advocacy groups from the nutrition, obesity,
and childcare setting, as well as providers and sponsors for CACFP program that work to
support nutrition and the general administration of the program196.

9. The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and

Children (WIC)
Gender Neutral Language
While the program name specifies “women” and much of the program’s language uses
terms like “women” and “mothers,” pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding individuals of any
gender can apply for and enroll in WIC. Additionally, any parent or guardian of a child under
5 can apply for WIC for their child. To acknowledge these facts, this report will use gender
neutral terminology throughout.

The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) is
a federal program that provides benefits to purchase nutritious foods, as well as services
like nutrition counseling, nutrition classes, breastfeeding support, smoking cessation
support, and referrals for healthcare or social services to low-income pregnant and
postpartum parents, infants, and children up to 5 years old who are at “nutritional risk197.”
Eligible participants may also participate in the WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program,
which provides benefits to buy eligible foods from farmers, farmers’ markets, or roadside
stands. WIC participants must have gross household income at or below 185 percent of
the federal poverty line. Applicants who already receive SNAP, Medicaid, or TANF are
automatically considered income-eligible for WIC. WIC services work to promote healthy
living for these low-income families that can be continued even after enrollment ends.
Benefits of WIC
In 2018, WIC provided services to approximately 6.9 million people: 1.6 million
pregnant and postpartum parents, 1.7 million infants, and 3.5 million children198. As a result
of its services, WIC is associated with higher rates of family food security and economic
security, higher availability of healthy foods in low-income communities, and improved
dietary intake. WIC also improves birth outcomes and health outcomes and reduces costs
associated with childbirth and healthcare. Federal nutrition programs like WIC are also
crucial to support learning, cognitive development, overall health, and educational
attainment and income in adulthood199.
Food Insecurity in Female-Headed Households
While they do not make up all of WIC participants, it is important to note that single
mothers and their children are “far more vulnerable to hunger and food insecurity,”
experiencing food insecurity at a rate of 30.3%, compared to the general U.S. rate of 12.7%200.
WIC can help ensure that these mothers and their children do not miss out on nutritious meals.
WIC is also an important program for reducing racial disparities. Racial disparities
are rampant in healthcare, and the health of pregnant and postpartum parents and their
children is no exception. Families of color face higher rates of parental mortality and infant
mortality than white families201. Black and Latine families face higher rates of serious
pregnancy-related illnesses. Black, Indigenous, and Pacific Islander people have higher
shares of preterm births, higher rates of low birthweight births, and lower rates of timely
prenatal care. WIC works to reduce these disparities in the health of pregnant and
postpartum parents and their children, along with disparities in food insecurity.
WIC Food Packages

WIC provides food packages to pregnant and postpartum parents, infants, and children.
There is one food package for children aged 1 to 4, three food packages for pregnant and
postpartum parents, and three food packages for infants‡‡.
The food packages for pregnant and postpartum parents varies depending on the
parent’s decision to breastfeed or formula feed. The food packages are laid out as follows:
Food Package V: for parents who are pregnant or mostly breastfeeding; lasts up to one
year after child’s birth
Food Package VI: for postpartum parents who are not breastfeeding; lasts up to six
months after child’s birth
Food Package VII: for postpartum parents who are fully breastfeeding; lasts up to one
year after child’s birth
The food packages for infants vary in a similar way as the food packages for pregnant
and postpartum parents. Participants receive a food package based on the infant’s status as
breastfeeding or formula feeding and the infant’s age.
History of WIC
WIC has operated in the United States for almost 50 years, beginning in 1972 as a
two-year pilot aimed at improving the health of low-income pregnant and postpartum parents
and their children202. In 1974, the first site opened in Pineville, Kentucky and WIC went on to
operate in 45 states. By 1975, the program was established permanently as a national
health and nutrition program. WIC has been altered and improved over the years, including
in 1978 when nutrition education, supplemental foods containing nutrients lacking in target
populations, and social service referrals were introduced. More recently, in 2009, USDA
introduced a new food package consistent with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans,
leading to fruits, vegetables, and culturally-relevant substitutes being added to the food
package. Finally, in 2010, the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act mandated that all WIC state
agencies adopt an electronic benefit transfer system, which replaced paper vouches that
could often lead to unnecessary stigma. While states were given the deadline of 2020 to
comply with this mandate, Massachusetts implemented the change in 2014.
Funding WIC
WIC is a federal public health nutrition program that is operated through the United
States Department of Agriculture. Each year, the USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service drafts
an annual budget proposal, which is sent to Congress. Congress determines funding and
the appropriation is signed into law. From here, grants are provided to each state and
administered by county and city health centers or private nonprofits203. Since 1997,
Congress has provided sufficient funding to serve all eligible applicants, which totals about
$6 billion per year204.
One key component of WIC is the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program. This program
allows eligible families to buy foods from farmers, farmers’ markets, or roadside stands and
is a great way to make healthy, fresh food available and affordable. In fiscal year 2020,
$18.5 million was appropriated for this program205. Funds are given by the Food and
Nutrition Service in the form of cash grants to state agencies who then issue benefits to
participants.
State of Massachusetts
In Massachusetts, the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
and Children is administered by the Department of Public Health in a manner consistent with
the federal laws regarding WIC206. Massachusetts works to provide funding to expand
program operations in areas most in need and to perform outreach activities designed to
WIC promotes breastfeeding as the optimal choice for infants unless it is inadvisable for medical reasons; however, it
is important to note that what is most important is that children are fed, whether that is through breastfeeding or formula.
‡‡

identify and encourage the participation of eligible individuals. Massachusetts requires a
monthly food package be provided to each participant. This package is prescribed by a
professional authority at the local WIC agency based on dietary needs. Each WIC agency is
also required to deliver benefits to individuals based on difficulties obtaining these
instruments. Guidelines for this are set forth in the state plan.
State WIC agencies engage in programs that work to increase participation, such as
the targeted text message outreach, as well as improve quality, such as WIC Good Food
Project207 and the WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP)208. Massachusetts also
allows applicants to fill out their applications online and allows participants to complete
nutrition education modules online, making these processes far more accessible.
Federal Policy Recommendations
An important aspect when considering policy recommendations is the fact that WIC
is not covering all eligible people. In 2018, the coverage rate was only 56.9% of eligible
people, meaning many eligible people are missing out on these important services209. The
federal government can take various measures to increase this percentage and ensure more
people are receiving necessary services. The first is to provide funding to state agencies
to allow them to modernize their agencies through attractive and effective websites,
social media and web-based outreach, and online clinic meetings and services. This would
help to address the accessibility of WIC services and ensure people without access to
transportation, people who may work during clinic hours, or people who live far away from
clinics can still access WIC services and maintain their enrollment. This is especially
important for low-income people who may rely on low-wage work that often does not offer
paid leave and may require working unpredictable and inflexible hours.
Another step is to remove language and cultural barriers to WIC. WIC should ensure
that outreach campaign materials, application materials, and any necessary
information materials are available in a wide variety of languages and for various
cultural and/or ethnic groups. Another step that should be taken is to adopt more
gender-neutral language in the program. This would ensure that pregnant and postpartum
people who do not identify as women (such as nonbinary people and transgender men) and
parents and guardians of children under 5 are aware of the services available to them and
do not face unnecessarily concerns or triggers when researching and applying.
Finally, Congress should also extend the amount of time infants and children can
receive food packages through WIC. Congress should extend certification for infants to
two years, which would eliminate an unnecessary paperwork burden and encourage
families to continue receiving WIC services. Additionally, while many children start
kindergarten at the age of five and can begin receiving school meals, this is not the case for
all children. In 2019, only 86% of 5-year-olds were enrolled in school210. This number was
even lower for people below the federal poverty line (82%) and people between 100 and 185
percent of the poverty line (84%). This means that many potentially-eligible children are
missing out on necessary WIC services. A 2016 study found that there is a gap in food and
nutrition programs when children turn five, leading to an increase in food insecurity for
children who become age-ineligible for WIC and who have not started kindergarten211. For
this reason, Congress should extend the amount of time children are eligible for WIC
until 6 years of age.
For those who are utilizing WIC, Congress should also work to ensure that
participants are receiving nutritious food. The most important step in achieving this is to
update WIC food packages to be consistent with the Institute of Medicine’s
recommendations. These food packages have not been updated since 2009, and they are
not consistent with recent nutrition guidelines. An additional way to help families access
healthy foods is to increase funding for the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program. This
would help people access fresh, healthy fruits and vegetables. Additionally, Congress should
increase the food package value. This would help increase access to fruits and vegetables
and allow participants to make healthier choices212. Finally, Congress should provide more

flexibility and choice for WIC shoppers to avoid unnecessary hardships and stigma.
Providing more flexibility to WIC shoppers would give them the options to choose what is
best for their families, encourage full redemption of WIC benefits, and reduce unnecessary
stigma around the program213.
State Policy Recommendations
In 2018, USDA WIC data found that Massachusetts only covered 64.4% of eligible
214
people . While this is higher than the national average and higher than the 2017 rate of
60.9%, there is still room for improvement. The state can and should work to increase
participation. The state should facilitate work between WIC agencies and their state
counterparts in Medicaid, SNAP, and TANF, helping to utilize data to identify eligible
people and conduct targeted outreach. This would strengthen cross-platform enrollment and
increase participation rates. The state should also ensure that WIC is added to any multibenefit online applications or application efforts, such as the ongoing common
application efforts in Massachusetts. This would alleviate a burden for families trying to
access services and potentially even help them find services they may not know are
available to them.
State Agency and Local Agency Policy Recommendations
The first is to make WIC more accessible and efficient for families who may have
trouble keeping up with or meeting requirements. This can be done through assessing
certification practices through a toolkit like the one provided by the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities215. This would allow agencies to perform tasks like facilitate enrollment,
schedule appointments, simplify certification, and document eligibility. Agencies should also
work to utilize technology to the best of their abilities through phone and video
appointments, electronic document submission and review, and online appointment
scheduling.
WIC agencies should also work with state counterparts in Medicaid, SNAP, and
TANF to use their data to identify and conduct targeted outreach to eligible people. This
would strengthen cross-platform enrollment and increase participation rates. WIC services
should be embedded into existing healthcare settings to meet potential participants
where they are. WIC agencies can work with employees at these healthcare settings to train
and educate them on WIC qualifications, services, and applications to pass on to potentiallyeligible patients.
Another step is to remove language and cultural barriers to WIC. WIC should ensure
that outreach campaign materials are available in a wide variety of languages and for
various cultural and/or ethnic groups. Another step that should be taken is to adopt
more gender-neutral language in the program. This would ensure that pregnant and
postpartum people who are not women (such as nonbinary people and transgender men)
and parents and guardians of children under 5 are aware of the services available to them
and do not face unnecessarily concerns or triggers when researching and applying.

10. Conclusion
As this report has shown, child nutrition programs are crucial tools in fighting
childhood hunger and childhood food and nutrition insecurity. The National School Lunch
Program, School Breakfast Program, Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program, Summer Food
Service Program, Afterschool Nutrition Programs, the Child and Adult Care Food Program,
and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) all
contribute to the health and well-being of children and their families; however, there is still
work to be done to make these programs more accessible and higher quality. With over 35
million people, including almost 11 million children, living in food insecure households, we
must work to combat these issues quickly and effectively.

Appendix: List of Recommendations
NSLP/SBP
Federal Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• Universal Meals. The federal government should enact a permanent universal free
school meals program. If this is not done, Congress should take steps to ensure that
as many children as possible are receiving free school meals, including:
o CEP Threshold. Congress should reduce the CEP threshold to 25%.
o Expanding Free Meal Status. Congress should expand free meal access for
households at or below 300% of the federal poverty line.
• State Pilots for CEP. Congress should allow state pilots for CEP, allowing for
statewide free meal programs for states who meet CEP requirements.
• Direct Certification. Congress should expand direct certification to include children
receiving Medicaid and/or Supplemental Security Income benefits, children in
households receiving guardianship or adoption assistance or LIHEAP, and children
placed in kinship or informal care.
• Meal Debt and Stigma. Congress should set federal policy regarding meal debt and
stigma that prohibits public identification of students with meal debt or the denial of
meals to students with meal debt.
Improving Quality
• Raise Reimbursement Rates. Congress should provide an additional $0.50 per
breakfast and an additional $0.15 per lunch to match the recommended
reimbursement rates of the USDA School Nutrition and Meal Cost Study.
• ISP Multiplier. Congress should increase the Identified Student Percentage
Multiplier for Community Eligibility Provision schools to 2.5.
• Farm to School. Congress should provide funding to expand Farm to School
programs.
• Nutrition Standards. Congress should update nutrition standards based on
recommendations from the Institute of Medicine and the U.S. Dietary Guidelines,
along with other independent, objective sources.
State Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• School Lunch and Breakfast Availability. Massachusetts should require that
school lunch and school breakfast be made available in every school where students
are required to eat lunch at school (HI).
o NSLP/SBP requirement?
• Universal Meals. Massachusetts should enact a permanent universal free school
meals program (CA, ME).
o If a permanent universal free school meal program is not enacted,
Massachusetts should take steps to ensure as many students are receiving
free school meals as possible. This can be achieved in a variety of ways.
§ Requiring Participation in the Community Eligibility Provision for
Eligible Schools. Massachusetts should require eligible schools to
adopt CEP. funding to match federal reimbursement to ensure 100%
of school meals are funded in schools that operate CEP.
§ Expanding Free Meal Status. Massachusetts should expand free
meal access for households at or below 300% of the federal poverty
line, as has been done in Oregon.
§ School Meal Application Streamlining. Massachusetts should
create a statewide online school meal application system that works to

•

•

•

alleviate application burdens for schools and parents. This system
should also utilize state data for direct certification.
Alternative Breakfast Models. Massachusetts should require all schools to
adopt an approved delivery model that ensures all students are given an
adequate opportunity to eat breakfast. These can include, but are not limited
to, Grab-and-Go, Breakfast in the Classroom, Second Chance Breakfast
(WV).
§ If this is not done, Massachusetts should lower the current threshold
to require schools with 40% of students eligible for free or reducedprice meals in the preceding school year to implement alternative
breakfast models.
Time to Eat. Massachusetts should require schools to provide students at
least 20 of seat time with lunch and at least 10 minutes of seat time with
breakfast.
Lunch Scheduling. Massachusetts should require schools to schedule
recess before lunch to increase consumption of nutritious foods.

Improving Quality
• Meal Reimbursement. Massachusetts should provide state funds to provide an
additional $0.50 per breakfast and an additional $0.15 per lunch to make up the
difference between average cost for breakfast and lunch and the current federal
reimbursement rate.
• Farm to School. Massachusetts should provide state funding for Farm to School
programs in the state. These programs should explicitly give procurement preference
to small producers and/or producers of color.
o Massachusetts should also provide state funding to provide an additional
reimbursement of $0.10 for any child nutrition program meal that includes a
locally-grown fruit, vegetable, or legume (MI).
• Nutrition Standards. Massachusetts should create state policies around school
meal nutrition that preempt local policies and enhance nutrition standards.
o Massachusetts should also provide state funding to provide an additional
reimbursement of $0.10 for any meal that meets optional state nutrition
requirements (CT).
• Federal Equipment Assistance Grants. Massachusetts should provide funds for a
state funding match for federal equipment assistance grants (CA).
• Competitive Foods. Massachusetts should require schools serving competitive
foods and beverages to follow United States Dietary Guidelines, updated every five
years.
Schools/School Districts Recommendations
• Meal Provision. Schools should provide a regular, reimbursable meal to all students,
regardless of the ability to pay.
• School Meal Application Outreach. Schools and school districts should conduct an
aggressive school meal application outreach campaign to encourage families to
submit applications.
• Scratch Cooking. Schools should work to incorporate scratch cooking in school
meal programs, as opposed to prepackaged, processed items.
• Culturally-Relevant Meals. Schools should work to incorporate culturally-relevant
meals in school meal programs, based on the communities they serve.
• Lunch Scheduling. Schools should consider scheduling lunch after recess and/or
after 12 p.m.
• Time to Eat. Schools and school districts should ensure that students have at least
20 minutes of seat time with their lunch and at least 10 minutes of seat time with their
breakfast.

•

Local Partnerships. Schools and school districts should engage in partnerships with
local organizations, such as Project Bread to enhance the viability of CEP, alternative
breakfast models, and more.

FFVP
Federal Policy Recommendations
• FFVP Funding. Congress should increase the amount of funding the program
receives to ensure that the program is available to as many schools as possible and
as effective as possible.
• FFVP Expansion. Congress should expand the Program to include middle and high
schools.
Afterschool Meals
Federal Policy Recommendations
Increase Access
• Area-Eligibility Threshold. Congress should eliminate the area-eligibility test for
NSLP and CACFP afterschool meal programs.
o If this is not done, Congress should at least lower the area-eligibility test for
NSLP and CACFP to allow sites with 33% or more of students eligible for free
or reduced-price meals to operate a program.
• Afterschool Program Funding. Congress should provide funding to support and
expand afterschool programs.
• Access Grants. Congress should provide funding for grants to increase access to
meals in rural and other underserved communities.
Improve Quality
• Reimbursement Rates. Congress should raise reimbursement rates to match the
rate of suppers served under the Summer Food Service Program ($4.25). This would
require an additional $0.60 per meal.
• Expand NSLP. Congress should expand NSLP to allow schools to serve suppers
through the program.
• Streamline CACFP and SFSP. Congress should streamline the CACFP Afterschool
Supper and Snack Program and the Summer Food Service Program to allow sites to
serve meals year-round through SFSP.
State Policy Recommendations
Increase Access
• Mandated Participation. Massachusetts should require school districts that meet
the federal area-eligibility guidelines for the CACFP At-Risk Afterschool Supper
Program to participate and provide meals to students who attend afterschool
programming.
• Technical Support and Outreach. Massachusetts should provide technical support
and outreach for afterschool programs through the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education.
Improve Quality
• Expansion Grants. Massachusetts should provide state funding to expand
afterschool meal programs (OR).
• Reimbursement Rates. Massachusetts should raise reimbursement rates to match
the rate of suppers served under the Summer Food Service Program ($4.25). This
would require an additional $0.60 per meal.

•

Farm to School. Massachusetts should reimburse CACFP At-Risk sponsors with an
additional $0.10 for any child nutrition program meal that includes a locally-grown
fruit, vegetable, or legume (MI).

Provider Recommendations
• Afterschool Supper. Providers should take steps to provide an afterschool supper,
rather than an afterschool snack.
• Meal Quality. Providers should work to ensure they are providing the most nutritious
and appealing meals possible.
• Linguistical and Cultural Relevance. Providers should work to ensure that they are
providing programming and food that is linguistically- and culturally-relevant.
Summer Meals
Federal Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• Transportation Grants. Congress should provide funding for grants for
transportation to and from summer meal sites, along with mobile meal trucks.
• Targeted Outreach and Site Recruitment. Congress should provide funding for
investments to serve low-income children, such as targeted outreach and site
recruitment.
• Meal Delivery. Congress should allow pilots for and extensions of programs that
offer summer meal delivery to central locations.
• Area-Eligibility Threshold. Congress should eliminate the area eligibility threshold
for SFSP to allow any sites that wish to provide summer meals to do so.
o If this is not done, the area-eligibility threshold should at least be lowered
to 33% to match the recommended rate of the CACFP At-Risk Afterschool
Meals and Snacks Program.
• Mandated Participation. Congress should mandate participation in school districts
that meet the federal area eligibility requirements for open sites.
Improving Quality
• Third Meal. Congress should increase the number of reimbursable meals sites that
can serve, allowing open and enrolled sites to serve a third meal.
• Programming Funding. Congress should increase the amount of funding allocated
for summer programming.
• Streamline SFSP and CACFP. Congress should allow sites that operate SFSP to
offer meals year-round through the program, rather than requiring application for and
operation of CACFP.
Summer EBT
• Summer EBT System. Congress should provide funding to expand the Summer
EBT program, giving families a benefit of $60 per month per child during the summer
months.
State Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• Mandated Participation. Massachusetts should mandate participation in school
districts that meet the federal area eligibility requirements for open sites.
• Summer Meals without Summer Programming. Massachusetts should require
summer meals be served in areas that meet federal area-eligibility requirements
without a summer program requirement.

•

Innovation Grants. Massachusetts should provide state funding for transportation
grants and grants for mobile meal trucks and other programs that increase access for
rural and under-served communities.
Improving Quality
• Summer Programming. Massachusetts should provide state funding for summer
programming.
• Farm to School. Massachusetts should provide funding to reimburse SFSP
sponsors with $0.10 for any meal that includes a locally-grown fruit, vegetable, or
legume.
Provider Recommendations
• Community Partnerships and Engagement. Providers should work to maximize
their impact through engagement and partnerships with community resources and
organizations, such as Project Bread.
• Summer Programming. Providers should attempt to provide programming at
summer meal sites, if possible.
• Linguistical and Cultural Relevance. Providers should work to ensure that they are
providing programming and food that is linguistically- and culturally-relevant.
CACFP
Federal Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• Area-Eligibility. Congress should reduce the area-eligibility test for tier 1 status from
50 percent to 40 percent.
• Community Eligibility Provision. Congress should create a Community Eligibility
Provision program for CACFP child care centers.
• Streamline CACFP. Congress should streamline the program by maximizing the use
of technology for paperwork and recordkeeping and working to provide flexibility and
assistance for program requirements.
Improving Quality
• Infant Formula. The federal government should study the necessary costs for
providing infant formula and raise reimbursement rates accordingly.
• Number of Meals. Congress should increase the number of meals or snacks that
can be reimbursed each day to up to three meals and one snack per day.
State Policy Recommendations
Increasing Access
• Outreach. Massachusetts should conduct outreach to increase familiarity with the
program for potential providers and participants.
• Streamline CACFP. Massachusetts should conduct a working group to examine
current recordkeeping and paperwork requirements and work with providers to
streamline these processes.
Improving Quality
• Infant Formula. Massachusetts should study the reimbursement rates for infant
formula and increase the rates accordingly.
• Administrative Costs. Massachusetts should provide state funding to CACFP
providers to cover administrative costs.
• Training and Support. Massachusetts should provide more training and support for
CACFP providers, as well as create training materials at the state level.
• Nutrition Standards. Massachusetts should strengthen nutrition standards for
CACFP and make these standards part of licensing requirements (CA, WV, TX).

Provider Recommendations
• Nutrition Standards. Providers should ensure that minimum nutrition standards are
met. When possible, providers should work to go beyond these minimum
requirements to ensure that participants are receiving appealing, healthy, and
culturally-relevant meals.
• Parent and Guardian Relationships. Providers should work to form relationships
with parents and guardians of participants that involves communication about
nutrition to support child health at home.
• Community Partnerships. Providers should consider partnerships consisting of
advocacy groups from the nutrition, obesity, and childcare setting, as well as
providers and sponsors for CACFP program that work to support nutrition and the
general administration of the program.
WIC
Federal Policy Recommendations
• Modernization. Congress should provide funding to agencies to allow them to
modernize their agencies through attractive and effective websites, social media and
web-based outreach, and online clinic meetings and services.
• Linguistic and Cultural Barriers. WIC should ensure that outreach campaign
materials, application materials, and any necessary information materials are
available in a wide variety of languages and for various cultural and/or ethnic groups.
• Gender-Neutral Language. WIC should work to make the language of the program
more gender-neutral to ensure that pregnant and postpartum people who do not
identify as women are still aware of the services available to them.
• Infant Certification. Congress should extend certification for infants to two years.
• Child Age-Eligibility. Congress should extend the amount of time children are
eligible for WIC until 6 years of age.
• Nutrition Standards. Congress should update WIC food packages to be consistent
with the Institute of Medicine’s recommendations.
• Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP). Congress should increase funding for
the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program.
• Food Package Value. Congress should increase the food package value to reflect
the cost of healthy eating.
• WIC Shopper Flexibility. Congress should provide more flexibility and choice for
WIC shoppers to avoid unnecessary hardships and stigma.
State Policy Recommendations
• Cross-Platform Engagement. Massachusetts should facilitate engagement
between WIC agencies and their state counterparts in Medicaid, SNAP, and TANF to
help identify eligible people and conduct targeted outreach.
• Modernization. Massachusetts should provide funding to agencies to allow them to
modernize their agencies through attractive and effective websites, social media and
web-based outreach, and online clinic meetings and services.
• Multi-Benefit Online Applications. Massachusetts should ensure that WIC is
included in any multi-benefit online application system.
State and Local Agencies Recommendations
• Certification Practices. WIC agencies should assess certification practices through
a toolkit such as the one provided by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.
• Technology. Agencies should utilize technology to the best of their abilities through
phone and video appointments, electronic document submission and review, and
online appointment scheduling.

•

•
•

•

Cross-Platform Engagement. WIC agencies should work with state counterparts in
Medicaid, SNAP, and TANF, using their data to identify and conduct targeted
outreach to eligible people.
Existing Healthcare Settings. WIC agencies should work to embed WIC services
into existing healthcare settings to meet potential participants where they are.
Linguistic and Cultural Barriers. WIC should ensure that outreach campaign
materials, application materials, and any necessary information materials are
available in a wide variety of languages and for various cultural and/or ethnic groups.
Gender-Neutral Language. WIC should work to make the language of the program
more gender-neutral to ensure that pregnant and postpartum people who do not
identify as women are still aware of the services available to them.
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