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The committee hearings in this report concern

proposed Department of Agriculture regulations. These regulations
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funds available for the National School Lunch Program fcr fiscal
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sexvice representatives, State department of education
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airing of complaints to the effect that, under these regulations,
school districts were not receiving sufficient reimbursement to pay
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SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C.

The commitiee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 o’clock a.m., in room
324, Old Senate Office Building, the Honorable Herman E. Talmadge
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Talmadge, Ellender, Jordan of North Carolina,
Allen, Humphrey, Chiles, Aiken, Young, Curtis, and Bellmon.

The Cuarryax. The committee will come to order.

The comnittee is today holding hearings on proposed regulations
of the Department of Agriculture published in the Federal Register
on August 13. These regulations deal with the method of apportioning
the $153.2 million of section 32 funds available for the national school
lunch program for fiscal 1972.

The Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has a long
tradition of interest in the school Tunch program of this Nation. Some
members of this committee had a hand in writing the original sehool
lunch law in 1946. The President pro tempore of the Senate, who was
for many years chairman of this committee, played a leading role in
fashioning the first school lunch program that this country had, for
he was a chief-sponsor of the legislation .passed in 1946. The school
lunch program has never been a partisan issue in this commitice.
Senator Aiken and the other members of the committee have taken
an active interest in improving the program over the years.

T am proud that I was the original Senate sponsor for the new school
lunch law passed by the Congress in April 1970. This law, 91-248,
was considered landmark legislation for it required that all schools
in the Nation have a school lunch program, and that every needy
schoolchild in the country receive a free or reduced priced meal. The
Jaw eliminated a great number of administrative bottlenecks which
had plagued the school lunch program and it established betier
funding procedures.

Unfortunately, the new law did not work perfectly during its first
year of operation. There were a great number of administrative
delays and the States were uncertain as to the new program require-
ments. However, I felt that these delays were understandable in the
first year of operation of the dramatically new school lunch program.
I was pleased that schools in my own State of Georgia and other
States throughout the Nation made tremendous strides in providing
meals to all needy schoolchildren as required by Public Law 91-248.

I had every reason to believe thatschool districts around the country
would make the promise of Public Taw 91-248—to bring meals to
all the needy schoolchildren in the Nation—a reality.

1)
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Therefors, T was quite shocked with the regulations published during
the congressional recess. These regiilations were met with strong
“objections from school officials -around the country. These officials
mainfain that the rate of reimbursement provided under the new
regulations will make it impossible for them to carry out their re-
sponsibility under the law. I understand that thie proposed regulations
apportion the sectionr 32 funds available for the program in a manger
designed to provide such State with:

First, 5 cent for each school lunch served in excess of the number
that can be retmbursed at 5 cents from the regular section 4 appro-
priation; and

Second, an additional 30 cents for cach free or reduced price lunch
served in excess of the number that can be reimbursed at 30 ecents
from the regular sectien 11 appropriation. Under this systemn it is
estimated that only six States wili receive an amount adequate to
provide an average reimabursement for free or reduced price lunches in
excess of 30 cents.

"This is considerably less per meal than many States were receiving
at the end of fiscal 1971. li. addition, in using section 32 funds to
provide uniform amounts per meal for cach State, the regulation tends
to vitiate the differential accorded by the section 4 and section 11
apportionment formulas to States with below average incomes or
above average numbers of poor children.

Many school districts have complained that the cost of preparing a
meal is over 60 cents and that they have no way of making up the
difference between the 60 cents cost and the 35-cent reimbursement
rate. 1 felt that this committee should have an opportunity to hear
from the people who are affected by these regnlations, the loeal school
officials. Therefore, we will hear from B. P. Taylor, a superintendent of
a smail town school systemn i Texas; Floward W. Briges of the
Detroit Public School System, and~ Miss Josephine Martin, ad-
ministrator of the schoo! lunch program of the State of Georgin. After
these witnesses have testified, we will hear Assistant Secretary
Richard E. Lyng give the response of the Department of Agriculture.

I wrote to the President on September 2 to strongly protest the
proposed regulations and asked that they be changed to conform to
the dictate of Public Law 91-248. A copy of my letter with a copy of
the proposed regnlations and a chart showing projected fiscal 1972
reimbursement rates (as supplemented from section 32 funds) will
be inserted in the record at this point.

(The documents referred to follow:)

UxiTep STATES SENATE,
CoMMITTEE 0N AGRICULTGRE AND FoRESTRY,
Washington, D.C., September 2, 1971.
The PresipeNT,
The While House, Washinglon, D.C.

My Dear Mg, Presipext: In May, 1970, you signed into law a bill which
Congress had pas<ed to provide Junches for every needy ehild in America. The
mandate of this law is quite elear. States are required to extend their school lunch
program to every school in the state and to provide free or reduced price lunches
to every needy child in these schools. Where a child can afford to pay nothing at
all, Lis lunch must be free.

The langunage of the Ilouse conferees emphasizes this peint: ““ While it is the
intent of the managers that every child from an impoverished family shall be
served meals either free or at reduced cost—not to exceed 20 cents per meal—it is
also the intent that free lunches be provided for the poorest of the poor and under
no circumstances shall those unable to pay be ckarged for their Iunches.”
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1 was extremely proud when you signed this legislation into law on May 14, 1970,
T was proud because 1 was the original sponsor of this legislation in the Senate and
T felt that it would provide the mechanism for good nutrition for every school child
in America.

ITowever, T was somewhat concerned about the administration of the new law
by vour Department of Agriculture during the past school year.

I received numerous complaints about delays in reimbursement to school
districts and a failure of the USDA to set clear program guidelines,

Nevertheless, I felt that such delays and problems were understandable in the o

first, vear of operation of the new school lunch program. But, even under such
adverse ¢onditions schools in my own state of Georgia made tremendous progress
in meeting their responsibility” to provide meals under the mandate of Public
Law 91-248.

All of us were proud and looked forward to even more progress this year,
Towever, the new regulations promulgated by the USDA on Angust 13th ave
astonishing and dismaying. I am at a loss to understand the reason for igsuing
these regulations—regulations which will undercut the progress made by schools
in Georgia and other states,

Thesc regulations have precipitated a fiseal erisis in school districts throughout
my state. Because the new regulations provide for reimbursement of frec and
reduced price meals at a rate of only 35 cents per meal, although the actual cost
amounts to over 42 cents per meal, many schools arc unable to afford the free
and reduced price lunch program they had planned. The schools in my state were
receiving reimbursement for fiez and reduced price meals at a rate in excess of
42 cents per meal at the close of the Iast sehool year,

In order to meet the reduction in funds eaused by the new USDA regulations,
the local schoo! districts have no choice but to do one of two things: (1) raise the
price of the sehool luneh for those children who can afford to pay, or (2) increase
docal sehool taxes.

The school districts are precluded from increasing the cost of meals by your
freeze on prices. As a practical matter, it is impossible for the school distriets to
-aise additional tax revenue on such short notice.

1 consider it highly improper that the USIDA should wait until three weeks
Defore the heginning of the new sehool year to issue regulations which have such
.an adverse impact on the financing of the sehool lunch program. There is no
exeunse for waiting this long to promulgate regulations to implement a law passed
by the Congress in April of 1970. I further regret that interested parties around
the country were given only 15 days to respond to these very complex changes,

Congress has appropriated more inoney than you requested to fund the Child
Nutrition Programs. lowever, there was some feeling vhat appropriations for
these programs might not be adequate so the Congress approved and vou signed
into lw on June 30, 1971 an authorization for an additional $135 million of
Seetion 32 funds to fund any child nutrition needs which are not met by regular
appropriations.

Since the Federal Government has required the States to provide free and
reduced price meals for all the needy school children of the nation, I believe that
we must live up to our obligation to provide the funding for this progran. It
additional funding ahove that already provided, including the $135 million of
Scetion 32, is needed, 1 hope that your Adninistration will so inform the Congress.

I have received numerous conununications from my own state and other
states whieh indicate that some school lunch programs will fail entirely if the
proposed regulations are made final. Authorities in Pennsylvania state that the
cost of preparing a school meal is 60 cents. Therefore, it will he impossible for
many of the Penmsylvania schools to provide free lunches with a reimbursement
of ounly 35 cents,

Public Law 91-248 was the product of a bi-partisan effort to provide nutrition
for the needy school children of this country. Sinee the regulations promulgated
on August 13th are clearly contrary to the infent of Public Law 91-248, and
sinee these reguiations will clearly make it impossible to provide mneals to all the
needy school children in the nation, I.hope that you will have your Department
of Agriculture reconsider and issue regulations which eonform with the dictate
of the law.

Sincerely,
TlerMan B, Tavmapat, Chairman.
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[From the Federal Register, Vol. 36, No, 157, Friday, Aug. 13, 1971)
Foop axp Nurrition Skrvice [7 CFR Parts 210, 220, 245]
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS—XNOTICE OF PROPOSED RULLMAKING

Notice is hereby given that the Food and Nutrition Service, Department of
Agriculture, infends to amend the regnlations governing the operation of the
National Schoo! Lunch Program (7 CFR Part 210), the regulations governing
the operation of the Nonfood Assistance Program (7 CFR Part 220), and the
regulations on determining eligibility for free and reduced price meals as it applies
to school tunch programs T7 CI'R Part 245). Comments, suggestions, or objeetions
are invited and may be delivered within 15 days after publication thereof to
Herbert D. Rorex, Direetor, Child Nufrition Division, Food and Nutrition Serviee,
U.8. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, or submitted by mail
postmarked not later than the [5th day following publication hercof. Communi-
cations should identify the regulation scetion and paragraph on which comments,
cte., are offered. All comments, suggestions, or objections will be considered
before the final amendments are published.

‘ l’ll‘he proposed amendments, with the proposed effective date as stated, are as
ollows:
PART 210—NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

1. In §210.4, a new parageaph (f) is added as follows:
§ 210.4 Apportionment of funds lo States.

* * * x * * *

(f) Of any funds made available for the fiseal vear 1972 from section 32 funds
(Act of August 24, 1935, as amended) 2 total of $4,552,220 shall he reserved for
the States of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and Ameriean Samoa. Such
reserved funds shall be apportioned to ench of such States in an amount. which
bears the same ratio to the total of sueh reserved funds as the number of chilcren
aged 3 to 17, inclusive, in cach such State bears to the total number of xueh chifldren
in all such States. Such section 32 funds paid to such States in the fiseal year 1972
shall be available as speeial cash assistance. The remaining amount of any section
32 funds made available in the fiseal year 1972 shall be available for distribution
to State Agencies, other than State Ageucies in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and American Samoa, and to FNSRO where applieable in the folowing
amounts: (1) 5 cents for ench Type A lunch served during the 1972 fiscal year, in
participating schools, which is ‘in excess of a hase number of Type A lunches
served in 1972, The base number of “I'vpe A lunches for each State shall be deters
mined by FNS by dividing by 5 eents the amount of general cash-for-food assist-
ance funds initiafly apportioned to the State Ageney or initially reserved for
FNSRO for the fiseal year 1972, (2) 30 cents for each free or reduced price Type
A hinch served during the fiseal vear 1972 in participating schools to children
meeting approval eligibility criteria for free or .reduced pricc Type A lunches,
which is in excess of a hase numnber of such Tvype A lunches, The base number of
such Type A lunches for each State shall he determined by FNS by dividing by
30 cents the amount of special eash assistance funds initially apportioned to the
State Agency under paragraph (d) of this § 210.4, or initially reserved for FNSRO
under paragraph (e) of this seetion, for the fiseal vear 1972, Any seetion 32 funds
paid to a State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, under subparagraph (1) of
this paragraph shall be available as general cash-for-food assistance, Any seetion
32 funds paid to a State Ageney, or FNSRO where nps)licnblc, under subparagraph
(2) of this paragraph shall be available as special eash assistance.

2. In §210.5, & new paragraph (c) is added as follows:

§210.6 Payments to Slates.
* % * % % * *

(¢) Any section 32 funds to which a State Agency is entitled under paragraph (f)
of §210.4 shali be made available by means of Letfers of Credit issued by FNS
to appropriate Federal Reserve banks in favor of such State Ageney. No such
funds shall be paid to a State Ageney as general cash-for-food assistance until
the number of Type A lunches served by School Food Authorities in the State
in the fiseal year 1972 exeeeds the base number of Type A lunches determined in
accordance with paragraph (£)(1) of § 210.4. No such funds shall be zade avail-
able to a State Agency as speeial eash assistance until the mmnber of Type A

lunehes served free or at a reduced price by School Food Authorities in the State
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in the fiscal vear 1972 exeeeds the base number of sueh Type A hnehes determined
in accordance with paragraph (£)(2) of § 210.4.
* * % % » » *

3. Tn § 210.11 new paragraphs (b-1) and (h-2) are added, paragraphs (c) and
(d) are revised, and new paragraphs (d-1) and {d-2) are added as follows:

§2:0.11  Reimbursement payments.
ES * »* * Y * *

{h~1) Within the maximum rate of reimbursement set forth in paragraph
(b) of this section, in each fiscal year, the State Agency, or ®NSRO where ap-
plicable, shall initially assign rates of reimbursement at levels which will permit
reimbursement, from the generat cash-for-food assistance funds available to the
State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, for the sotal number of 'Type A and
Type Clunches it is estimated will be served in partieipating schools in the State
in such fiscal year. At a minimum, the estimate of the number of Type A and
Tvpe Clunehes to be served in a fiseal year shall take into aecount the estimated
munber of sueh lunches to be served in sehools which partieipated in the pre-
eeding fizeal year and the estimated number of such luynches w be served in
schools whielh are expected t apply and be approved for participation in the
Program during such fiscal year,

(h=2) Bach fiseal yvear, promptly following the receipt of Claims ior Reim-
bursement covering operations for the month of January, each State Agency, or
FNSRO where applicable, shall revise its estimates of the gotal number of Type A
and Tvpe C lunches to be served in participating schools in suech fiseal year.
Based upon such revised estimates, each State Agency, or INSRO where appli-
wible, shall make such adjustments in assigned rates of reimbursement from
general cash-for-food assistance funds-as are necessary to comply with the pro-
vizions of paragraph (b-1) of this seation.

(¢) Any school participating in the Program which is determined by the State
Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, to be in need of special assistznce to enable
it to serve free and rcduccd-l)ricc Type A lunches, may be reimbursed from special
wsh assistance funds for Type A lunches served free or at a redueed price to
children meeting the school’s approved eligibility standard for snch lunches.
Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section, the maximum rate of re-
imbursement 1o be paid from special cash assistanee funds shall be 30 cents for
each sueh Type A lunch, In assighing rates of reimbursement for such Type A
lunches, the State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, shall base the rate
assigned to a school on the xchool’s relative need for specinl assistance in serving
frce and reduced price T'ype A lunches.

(d) The State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, may assign a reimburse-
ment rate in excess of 30 eents from speeial eash assistanee funds to a sehool after
it finds vhat the need of the sehool for special cash assistance is relatively greater
than the need of othier participating schools within the State for sueh assistance.
At 2 minimum, sueh 2 finding must demonstrate that: (1) The eost of operating
the sehool’s nonprofit lunch program is higher than is typical in the State; (2) as
a result, the operating eost that would be incurred during the fiscal year in serving
fully paid, redueed priee, and free Txpe A lunches at current levels of participation
would o execed the balanee of funds on hand and the revonues expeeted during

such fiseal vear (including State and loeal revenues normally expeeted to be made
available) that the School Food Authority would be finaneially unable to eontinue
to serve (he number of free and reduced priee lunches currently being served at
a speeial eash assistance reimbursement rate of 30 cents; and ¢3) the expeeted
execss in operabing costs eannot be eliminated by other remedial action, Upon
such a finding, the State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, may assign a rate
of reimbuisement from special eash assistance funds whieh is in exeess of 30 cents
and which, together with revenues available from other sourees, ineluding gencral
eash-for-food gssistance funds will finanee up to 100 percentum of the eost of
operating the school’s nonprofit luneh program: Provided, however, That the total
reimbursement from general cash-for-food assistance funds and speeial eash
assistanee funds shall not exeeed 60 eents for each free or reduced-price Type /

Iuneh served to children meeting the sehool’s approved eligibility standards for
such lunches: And provided, further, That such combined rate of reimbursement
shall not execed 50 eents for cach such Type A lunch unless the number of free
Type A lunehes being served in the sehool represents atdeast 90 percentnn of the
total nmunber of free and redueed-priee T'vpe A lunehes served. The State Agency,
or FNSRO where applieable, shall maintain on file for review the data used to
support the finding that a rate of reimbursement from speeial eash assistance
funds in exeess of 30 cents was nceded.
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(d=1) Within the maximum rates of reimbursement from special eash assist-
ance funds set forth in paragraphs (¢) and (d) of this seetion, in each fiscal year,
the State Ageney, or FNSRO where applicable, shall initially assign rates of reim-
bursement at Jlevels which will permit reimbisement from speeial cash assistance
funds available to the State Agency, or FNSRRO where applicable, for the total
number of free or reduced-price Type A lunehes it is estimated will be served in
participating schools in such fiseal year. At a minirmum, the estimate of the number
of sueh hunches to be served in a fiseal year shall take into acecount the estimated
number of such lunches to be served in sehools whieh participated in the preceding
fiseal year and the estimated number of such lunehes to be served in sehools which
are expected to apply and be approved for participation in the Program during
such fiseal year.

(d-2) Each fiseal year, promptly following the receipt of Claims for Reimburse-
ment eovering operations for the month of Junuary, cach State Ageney, or FNSRO
where applieable, shall revise its estimate of the total nmmnber of free or reduced-
yrice "Type A lunelies to be served in participating schools in such fiseal vear,

ased upon such revised estimates, cach State Ageney, or FNSRO where appli-
cable, shall make such adjustments in assigned rates of reimbursement from
special cash assistance funds as are necessary to comply with the provisions of
paragraph (d-1) of this seetion.

* - * * % * *

4. Tn §210.11, paragraph (g) is amended by striking ont the phrase 48 cents”
each time §t appears i the paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof the following
phrase; “the maximum rate authorized in paragraph (d) of this seetion.”

PART 22)~=SCIHOOL BRUAKFAST AND NONFOOD ASSISTANCE PROGIAMS AND §STNTL
ADMINISTRATIVE LXPENSLS

Tu § 220.16, paragraph (b) is revised to read as follows:

§ 220,16  Requircments for parlicipation,

{0) Schools drawing attendance from areas in which poor economie conditions
exist that iave no equipment or grossly inadequate equipment to operate an ade-
uate feeding program under the National School Lunceh Program or the Sehool
Breakfast Program shall be seleeted for paiticipation in the Nonfood Assistanece
Program on the basis of: (1) The relative need of such schools for assistanee in
acquiring sueh equipment, and (2) the amount of funds available to the State
Ageney or FNSRO where applicable. State Agencies, or FNSRO where applicable,
have a positive obligation to inform such sehools of the Noufood Assistanee Pro-
gram and, within available funds, to work with sueh sehools to plan for the ac-
quisition of any equipment they need to operate an adeguate feeding program
under the National Sehool Tameh Program or the School Breakfast Prograim.
Ixcept when prior approval is obtained from NS, the State Ageney, or FNSRO
where applicable, shall not obligate hetween July 1 and March 1 of cach fiseal
year more than 50 pereentum of the Nonfood Assistance Program funds initially
made available for use by schools already participating in the Naticunl School

Lameh Program or the School Breakfast Program.

PART 245—DLTERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND RIIDUCLD PRICE LUNCHES

§ 2/56.6 [Amended)

6. In § 245.6, paragraph (e) is amended by adding the following two sentences
at the end thereof: ‘‘Nothing in this paragraph shali be deemed to authorize the
State Ageney, or FNSRO wliere applieable, to make reimbursement from speeial
cash assistance funds for all Type A lnehes served in a sehool unless a reasonable
basis exists for finding that all ehildren in the school meet the sehool's eligibility
standards for free and reduced price lunches. The State Ageney, or FNSRO wiere
applicable, shall maintain on file, or canse to be maintained on file, the data used
to make such a finding,

Effective date. Exeept for the amendments to § 210,11 ithese amendments will he
effective upon publication. The amendments to §210.11 will be effective for
lunehes included in Claims for Reimbursement covering the month of Septein-
ber, 1971, and all subsequent months.

Dated: August 10, 1971,

. Ricuarn B, Lyng,
Assistant Secrelary,
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150 State 3gencies and Dislrict of Columbia: Petcent increase in number of total lunches, and free and teduced price
lunches, served in 1971 ovet 1970; molecied percentage increases in tunches thal could be setved in 1972; 3nd pro-
jected average reimbursement rates ki 1972, witiout and with USDA Aug, 13 propesals)

1971 Projected. 1972
Percent Percent Frojected rates
1rcrease increase
Percent intlteeand percent in lice and Without With
1ncrease reduced increase teduced ptoposal proposal
i total price 10 total price
F Regien and State lunches lunches funches lanches Sec. 4 Sec. 1l Sec.d  Sec.ll
~ Northeasty
Connectictt, e ivnenns - +0.1 +149.7 +6.0 +74.9 53 234 5.3 30.0
DelsWalC.oivaensoees +9.1 +60.6 +.9 +38.1 5.1 282 5.1 30.0
Disttict of Columbid,.o.e  +30.1 +65.4 117 +13.6 3.8 164 5.0 3.0
AINE. ..o oivernnnn v +3.3 +46.8 +17.0 +34.4 56 310 5.6 30.0
Marylande . Leeae o oo -3.0 +51,8 305 17,0 44 299 5.0 30.0
’ assdchuse. 3 . +4.4 +45,2 5,2 +47.3 51 323 5.1 30.0
+5.8 +46.4 =+13.0 12,3 5.0 485 80 30.0
+13.5 +98.2 +17.0 +27.2 42 4.8 5.0 30.0
+.5 +4.9 »114 +8.1 5.0 20,6 5.0 30.0
+30,8 +176.8 +11.2 +22.3 .8 437 5.0 30.0
+11.2 +52.7 +14.1 1.4 4.4 480 5.0 30.0
+9.6 =6.2 4267 99,8 4.5 309 5.0 30.0
West Virginia, veevenens +13.9 92,4 . 47 =-16.3 6.4 355 6.4 30.0
Southeast:
AlabDIMI, Leevreeicennes +5.3 +52.7 EIIN] +24.5 67 321 6.7 30.0
Flofida,. . +2.5 ~5.1 +6.9 +69.5 5.5 20.4 %6 30.0
+1.6 +35.1 46,3 +19.0 6.2 306 6.2 36.0
+2.3 +15.5 ++15.8 +15.4 6.0 428 6.0 30.0
+2,3 *+36.2 #413.9 +22.8 LS  30.2 .5 30.0
+10.0 +32.3 $6.0 +27.5 59 363 8.9 30.0
~-1.0 +2.7 +7.1 +20.8 7.2 3Ll 1.2 309
+6.6 +48.7 +10.2 +24.3 6.2 381 6.2 30.0
K +2.5 +11.9 6,3 +25.4 5.6 349 5.6 30.0
Midwest?
1linois 17,8 +39.2 -+13.0 +17.1 42 2.9 50 30.0
Indidm... +4.3 +81.0 L0 ~+40.0 5.4 540 54 32.8
lows..... -5 54,0 +1.8 +48.8 54 521 5.4 3.7
Michigan., 21,1 22.5 +3.3 +52.0 45 352 5.0 30.6
Minnesota, .. +6.6 8.6 26.5 +73.2 44 25.4 5.0 30.0
MiSSOUtian.s =11 +44.2 +8.7 +35.9 5.5 4517 5.5 30.0
Nebrasha,. .. +1.2 +57,1 +10.1 +15.0 53 338 5.3 30.0
North Dakota.. ~ 7 +693,2 +3.7 +21.1 6.9 5.7 6.9 3.1
hio.... +8.3 +16. 3 +12.5 +16.9 4.6 421 5.0 30.0
South Dakota.. +26.0 +40.0 +30.9 $52.3 4.2 523 5.0 3.7
: Wisconsin.en . +.5 5 6 +14.9 +38.8 5.1 447 5.1 30.0
Southwest:
Arkansas +5.0 -~ 8 +11.2 +23.5 6.8 367 6.8 30.0
Colorad +9.4 LY N 8,8 +48.8 50 224 50 30.0
Kansas. .. 138 Y i 487 Yesz a6 436 50 30l
Louisiana, -1.9 +45,0 +9.8 +23.6 6.6 2.8 6.6 30.0
New Mexico. +6.8 +35,9 +1.4 +13.5 67 223 6.7 30.0
Oklahoma..enues . +17.8 +62.9 +12.8 +42.4 50 352 5.0 30.0
w““rens.,............-... +14.4 +104,0 +50.6 +102.5 6 2.3 5.0 30.0
erns
o AlASKY,cavenaerirsenens +10.0 +10.5 +20.2 +29.5 42 W7 5.0 30.0
Alizona .. +4,4 ~8, +15.0 -{;30.8 5.2 3.8 5.2 30.0
California. +35.4 +137.3 2164 +117.6 35 1Ll 5.0 30.0
Hawaii.... .3 3.2 +5.5 +13.0 §3 313 5.3 30,0
52 473 139 Feo8 60 4L5 60 300
+4.6 35.2 +10.9 +33.1 57 49.8 5.7 30.3
R +22.6 _+132.4 +38.2 4787 34 220 50  30.0
+5.4 ++96.1 +12.6 +77.2 49 214 5.0 30.0
+7.1 +22.9 +5.4 +35.5 6.0 22,2 6.0 30.0
+2.5 +59,7 +6.8 +27.9 51 250 5.1 30.0
+4.2 +o2. +11.7 +52.9 5.5 455 5.5 30.0

The Cramxay, Also I desire to inciude in the record at this point
{ a letter dated September 19, 1971, sddressed to the President and
signed by some 44 Members of the Senate.

'And I have also a letter from Senator Edward Y. Brooke, the
Senstor from Massachusetts, dated September 14, 1971, with a
statement which he has requested be inserted in the record at this
point.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~~

And thiz morning’s Wall Street. Journal earried an arsicle entitled
“Nixon’s Diet for Pupils—Ageney Seeks Curb o School-Luneh
Funds; Stff Quiz is Likelv by Senate Panel Taday,” which will he
inserted in the record at this point.

(The documents referred (o follow::)

Uxited Stares SENATE,
Washington, D.C., September 4, 1971.
The PrisipiNT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dean Mu. Prisient We are writing vou out of 2 deeg- concern regarding the
burpose of proposed set.jol lunch regulations issued by the Department of Agri-
culture on August 13, 1971 The proposed regulations concern the nse of federal
funds to earry’ont the mandate of Public Law 91218 which provides that “any
child who i< a member of a household which has 2 annual 2eome not above the
applicable family size income level set fortl in the income povarty guidelines
s.{)ull be served meals free or ata reduced cost.” Thus, the reat test f the ade ey
of the proposed new regulations is whether or not they will mzke it possible for
the states and localities to meet the obligations and requirements which Publie
Law 91~248 imposes upon them,

After careful study and analysis, it.is our judgment that the proposed regulations
will not meet this hasic test. ‘I'herefore, we find ourselves in agreement with the
umanimous _conclusion of the State Dircetors Section of the American School
Food Service Assoeiation that the proposed regulations in their present form
i)’usc & very real threat to the continued progress of the Nrtional Schoo! Lunch

rogram,

ilb these regulations are not aliered we believe the following cvents will oceur.
Many schools will be forced to eliminate Child Nutrition Programs. There will be
further hardships to the nation’s cconomy through unemployment and reduced
consumption of raw resourees sueh as food and equipment. Absenteeisin, dropontts,
and apathetic students will negate the henefits of the multi-hillion dollar invest-
ment for public and private schools. And finally, and most important, there wiil
continue to be hungry «hildren in Areriea’s sehools.

‘The ngdverse effect of the proposed regulations is compounded by the fact they
were anrounced only three weeks before school was to o en, ereating chaos in
the states, The anticipated loss to the states in the 1971-72 school Year under the
35 cent reimbursement rate set by the proposed regulations, as compared to
what. the states would have received under the rates institnted by the Department
of Agriculinre last Mareh. will run into willions of dollars. For example, the state
dirccetors have estimated Missonri will lose $4,000,000; Culifornia $9,000,000
Massachusetts $3,240,000; Ohio $5,565,000; Cregon  S1,476,175; 'Fennezsee
$2,772,000; Georgin $1,100,000; West Virginia §2,6¢1,300; amd Floridy $6,910,608.
The states eannot make up this loss from state or loeal funds and will have no
alternative but to reduce planned participation .o stay within the limitation of
available funds, Therefore, many needy and eligible” children will go without
school lniches,

Certainly, thiz was not. the intent of Congress when it passed Public Law
91-248, nor your intent when signing it into liw on May 14, 1970.

In regard to the School Breakfast. Program, ti.e proposed regnlations have
not only placed a limitation on the expansion of this program but have also

reeipitated a situation where several states will he foreed to cancel the School
%rcﬂkfnsb Program this school year. In the past, the Department of Agriculture
Las set a preeedent. in that many states in 1970-1971 used Soction 32 funds for
breakfast expansion. "These funds were provided as a bloe grant to be used where
needed in the individual states for expanding food programs to cligible needy
children. lowever, the proposed regulations have made no provisions for con-
tisuing the anthority to transfer sueh funds from Section 32 to the School
Bre.kfast Program.

In addition to this matter of transfer of Section 32 funds, there is another
important question which needs to he answered in regard to the Breakfast
Program, According to Public Law 92-32 (Seefion 2), the Department of Agri-
culture §+ anthorized to-ase 323 million for the School Breakfast. Progeam. Only
$18.5 mi.ion, however, liss heen alloeated to the states. A memorandum of
Septeniber 1 from the Department stated that the remainivg $6.5 million will
be allueated only to those states, “demenstrating the need for theze funds to
maintain their program at the April level.” The response from several state
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dircctors has sirongly indicated that there is a need for this $6.5 million to Le
alocated immediately. For example, in the Siate of Kentucky. the Breakfase
Program will need to be cancelled an the beginning of October unless more money
is allocated. In the reality that eancellations will oeenr, we implore that there be
a reconsideration by the Department of Agriculinre to transier Section 32
funds to the Breakfast. Program and to immediately allocate the remaining $6.5
million of the authorized 325 million to these states who face a possibility of
cancelling their Breakfast Prozrams

We, iherefore, request that the propoesed regulations be withdrawn and be
replaced with regulations that would provide for a maximum reimbursement rate
of 48 cents from Section 1h: a maXimum rehimbursement raie of 12 cents from
Seetion 4 for free and reduced price himehes: and gnaranteed reimbursement. from
Section 4 of 5 cents for generally assisted lunches. We also suggest that the regula-
tions pertaining to the nse of Seetion 32 funds allow an immediate allotment. of
these funds for free or reduced priced himches to all siates bised on need accom-
panied by transfer authority. In thiz way we canld be eertain that the funds
Congrclss made nvailable to the Secretary nnder this anthority would be fully
ntilized.

We further suggest that before any proposed regulations are published that
they be subwitted to that National Advisory Council, ereated by Publie Law
91-248, and the State Directors Scerion of the Amcerican School Food Service
Association in order that these regnlations conld be insiituted with the greatest
degree of cooperation so that any further delays in the implementation of the
ip*ont, of Public Law 91-248 may be avoided.

Respectfully,
’ Philip A. [art Marlow W. Cook
George MceGovern Charles Mc€ Mathias, Jr.
Vance Hartke Charles 11, Perey
Alan Cranston Edward W. Brooke
Abe Ribicoff Richard S. Schweiker

The following Senators ziso signed the letter:
John MeClellan, Arkansas. Thomas Lagleton, Missouri.

Walter Mondale, Minnesota.
John Tunney, California.

Gale McGee, Wyoming.

Robert Byrd, West Virginia.
Quentin Burdick, North Dakota.
Ioward Cannon, Nevada.
Claiborne Pell, Rhode Island.
Ienry Jackson, Washington.
Frank Chnrch, Idaho.

Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts.

Adlai Stevenson, Illinois.
Frank Moss, Utah.
Edmund Muskie, Maine.
Birch Baxh, Indiana,
Lawton Chiles, Florida.
Harold Ilughes, Towa.

Iarrison Williams, New Jersey.
Willinm Spong. Virginia.
Gaylord Nelxon, Wisconsin.
Joseph Mentoya, New Mexico.
Alan Bible, Nevada.

Hubert Thimphrey, Mimesota.
Fred Iarris, Oklahoma.

Daniel Inonye, Hawaii.

Ernest Uollings, Sonth Carolina.
Warren Magnnson, Washington.
Stuart Symington, Missouri.
Clifford Czse, New Jersey.
William Saxbe, Ohio.

James Pearson, Kansas.

Ienry Bellmon, Oklahioma.
Mark [Hatficld, Oregon.

STaTEMENT oF Ilox. Epwarp W. Brookg, A UNITED STATES SEXATOR Frox T
STaTe oF MASSACIHUSETTS

Mr. Chairman: The action of the Department of Agricnlture in regard to vhe
implementation of the school lunch program is a matter of deep and continuing
concern to me.

Last vear the Congress passed a bill strengthening and extending the school
Junch program to every needy child. Public Law 91-248 was designed to assure
that no child would bear the unfair burden of trying to learn on anempty or half
empty stomach. Along with aflinning the commitment to support state efforts in
feeding those in need, the Congress appropriated funds to implement the plan.
Unfortunately it is beeoming apparent that the appropriation, and the commit-
ment which the Congress has pledged, is not enough to convince the Department
of Agriculture that it has an obligation to earry out the mandate of Congress and
the American public.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10

It is alf too clear that the state and loeal atthoritics do not have the wherewithal
to fund moere fully the courazeous and agaressive programs which they have
planned for this school year. With the tremendons spending deficits which most
Jmuer civ school systems are sustaining, and the pressure on rural areas Just to
provide edueation” and faeikities, the ndded financial responsibility which the
Department of Agricnlture would plice on these systems to pay additional sums
tor each sehool hunch provided a needy child cannct be aceepted or‘honored. The
result will be another year of hunger for millions of children.

The outery for more adequate support in keeping with the legizlation passed
Iast year has come from every corner of the country. From my own in depth
study of the school nnch program in Massachusetts I ean speak first-hand of the
cfforts being made there. As a result of a law passed several years ago, Massachu-
felts iz working toward a universal school hunel. program for every child by the
fall of 1973, Thiz is an cffort, however, which must be supported by Federal
matching funds in order to be achieved. If the free and reduced-price funding is
reduced, and if funds in various seetions of the Iaw are restrieted as to use, the
goal of the Commonweahh will not be met. The estimated loss to Massachusetts
of 33.2 million for this school year wonld set the programa back to such :an extent
that to reallocate and redistribnte alone would be a gigantic task and one which
wonld occupy most of the school year, further reducing the effectiveness of the
feeding program, und greatiy hindering the advanced groundwork for the following
year.

Youhave received testimony and comments from the Massachusetts Surean of
Nutrition Edueation and School Food Services. I am sure that yvou will hear move
from them and from nmmeroas groups in the state which have thoroughly studied
the matter and stremionsly protest. the regnlations which have been proposcd.

I am grateful that hearings have been held on this issue. I mn grateful that over
30 Scnators have eo-signed a letter to the President urging that he personally
step in and order full implementation of Public Law 91-24S. I was one of the
co-sigmers of this urgent request that the regulations be changed so that we can
implement: a maxinimu feimbursement rate of 48 cents from Seetion 11, 12 cents
from Section 4 for free and reduced-price hmches, and 3 cents for generally
assisted lunches, and that Section 32 funds be released immediately for all states
which are presently unable 10 fund free or recduced-price lunches. These recom-
mendations wonld fully implement the kaw which Congress passed and which the
President signed. They should be put into effect immediately.

[From the Wall Street Jonrnal, Sept. 16, 1971]

NiXoxN’s Dier ror Porins—Acuxey Skrks Cunp ox Scuoor-Luxcu Fuxps;
Stirr Quiz Is LiKELY BY SenaTe PaNen Tobay

(By Burt Schorr)

Washington—The Nivon administration is planning to pull the drawstring on
Uncle Smn’s school-hinch moneybag far tighter than loeal program administrators
ever expeeted.

As a result, hundreds of thousands of ow-income Youngsters who are enjoying
their first nutritious midday school meals at little or no cost may soon do without
again.

“"The financial curb iz eontained in a set of hewilderingly complex new lunch-
funding regulatious that the Agriculture Departinent proposed just three weeks
before classes resumed this month. The state school food service directors, univ of
the American Food Service Association charges {hat the regulations “are bringing
the school-limeh programs 1o a sereeching halt . . . and preclude any expansion
to reach the additional estimated three million to five million hungry children in
America.”

‘That may be overstating the case somewhat, but it’s true that the Nivon
administration doesn’t want to spend as much money for lunches as the state
dircetors and their congressional allies, mainly liberal Democrats, believe is needed.

State and local officials are especially peeved beeause until now Washington’s
school-luncht rhetorie didn’t give auy hint that federal money to feed poor kids
wouldn’t be ready when needed. President, Nixen, signing liberalizing amendmeuts
to the school-lunch statutes back in May 1970, said the legi<lation “will assure
that every child from a family whose ineome falls helow the poverty liue will get
free or reduced-price lunch.”

Bt now the Agriculture Department proposes, in ceffect, to cut the estimated
federal contribution to each such hinch to about 37 cents frot the 42 cents being
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contributed Inst spring—out of a typical cash cost of 53 cents. Moreover, the
proposed regulations would prevent expansion of the free and low-cost. meals to
more than the seven million children currently being served ceven if Congress
should appropriate wmoney to pay for the lunches. (Eighteen million other young-
sters get Junches at higher prices.)

Agriculture Department oflicials face a tough confrontation today when they
are duc to appear before the Senate Agriculture Connnittee, which has direet
legislative responsibility for the lunch program, to explain their position.

Initially there hadn’t been any reaction on Capitol Iill, apparently beeause it
took several weeks for local school officials to decipher the 1cal meaning of the
proposed 1egulations. “Butnow theyre really sereaming, and anumber of Senators
are coneerned,”” savs an Agriculture Committee staffer.

Yesterday, Michigan Sen. Philip A. Ilart, o liberal Democrat, and Kentucky
Sen. Marlow Cook, a middle-of-the-road Republican, said they had found 42
other signers for a letter to Mr. Nixon warning that the reduced fending rate will
leave “‘hungry children in Ameriea’s schools” and produce “absenteeism, dropouts
and apathetic students.”

Certainly, Agriculture Counnittee Chairman Herman Talmadge isn’t pleased
by the proposed regulations. Earlier this wmonth the Georgia Democrat wrote
Mr. Nixon that the rules already have “precipitated a fiscal crisis in school
districts” of his home stafe. Waiting to hold some hearings of his own is Rep.
Carl Perkins, Democratic chairman of the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee, which keeps watceh on the school lunch program from the other side of
the Capitol. Mr. Perkins’ home state of Kentucky seems to have school lunch
woes even worse than those Georgia schools face.

AN $80 MILLION JUMP"

Agriculture officials, for their part, arguc that the $615.2 million appropriated
for Washington’s direet cash contribution to school lunches in the fiscal year
ending June 30, an $80 million jump from last year’s spending, is, after all, what
Congess voted. (Overall, the federal share comes to approximately $1.1 billion,
including special milk funds and denated federal conmmodities. 1¥'s expected to
help feed some 23 million youugsters this year, including around seven million
from needy families. But it won’t help roughly seven million other yonmgsters
attending the more than 20,000 schools still without any lunch program, many of
them serving low-income populations.)

Undor the National School Lunch Act Uncle Sam is obliged to contribute a
minimum of five cents toward every school Junch—cven those for children not
classified as ncedy—and 30 cents toward those offered free or at a reduced price.
In practice, though, the contributions have been considerably greater,

The food service adiministrators, through a survey just completed by their
Denver-based organization, respond that the appropriated funds actually are
some $170 million shy of what low-income students will need by the tinie the last
Tunch bell tolls next spring. Morcover, the adininistrators arguge, the proposed
regulations arc written in a way that prevents schiools from spending any supple-
mental funds Congress might choose to appropriate.

Ironically, many of the states that strived hardest to expand feeding in their
schools at the Agriculture Department’s urging now are reaping the biggest
headaches. Illinois, for example, foresees a statewide lunch deficit of between
$13 million and S8 million in the 1971-72 school year, largely beeause cities like
East St. Louis and Chicago have been expanding their lunch programs into older
schools by means of newly installed Kitehens, cold meals delivered from a central
Kitchen and other techmiques. “We have the poverty pockets right here in the
larger cities and that’s where the hungry kids arce,” says Edward F. Gaidzik,
director of Chieago’s school-lunch operations. .

Similar expunsion is causing California officials to reckon their fund shortage
at $9 million, For New Jersey, the estimate is $8 million; for Tlorida, $6.9 million,
and for Georgia, $6 million.

The missing dollars portend an cven grinnmer human deficit. The nine school
districts serving the Phoenix metropolitan area face o combined funding gap of
only $150,000. But this may be large enough to cut off many of the 40,000 young-
sters now getting free and reduced-price lunches (or roughly a fourth of total
Junch program participants), estimates Norman Mitchell, food service director
for Phoenix’s Isnac School District No. 5.

In Detroit, public sehosls lunch chief Ioward W. Briggs reckons that a sub-
stantial nunber of the 45,000 kids of the free and reduced-price-list in his district—
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better than half the total Yyoungsters getting lunches this year—are threatened
with loss of their prepared midday meal. Mr. Briggs worries that this will “worsen
comimmieations’” with poor parents, many of them black, who only lately have
been persuaded to enroll their ehildren in the program.

For Nebraska’s sehool food serviees administrator, Allen A. Elliott, the Nixon
administration’s proposed rules revision landed like a “real bombshell on us.”
Prior to the announcement, his state was betting on the addition of 45 to 50
schools to the luneh programs, but now loeal sehool boards indieate the ineicase
will total only “10 or less,” he says.

NO FOREST TO HIDE IN

‘There’s nothing to prevent states and localitics from inereasing their own
school-lunch funding in lieu of federal aid, but school officials almost to a man
declare that alternative out of the question on such short notice. One particularly
hard-hit state, Kentueky, has a connmon problem: Its legislature won’t convenc
until Junuary, and then to hegin work on the budget. for the two years starting
next July L Furthermore, state governments and local school boards never have
been overly quick to grab the school-lunch cheek; last year their share of the
$2.8 billion total cost for midday school feeding eame to only 219, against the
36% picked up by Unele Sam and the 439 paid by youngsters themselves.

The new rules do grant states the right to tip federal aid toward the neediest
districts within their borders, but the prospeet of breaking such news to better-off
districts, whose funding share would dedline in proportion, fiishtens administra-
tors. “They’re asking state dircetors to be Robin Ioods, but the direetors don’t
have a forest. to hide in,” says Detroit’s Ar. Briggs.

The underlying issue, of course, is just how big—and firm—Unele Sam’s finan-
cial responsibility to needy students really is. “There’s no place in the law that
says the federal government shall foot the entire bill”’ for feeding needy young-
sters, says Assistant Agriculture Seeretary Richard Lyng. But his reading of the
law and the intent of Congress does secm open to question. Section 11 of the
Nationzi Schoel Luneh Act, though it sets a minimum of 30 cents a luneh, plainly
authorizes “such sums as may be necessary to assure access to the school-lunch
program . . . by children of low-incone families.”

And an interpretation of congressional funding intent was provided by Repub-
lican Sen. Robert Dole of Kansas during the Senate debate on the 1970 amend-
ments when Sen. Ilart sought unsuceessfully to ammend Section 11 by adding
specific authorization figures for the 1971-73 fiscal years. Arguing against the
wisdom of the ITart proposal, Sen. Dole, who often reflects Nixon administration
thinking and who has sinee beeonie Republiean national chairman, asserted: “As
1 recall the deliberation of the {Agriculture) Committee when we had the hearings,
and following the hearings, after consultation with the Iixceutive Branch, we
felt. we should leave it (the money authorization) open-ended so that there could
be provided whatever might be neeessary. . . .’

The Cuairmax. The Senator from North Carolina.

Senator Jorpax. Mr. Chairman, before you begin with the withesses,
may I have a statement from the superinienden t of public instruction,
State of North Carolina, inserted in the record at this point?

The Cuarryax. The Senator is recognized, and without objection
it will be inserted in the record—and any other statement—at this
point.

(The statement referred to follows:)

Srate or Nortu Canorning,
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRGCTION,
Raleigh, N.C., August 30, 1971.
To: The Ifonorable B. Tverett Jordan
Fromn: Dr, A. Craig Phillips

Subject: Telegramn Concerning Amendments to the Regulations Covering the
National School Luneh Program

As a matter of inforination, I am transmitting to you herewith a copy of my

August 26th telegram to Ierbert 1. Rorex, Dircetor, Child Nutrition Division,
U.8. Department of Agriealture.
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TELEGRAM

“Ihe sehool administrators in N.C. are very much coneerned about the mmend-
ments to the regulations concerning the National School Luneh Program. These
proposed amendments would reduce reimbursement for free lunches in N.C
from 45¢ in FY 1971 to 30¢ during I'Y 1972. The reimbursement for paid meals
would be reduced from 6 and 12 eents for FY 1971 to 5¢ in FY 1972,

Sehool administrators in N.C. feel that any allocation less than this State’s
neod assistance rate of 6.4 cents would prohibit fulfillment. of the objectives
of the National Schoot Lunch Act. In order for the N.C. schools to serve o Type
27 Junch to all necdy children, a mizimum of 40¢ from the special eash assistance
funds will be required. The average cost per lunch based on FY 1971 statisties
has shown that funding lower than the :xll)m'c rate will be unrealiseie in N.C.’s
attempt to implement the provisions set forth in the State Plan of Operation and
the mandates established in P. L. 91-248.

The effective date for the amendments to the regulations governing the National

School Lunch Program is unrealistic because swnmer activities were planned
carly this sununer and the acti sities have been partially completed under agree-
ments with the State. These agreements were based opon FY 1971 require-
ment rates since the eontinuing resolution is based on 1Y 1971 funding level.

N.C. school administrators ave also conccrned aboub the costs of food and
labor which have risen while pices which may be charged for lunebes at this
time have been frozen.

Your attention to these concerns will be appreciated.”

(Signed) Hox. A. CraiG Pmerrirs.

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to report that I
lLave had communications from the superintendent of schools in Min-
neapolis, Minn., and they haye had to make a drastic reduction of
about approximately $778,695 in the school program.

I also have received communications from St. Louis county schools
and the superintendent of schools in Duluth, where there will be a
drastic reduction and even an elimination of the sehool lunch program
in that major city,

And this hearing is not only timely; it is absolutely essential to our
school lunch program, Our sc%ool lunch program is in shambles in the
State of Minnesota, I just came back last night, Mr. Chairman, and
T was out and met with some of our school officials. They are up in
arms, and rightly so. So am I

T have communicated my distresses, may I say, to the proper public
officials without, as yet, as much as the courtesy of o replly.

Senator Jorpax. Mr. Chairman, may I make one further comment?

The Cramuax. The Senator from North Carolina.

Senator Jorpax. I was in a good part of North Carolina in the last
weele and the week before, and L ran into this problem about this pro-
gram most of the places T went. Tt is a serious problem, and T am very
much concerned about it, myself, and I am delighted you called this
hearing, because I think something must be done immediately on this.

The Criairman. Are there any other comments?

If there are no further comments, the first witness will be Mr. B. P.
Taylor, the superintendent of schools, San Diego, Tex.

M. Taylor, are you here?

Mr. TayLor. Yes.

T‘l?w Cramyay. Come around and have a scat and proceed, will
you?
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STATEMENT OF BRYAN P. TAYLOR, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS,
! SAN DIEGO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAN DIEGO, TEX.

Mr. Layror. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

s Mr. Chairman and members of the ecommit{ee.

\ My name is Bryan P. Tavlor. I am superintendent of San Diego
Independent School District in San Diego, Tex. T have been superin-

tendent _in San Diego for some 13 years. For those who might not

know, San Dicgo is located in deep southwest Texas. Our school

district. consists of some 400 squarce miles; 1,700 students, of which

some 99 pereent are of Latin-American descent, .

We are a peor school district, from the standpoint of taxable
property. Some 60 to 70 percent of the students come from familics
that have incomes of less than the poverty auidelines and consequently
will qualify under the guidelines set forth by the U.S. Department of '
Agriculture. These students, of course, quaiify for free meals.

We have been participating in the national school Junch program
for many vears, and I think the records will show that-we have gfmlly
participated in this program knowing full well that it is a zood one.
When 1t was possible to serve breaklast under this program, we were
among the first to serve, in the Nation, not just a breaklast consisting
of dry cereal, toast, and wilk but a breakfast coissisting of bacon,
eges, hot cereal, homemade bread, fruit juice, and milk.

Jor the past 18 months, we have been serving three hot. meals a
day to all our needy children in the school district. I think that we
are probably the only school district in the Nation doing this. Part
of the money for the third meal coines from the Vanic Act which is
admiaistered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

I am sure that the San Diego Independent School District is unique
mn that we sincerely believe {hat hungry children should be fed and
that the proper meeting place for the hungry children and zood
wholesome food is the public school cafeferia. We have not said “No”
to ‘anyone under any circumstances.

For many years I have been a supporter of the national school
lunch program. All school people strongly believe that. food is certainly
an important factor in a child’s ability to learn. No one will deny
that & hungry child cannot he taught. Only a child that receives
lenty of food and nourishment can be educated to his or her utmost. .

have made the foregoing statement to show the committee what we
have been doing and are doing in the realm of food services for our
students. Owr scrvices reach much further than just food. The food
program is an important, part of our educational system. It is not
enough to trv to feed and educate the needy child; we must feed the
hungry child and educate him. Support in the past has been conting
from the U.S. Department of Agriculture and title 1 allotments,
We have put aside some $60,000 out of our title I allotments to sub-
sidize the feeding program in owr scliool district. These funds were
never enough, but some schools for some reason did not recognize
that they had the obligation of feeding the needy students.

Our school distriet, and many more pubiic schools will lose more
money than ever before by giving food services this year. The U.S.
Department of Agricul ure mandated all public schools (o feed hiungry
children. This [ completely agree with. I do not think anyvone has the
right to-deny a ehild food. But to tell a school district this and then not

i
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furnish money for this service is almost asking for an impossible task

‘to be performed, especially if the schools are not in full agreement. with

the program in the beginning. I think that the U.S, Department of
Agriculture shonld asswre the school distriets that its meal cost will be
reimbursed regardless of the amount. With the help of title I money,
the U.S. Depariment of Agricniture and the Vanic Act, we, at the San
Diego Independent School Distriet. have been contributing some
$30,000 to $40.000 a year to our food services in u school district this
size and have done so for the past 10 years. We strongly believe this
s an investment in hungry children. We think it has. in fact, kept them
in school and our records will o verify; it not only has kept them in
schoo! for an extra year and has kept them in school until graduation
gime, but by the same token it. puts thei in colleges or in vocational
areas.

Our dropont problem is almost nil in our school district, and I
think the food program is a big contributing factor. We have some 11
or 12 dropouts this year in the school district. and we have had eight
of them back in school this September. So, yvou can figure those
percentages.

[lowever, without the title T money—as {he ndministrators of the
Elementary and Secondary Act have said that this money should not
be used to purchase complete lunches—and with a reimbursement
rate of only 30 cents plus 5 cents from the national school hweh pro-
gram or 35 cents total, we will look at an even larger deficit this coming
vear to the point that we may not be able to continue. In addition to
this, Mr, Hicks, State hieh’ program director, informs e that no
additional schools wanting to participate i the breakfast program can
be added at this time. e also informed me that at the rate we arc
going, we will run out of money for breakfast sometime in March or
April which means that there will be no reimbursement for breakfast
these months. A food program has & direct relationship to a child’s
learning ability. This is the reason we, 2t San Dicgo Independent
School Distriet, scrve three meals a day for 12 months,

On the local level school districts cannot and will not afford expenses
for meals. It is just impossible with the taxation schednle as high as
it is on the local level, with the teachers’ salaries as they are, with a
foundation program as we have in Texas where you guarantee teachers
raises. Evervthing is going up in prices. I have talked to many school
superintendents in the State of Texas, and the story is the same. We
cannot afford this program. Bverything is going up in price and people
in general are so conscious of taxation. We, at San Dicgo Tndependent
School District, like all sehool districts, are dedicated to the cause of
edncation, but we also know that without good nutrition and good
health, a child cannot achieve academic goals,

T might insert right now that our per meal cost is a relatively low
one. 141s 49 cents, which is a complete cost of the meals that we serve.

11 seems that the new regulation set down by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture not only hurts sehools that want to be included in the
luneh program for the first time but punishes schools like ours who
have been doing the right thing for so many vears. 1 hope that some
part of the above statement will clarify just what is happening on the
focal level in our public schools today.

Ve have more schools participating in the lineh program today
than we have had before. But unless the Federal Government gives
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strong and financial support. to this program, the local school district.
cannot afford to continue with what has been right for 25 vears, and
T should think that the Federal Govermmnent should be pleased and
honored to participate fully in this kind of o program,

The Cuairyax. Mr. Taylor, what rate of reimbursement wore
your schools receiving for free lunches at the end of the last school
year?

Mr. TayLor. At “%« end of the last school Year, we got some
bonuses. We got 40 cents for lunches and 13 or 14 on the other; so,
really, we got some honuses. Prior (o that, it was 30 and 5 cents, and
in the last 3 months we got 41, | think, and 14.

The Criairyax. You mean 41 plus 142

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

The Criamraax. Making a total of 557

Mr. Tayror. Somewhere in that neighborhood for the last 2 or 3
mouths of the year.

The Cuarrarax. What rate of reimbursement did you expect for
your free lunches when this school Year began?

Mr. Tayronr. Well, I expected tiwo things. I know with our broad
program that we are not going to get reimbursed the full cost, and T
do not expeet to do so. But. I did expect a reimbursement of around
41 or 42 perecent on the average.

The Cramyay. You mean “cents” not “pereent?”

M. TayLon. Yes, sir.

The Cuarryax. What rate of reimbursement will your schools re-
ceive under these new regulations?

Alr. Tayror. Thirty-five cents.

‘The Cuarraax, How large a deficit, will your schools face under
the proposed regulations?

Mr. Tavror. Close to $60,000.

The Cramatax. In other words, you will not bave that money so
you will have to curtail and restriet the program?

Mr. TayLor. No, sir; no, sir. Let me, for the record, say that we
will not restrict this program. We just will not do it, no matter what,
happens. We will arrange for the money some way, somehow, in the
school district.

The Crsmyax. How will you arrange it?

Mr. Tavror. Well, we wili just rob from Peter to pay Paul.

The Cuairyax. In what way?

Mr. Tayror. Trom within the budget of the school district.

We believe so strongly in the meal program that we will do that.

The Cinamyax, You mean by that “that you will restrict the
number of teachers or perhaps (ransportation” that is neeessary, (o
make up the deficit?

Mr. Tavron. No, sir. We will restrict the amount of money we
spend on some of our academic areas; we would restrict the number
there and not restrict the number of teachers or trahsportation but
some of the academic areas. You see, without the children being in
sehool we cannot teach them, and we think this keeps them there,

‘The Cinairman. Thank you very much.

Senator Young? -

Senator Youxe. Yes, just a couple of questions.
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Are you actually receiving less money for your school lunch and
school brenkfast programs this fiscal year than you did in the previous
fiscal year?

Mr, Tavror. At this particular time. no, sir. Not today. We have
gotlen 35, and we are receiving the same.

Senator YoUuNG. You are receiving the same amount?

M. TavLor. Yes, sir.

Senaior Youxag. Under the new law, you feel you should receive
more?

Mr. Tavror. No, sir; we would 1ot receive any more. Last year
we received some bonuses at the last 3 months of the year, and the
national school lunch program director in Texas, Mr. Hicks, told me
that will not be paid this year, and we will be out of breakfast-
reimbursement money in March.

Senator Youxa. The Congress has been getting more liberal in its
appropriations for the school lunch and breakfast programs. If the
funds are not sufficient to take care of the needs, I am sure Congress
could be persuaded to appropriate more money.

Mr. Tavnor. Well, we certainly nced it. Some of the big school
districts—and I was talking to a large school district in our State just
day before yesterday, and they are looking at a deficit in tlis program
of $200,000 for this vear by feeding 20,000 children just luncL.

Senator Youxag. There is a difference between States. My own
State does nob seem to have much of a problem—or, at least 1 have
had very little in terms of complaints. Ab least part of this is because
we have always had a good program. Maybe there are soni¢ areas
where they have not had much of a program. I can see where they
require a lot more money.

Mr. Tayrox. I agree. This expanded this program, and this should
have been done many years, and the program should have been
expanded.

Senator Youxa. I agree with you.

The Cnairman. Senator Jordan?

Senator Jornax. Did you say you run your breakfast, lunch, and
dinner for 12 months in the year?

My, Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator Jorban. Do your children go to school 12 months a year?

Mr. TavLor. No, sir, they go 10 months, and in the summertime
we have a full-fledged recreation. program with remedial work in the
summertime, and we open the gyms and the swimmirg pools and the
little leagues at the particular school districts, and the teachers work
for 12 months o year. And we kind of keep them there on the campus.
We think there is the place for the students, on the sehool campus,
for as many days as we can keep them.

Senator JorpaN. How far apart are your schools located?

Mr. Tayror. They are all in one tewn. The district is 400 square
miles.

Senator Jorpay. The schools are all in one town?

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator Jorpax. I thought you probably liad the schools sca ttered
pretty well around over the district, but you have them all in one
place there?

My, TayLor. Yes, sir.
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Senator Jorpax. You are operaling a very ambitious program
there. If [ am not mistaken, not many schools run a 12-month program.

Mr. Tayror. Well, not very many run their cafeterias 12 montli.
There are 12-month schools, I think, in the country. Acaderically,
1 think they are broken down to three and fowr semesters, but 1 do
not think many open their seliools 12 2 vear. And, of course, we do
this in the school vear, and when sehool is out at 3:30, everything
clse opens up at night.

Senator JorpaN. This is the grade school and the liigh school?

Mr. Tayror. Everything from the kindergarten to the 12th grade.

Senator JornaN. You have a very fine program down there. You
certainly need help, if you continue that prograu as it is.

How much additional money do you think will be required over
what you got last year—and, now, per lunch, 1 am talking about?

Mr. Tayror. Perlunch? Then, it would take the difference between
35 cents and 49 cents.

Senator Jornax. That is quite a gap.

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir. Now, it was not as bad last year, because
we could subsidize the prograny, if we wanted to from the title [ fund.

Now, there is a limit. They do not want to bend the feeding bit.
I do not know that there ever should have been, but when they told
us we could use that money for first things first, well, we dumped in
feed and health.

The CrairmaN. Senator Curtis?

Senator Curris. Iow much money did you reccive from the Federal

overnment for school lunches, the total dollars for the school vear
that began in the fall of 1969?

Mr. Tayror. Senator, I cannot answer that question exactly.
I would suggest that it is somewhere in the neigliborhood of $40,000.

Senator Curris. And how much did you receive from the Federal
Government for the school year which began in the fall of 19707
Mr. Tayror. I would guess about the same arnount.

Senator Curmis. And how much do you anticipate you will get for
the school year beginning this fall, 19712

M. TayrLor. About the same amount.

Senator Curtis. Tt will not be reduced?

Mr. Tayror. No, sir; I donot think it will be reduced, except for the-
2 months’ reimbursement on the breakfast program.

Senator Curtis. If the total dollars are not redueed, explain for the
record a little bit more what the problem is.

Mr. Tayror. All right. The problem is this: Most school districts—
when the U.S. Department of Agriculture mandated to the sehools to
feed all needy children, most school districts were not doing so; so,
they told them they had to. That particular point, I am one of the few
Eeople that did not have to add a scudent; I was already doing so.

vt the number that will be added in most school districts when they
are serving the food that cost them 49, 50, 55 cents and only receive
35 cents—You see, mine goes back to a deficit 10 years ago when the
title I and the Elementary and Secondary Act went into effect. I did
not have to add numbers when the U.S. Department of Agriculture
mandated to us fo feed them. We just were already doing so. But when
other schnol districts that were not participating in this program were-
mandated to do so, at that particular time they started losing from 8.




b

19
to 15 cents & meal at a reimbursement rate of 35, and ‘his is the
problem.

Senator Cunris. Well, have you had a marked increase in enrollment
in the last 3 years?

My, Tavnor. No, sir. I have about 150 a year, but I was feeding all
of these kids in the beginning.

Senator Curmis. Yes.

Mr. Tavior. Where the other school districts and most schools
were not.

Senator Curtis. Now, what has happened in the other school dis-
tricts that affects yours?

1 am not arguing with you; I just want to get il clear in my mind.

Mpr. Tayror. My cost on my food has gone up from 44 to 49 for this
coming year, and, consequently, I had to cut out & bunch of money
from title [ that L was putting in the program. So, I will lose about
$20,000 more this year Lllnm I lost last year.

Senator Curmis. By reason of the increase of your costs?

Mzr. Taynonr. Right, and by reason of not being able to reimburse
my school cafeteria with title I money out of the Elementary and
Secondary Act.

Senator Curns. Well, now, relating to the Departinent of Agricul-
ture, the $40,000 does come through the Department?

Mr. Tavyronr. Yes, it comnes from the Department of Agriculture.

Senator Curmis. You sav that the order to feed all of the children
did not affeet your school, because you were already doing it?

Mr. Taynonr. Yes, sir.

Senator Curms. And they anticipated sending you the same dollars
they have in the last 2 or 3 years?

Mr. Tavror. With the exception of bonuses the last 3 months of
the year which I got this past year, and the reimbursement for the
breakfast program the last 2 months.

Senator Cunms. So, you did get more in dollars the last 2 years?

Mr. TavLor. Yes, sir; we will get more in dollars the last 2 years.

Senator Curms. You have not golten it yet?

Mr. TavLor. No, sir; we have not gotten it all yet.

Senator Curmis. Who pays for the third meal?

Mr. Tavzor. The Vanie Act, the act that was attached to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture national lunch program whereby, if you
run a recreational programn where all of the children can react and
play after school, then they will reimburse you up to 30 cents for the
cost of the food.

Senator Curmis. What is your total enroliment?

Mr. Tayuor. 1,700.

Senator Curms. And how many of them are certified as in poverty
or in need?

Mr. Tavror. Close to a thousand.

Senator CurTis. YWhat do the others pay?

Mr. Tavrox. 40 cents. You see, I am losing 9 cents on their meals
from the beginning.

Senator Curms. Who fixes that price?

Mr. Tavyror. We do.

Senator Curms. Then, nobody in Washington is to blame for that?

Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir. No, sir. I did not say that anybody was to
blame. The local school district can fix that, but so many kids, in
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my particular school district, just fall over the top of the guideline
and do not qualify, that at 40 cents, it is really oo much. But we
charge them 40, and really the meal, to break us even, should cost
49 conts.

Senator Currs. The freeze did not affect you?

Mr. Pavror. Well, we could not have goneup on the price of meals,
but we were not going to, anyway:

Senator Curmis. We have one school district that got frozen at a
cost of 20 cents.

Mr. Tavvor. Yes, thatis very possible. We had some in Texas that
had planned to go up and did not and were caught—sure were.

Senator Curris. That is all.

The Cnaimax. Senator Allen.

Senator ALLeN. Mr. Taylor, what effeet do vou think the continua-
tion of the Department’s present policies with regard to the lunch
program will have on the program there in your syste?

Mr.Tavror. I think one of two things, Senator. | think either the
program will be dropped in some school distriets or they will not par-
ticipate in the national lunch program or they will participate in the
national lunch program and will not fulfill their obligation to feed all
of the needy children,

Senator ALLEx. Yes. Well, now, you are feeding all of the needy
children there in your system?

Mr. Tavvon. Yes, sir.

Senator ALLEN. And You were doing that prior to the mandate?

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator ALLEN. Now, what would you recommend then that the
Department. do to set. the system in proper order?

Mr. Tavyuonr. Well, of course, L would think that just basically
that there would have to be a reimbursement rate at least as much
as the cost of the meal to the seliool distriet and I think that that could
be reached on an overall average in the given State. 1 do not think
that anybody would get upset in the country—or the schools would
get upset if New York got reimbursed at 60 cents for the cost of the
meals and Texas got a. rate of 32, for instance.

Senator ALLeX. In other words, reimburse them on the basis of the
actual costs?

Mr. Tavror. Of the meal; yes, sir. I do not think that anybody, any
school cafeteria in the Nation, is in the moneymaking business, but
I do think that they are in the foodmaking business and they ought
to feed the children.

Senator ALkx. What do you think of the scliool lunch program?
Does it aid you in the educational process of the children?

Mr. Tayvon. The school lunch program is a great program. I
believe in it wholeheartedly. T think without it we would educate a
good many fewer of the children and keep many, many less in the
school. T think the school lunch program, personally—and when they
added the breakfast progran they took a stride in a real direction
that it should have been going in. Tn fact, I personally think that the
breakfast program is a much more important meal 2o children in
school than a hinch program.

Senator ALex. Well, now, what is your relationship between the
two_programs and the number who participate in each program?

Mr. TayLor. My numbers would not fluctuate much.
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Senator AnLex. They have the breakfast and the hinch Loth?

NMr. Tavnor. And the dinner at night.

Senator ALLEN. Yes. those that stay that long?

Mr. TayLon. Yes, sir.

Senator ALLEN. 1 see.

NMr. Taynor. We will keep about two-thirds of them that long.

Senator ALLEN. Well, you recommend, then, that the Departiment
reimburse the svstems for the actual cost of the meals?

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir, and not neeessanily on an individual zchool
basis,

Senator ALLEN. Yes. T anderstand.

Mr. Tavnor. Bt a State avernge basis; yes, gir, ‘That is what I
would recommend.

Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much.

The Cuairmax. Senator Bellmon.

Senator BrLnaox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Taylor, you have said yon have 1,700 students—abont?

Mr. TayrLon. Yes, sir.

Senator Beruyox. And that a thousand of them qualified for the
free hineh?

Mr. ‘Taynonr. Yes, sir; a thousand or so.

Semntor BELLMOX. Can you give us briefly how you separate these
students? How do yon decide which ones get: free lunches and which
ones pay?

Mr, ‘P'avionr. By their incomes.

Senator BeLLyMox. Income of the family?

Mr. Pavnor. Yes, sir. We do not separate them. I mean nobody
knows who gets a free hinch at our school distriet anct who does not,
vou see. We spend a lob of time to keep us from doing this, and when
e have to fill ont the questivnnaire that was imposed upon us to
qualify these people, onigide of just our own questionnaire, this put
2 lot of difficulty in keeping these needy from being pointed out by
others.

Senntor BrLuyox. How much of a job is it to decide whieh of the
1,700 students are eligible?

Mr. Tayror. Nob much of a job in my particnlar ease. We have
arovnd 100 faculty members and 75 percent, of them were born and
raised there. They know their mothers and the grendmothers and
their fathers and their fathers before them. 1t is really not much of a

ob.
. Senator BrrLyox. Ttis the faculty that decides?

Mr. TavLon. No, sir, it goes through my oflice. But I thought you
were ssking: “How did you decide and who decided?” 1 actunlly put
the final dee:sion on them, but lots of times 1 have to verify income,
and I ean do so withont going to the cnployers where many other
people cannob.go.

Senator BeLLyox. This question is not necessarily pertinent to the
urposes of the hearing, but I am curions to kanow how you would
ccl—or whether or not you would recommend all students be cligible

for free hineh?

Mr. Pavron. Yes, sir. I would not charge a stundent a dime for a
meal. T think that is as important as English, and history, and math,
T think they can sit down and eat with ench other and talk things over
in the cafeteria and stay out of the automobiles at nooa,
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Senator BELLMON. You would furnish & free Tuneli if the studer:t’s
parents were millianaives?

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir. I wonld think that it is important that they
eat al. the eafeteria. Just because 1 child comes from a family ¢hat is
a millionaire does not prove that he has the proper food; does it?

Senator Beruyox. Tam asking you. Then, what vou would like to
seeis a free lunch progran for all students?

Mr. Tayuonr. Yes, sir; sure would as a partof the total school vro-
gram,
~ Senator P oN. How abuat the hreakfast?

Mre Tay {08, sir.

Senator Br.  Mox. For all students?

Mr. TavLor. Yes, sir.

Senator BrrLyox. Yon mentioned in some of Your other testimony
that you furnished dinsers?

Mr. Taxior. We do.

Senator BerLyox. All students?

Mr. TayLon. No, sir. All of the needy children.

Senator Brnruyox. Now, I comne from a rural ares also, and do your
buses run at 4 o’clock or thereabouts?

Mr. Tayror. They are supposad to, but. Yyou do not have to vun the
l)lgscs at 4 o’clock if the chlldren are lnmgry. You can wait until 5 or
5:30.

Senator Brrryox. Aud give them a meal before they get on the
buses to go home.

Mr. Taxror. Yes, sir,

Senator BELraox. You have said that the cost—and T do not kuow
whether it is a lunch or a meal—is 49 cents. Is {iis Lie cost of the
breakfast?

AMr. Tavror. The breakfast runs a litile less. Breakfast will run
30, 31, or 32. We lose on that, and get. 15 conts.

Senator Bennyox. Fifteen cents for hreakfast, aud it cosls 30?

Al Tayron. Yes, sir.,

Senator BrLrayox. Your lunch costs 492

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator Bernryoy. T know you cannot do this completely, hut in
your {estimony yon told us the kind of breakfast vou give: bacon,
eggs, liot cereal, homemade bread, fruit juice, and milk. That is a
pretty good breakfast.

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator BeLuyox. What kind of a Iuneh?

Mr. Tavror. Fried chicken, roast beef , shrimp, mashed potatoes,
gravy, green salad, a dessert, these kinds of things, and galletas.

Senator BerryoN. That is for 49 cents?

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir. *

Senator BELLyon. YWhat kind of a lunch could you serve for 35
cents that the USDA wants to reimburse you for?

Mr. Tayror. Well, not the kind of lunch that T wo Ad wang my
children to eat—and T have five. And if T did not wan, my children
to eat it, I would not want any needy children to eat it.

Senator Berryox. Yon do not feel that you could run a decent
program and serve an adequate meal for 35 cents?

Mr. Tayror. Well, T think I could run a decent program and T
probably could serve an adequate meal, spenking from minimal
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standards, for 35 cents. Yes, sir. But I do not believe 1 conld serve
them the kind of meal that children that age would take to and eat.

Senator BeLuvox. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Crarmax. Senator Humphrey.

Senator HuMpHREY. Mr. Taylor, first of all, do you have any disci-
pline problems in_your schools?

Mr. Tarior. No, sir.

Senator HunmparEy. I did not think so.

Yon consider the school lunch program a part of the total school
establishment?

Mr. "Favronr. Yes, sir; withont a shadow of a doubt, I do. Yes, sir.

Senator IluMpHREY. You feel that a school lunch program is cafe-
terin oriented, and that brings people together inside of the school
rather than out on the playgronnd and in cars and it aids your effort
to provide an orderly school?

My, TavLor. Yes, sir.

Senator HumpHREY. Improves your sense of discipline?

Mr. Tayror. No question abont it.

Senator HumpHrEY. Do vou have the special school milk program?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir.

Senator Humparey. Do von have adequate milk?

Mr. Tayvor. Yes, sir.

Senator Hunpurey. Under the present situation?

Mr. ‘TaxLor. Yes, sir.

Senator HuMpHREY. Now, this morning T listened to the “Today”
show, and it was from Whittier, Calif. It was the President’s school,
grade school, and they said they had to enrtail part of their special
school milk program. I do not know whether this was just a local
situation or not. Yon have not had that problem?

Mr. TavLor. No, sir.

Senator HuspHREY. You mentioned bonuses. On what basis did
yon get those bonnses?

Mr. Taynor. I do notknow. I think it was exeess money we had in
the State of "Lexas, becanse of the participants in the prograin.

Senator HuMplREY. So, it was the bonuses that were granted by
the State director?

Mr. TayLor. Yes. Well, it was money that was originally coming
from the Department of Agrienlture, but I think the State has the
right to grant some bonuses like that if they see fit.

Senator Hunpunrey. Have you had any information this year that
~woul;l indicate that those bonuses would not be available this school
year?

Mr. ‘T'ayLor. Yes, sir, we have had some indicetions that they
wonld not be available.

Senator Huarpnrey. That they would not be available?

Mr. ‘Fayror. Wonld not be availuble; yes, sir.

Senator HunPHREY. Is that becanse more of the schools are taking
“in more of the children? *

Mr. TayLoRr. Yes, sir; yes, sir. I am sure that is the reason. The
3 " is doing what i¢ 1s supposed to do, I think. I do not disagree with
all of the children that are needy being fed.

Senator Huspsrey. The reason I asked this question is that you
‘noted that this year you think you will get abont as much money as
you got last year with the exception of your title I, the usc of title 1.
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Mr. Taynor. And the breakfast prograny.

Senator Humpurey. And the bonuses.

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir.

Senator HumpHREY. And you also indicated that a nuinber of
other schools are now putting in school programs for needy children.

Mr. Tayruor. Right.

Senator HumPHREY. And that is why you feel the State of Texas, in
its allotment, will not be ~ble t» give you a bonus because there will
more participants?

Mr. Tayror. Thatisright.

Senator Huyphrey. So, actually, this year you will get less money
than last year if yvou climinate the bonuses?

Mr. TayLor. Right.

Senator Huapnrey. You get the same amount of money under the
regular allotiment of 35 cents?

Mr. Tavror. Yes, sir.

Senator IIumpBRrEY. But you will get less money in terms of
bonuses?

Mr. Tavror. And title I, in the total-picture, correct, sir.

Senator umrenkey. So, your deficit, or the moneys yon have to
pick up from other areas of Your school program, will be larger this
year than last year?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir.

Senator Humpnrey. Drawn down, in other words, from other
educational resources?

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir.

Senator uMPHREY. Now, on reimbursement of the school break-
fast program. Did I understand you to say that the breakfast program
was being shortened?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir. We have, as I understand it, less money.
We cannot expand the program in the State of Texas at all. There is
no one new one being added. And we,-at the same time, will run out
of money, if we continue to spend the way we have spent, sometime
in March or April.

Senator umpHREY. And you know the new legislation provides
for reimbursement, prepaid?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, s't.

Senator IunmprrEY. And that we increase these sums of money
appropriated by the Congress?

Mr. Tayror. To the States?

Scnator Humparey. For the total program.

Mr. Tayror. Well, our breakfast program certainly does not have
thiat much money available in it.

Senator Humpnrey. You are going to get less this coming year
than the last year?

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir.

Senator Humpurey. Well, somebody has the bookkeeping fonled
up, because we added $25 million to the school breakfast program,
We have $6.5 million that was set aside in reserve pending deternina-
tion of need.

Would you say that you had some need for the breakfast programn?

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir, we certainly do. We need to expand the
program. That is what the program is all abont, I think. We need to
expand it, like the national Iunch program has been expanded. It
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sho}:xld be mandated that they cat breakfast if they do not have it
at home.

Senator IIuMPHREY. Now, when you said the Department of
Agriculture mandated, what do you mean by that—“mandated”’?

Mr. TayLor. Well, you see, really for years and years and years,
if we had been taking part in the national lunch program, we have
always been, supposedly, feeding all of the necedy children. We have
said that we were, but this has not been done in all cases. So, the
Department of Agriculture took & strong step, which I completely
agree with, telling these schools that they must feed these needy
children if they are to participate in the national lunch program.

Senator HuMpHREY. If they were to participate in the national
school lunch program they must feed the needy children is that
correct? ’

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir.

Senator HuyMpHREY. And <o I understand that after mandating
this, they did not provide you with the funds necessar(;y for the totzﬁ
reimbursement of these fecdings of the needy children?

Mr. TayLor. That is exactly right. They did not provide the funds
for the total amount to feed all of the needy children.

Senator HumpHREY. Thank you.

The CaairMaN. Senator Chiles.

Senator CriLes. Mr. Taylor, how long have you been feeding the
three meals a day?

Mr. T'ayLor. For 18 months now.

b ?enntor Crnies. For 18 months; so, you actually had started that
efore.

Now, before the three meals a day, were you feeding all of your
needy ‘children two meals?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir.

Senator CHILEs, Kirst, two meals a day?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir.

Senator CriLes. How long were you doing that?

Mr. Tayror. We started the minute the breakfast program went
effect. It was, I guess, 3 years ago.

Senator CriLes. Three years ago?

Can you tell us what kind of result? Did you notice any difference
or any Tesults in your schools’ dropout.rate, or, you know, in anything
tangible? Were there any tengible results that you noted?

Mr. TayLor. Oh, yes, sir. The real tangibles were in regard to
academic achiecvement and in regard to average daily attendance.

I guess the great thing was that a number of years ago, I guess In
1968 or 1969, Dr. Shaefer, who is no longer with Health, Education,
and Welfare, was running this poverty survey throughout the country

-and he picked families at random and gave “physicials” to them,

and, of course, they came to San Diego like all of the other 50 States
and they found that we probably had the healthiest poor
kids in the world, and they asked us what we were doing that so
many of the other people were not doing. And at that time we were
doing nothing but feeding them three meals a day and taking carc
of their health needs, you know.

Senator CHILES. So, it actually did show up in & survey?
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Mr. Tavnor. Yes, sir, it actually did, and it actually showed up in
average daily attendance and the academic achievements of these
children. We do not have the retainers today that we had 7 years ago.

Senator CuiLgs. Retainers? You mean “repeaters?”

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir,

Senator CriiLes. What about dropouts?

Mr. Taxror. Well, we had less than 15 a year.

Senator Cmuves. Less than 15 a year?

Mr. Tayror. In numnber, yes. Last year, we had 12.

Senator CmrLes. Can you remember the prior years, prior to the
time you were feeding them?

Mr. Taxror. It would vary between 20 and 22 pereent.

Sevator Humprurey. Percent?

Mr. TayLor. Percent. Now, I am talking about 20 percent of 1,700
is 200 and—what? Three hundred and something.

Senator CinLgs. So, that figure has gone from somewhere in the
neighborhood of 300 to less than 15 a year?

Mr. Tayror. That is right.

Scnator CiLgs. After you started feeding?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir. And another thing that has come forth,. as
you can see, is that our migrant problem—We had 450 migrating 6
years ago. Now, with this program we have less than 100 migrants each
year. They stay there.

Senator CuiLes. They are staying there to get the food?

Mr. Tayvor. Yes, sir, and to go to school.

Senator CrLes. They are no longer being pulled out of the system
and traveling?

Mr. Tayvor. No, sir. Their daddies and mothers sometimes ! ave,
but they leave the children with a grandfather or grandma or uncles
and aunts, because what the school can provide for them is far beyond
what they receive monthly.

Senator CuiLes. Have you done any studies—Or from your obser-
vation, how do these kids compare now with the childien that are not
needy in their grades at schooF?

Mr. Tayror. Well, I can only give vou one comparison that we
made last year. People have said that if you can—and the SRA did
this—if you can take kids who come from 65 to 70 percent poor fami-
lics of Latin-American descent and pull them up on the average norm,
educationalwise—We tested the second and third eraders last year,
3nd we are at the average norm with the second and third grade chil-

ren. .

Senator CmiLEs. Are the kids i your schools, having 65 percent
poverty people, at the average norm?

Mr. TayLor. Yes, sir, at the second- and third-grade levels.

Senator CHILES. Again, from your observations, these kids, as they
leave your school for graduation or other, where are they going in the
community?

Are they taking vour jobs?

Mr. Tavyror. Of course, we are working ourselves out of business.
We do not have mueh of & community; we do not have a lot, of industry
for them to go and work in. We have to get them into vocational areas,
and, of course, wheu they do they leave us and go to the larger cities.
Those that go to college do not come back, because there are no jobs
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for them except in the school system. So, we are working ourselves out
of business, but it is a pretty good investinent.

Senator CHILES. Are some of these needy kids going on to college?

Mr. Tayror. Oh, yes, sir. In our last 2 years, our needy children—
well, as an exanple, one of the poorest children we have was valedic-
torian 3 years ago. She is now working in our school district at a real
good salary, and we have a number of these. 1 would guess that 30
percent of our graduating class goes on to college, and of that 30 per-
cent you can figure that at least half of them come from poverty-
stricken homes.

Se;mtor CuiLes. What kind of a drug problem do you have in your
area?

Mr. TayLor. As far as we know, we have some problems in the area
but we do not have any in the schools.

Senator Cuines. That is all.

The Cuairyax. Senator Aiken?

Senator AIKEN. Have you had a school-feeding program for the 13
years you have been superintendent in San Diego?

Mr. TavLor. No, sir. We started 2 years after I got there.

Senator AIkEN. You have had it for 11 years, since 19607

Mr, Tayrnor. Yes, sir.

Senator AIkEN. When did vou get the mandate to feed all needy
children?

Mr. Tayror. Last year. It has always been there in the regulations.

Senutor Arksy. The first time that it has been forcibly called to
your attention——

Mr. TavLor. Yes.

Senator AIKEN (continuing). Was last year?

My, Tavior. Yes.

Senator AikeN. That is all.

The Cramrmay. Thank you very much.

Senator Curmis. T havea couple of other questions.

The Criairmax. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. Were there some schools reeciving selool lunch
Federal money and not using it for the needy prior to this last year?

Mr. Tavnor. Well, I would not say that, Senator. I would say that
some schools were participating in the national lunch program and not
feeding all of the needy. They were feeding a great portion of them,
but I do not think they were feeding them all.

Senator Curms. Were they using the money for anything else?

Mr. Tavnor. No, sir; no, sir. They were not getting the money
unless they fed them. You did not receive it unless you fed them, but
if you did not feed them you did not lose 8 or 10 cents a meal.

Senator Curtis. They cut down the number?

My, Tavrnor. Yes, sir.

Senator Cunrtis. How did they arrange to do that? Do you happen
to know?

Mr. TayrLor. No, sir, I do not. I could not pinpoint a school
district. But the numbers have increased since they have passed this
new regulation, to feed all of the needy children. It has expanded just
like a balloon.

- Senator Curtis. This 35 cent reimbursement—is that based on
your cost, in your case, or is that uniforin?
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Mr. Tayror. That is uniform.

Senator Curtis. That is uniform? Are there schools in Texas that
serve a lunch for 35 cents?

Mr. Tayror. Yes, sir, there are some schools that I am sure can
serve a lunch for 35 cents.

Senator Curtis. Do you know what thev serve?

Mr. Tayror. No, sir. T know they ineet the minimum standards—I
am sure they meet the minimum standards.

Senator Curtis. How much money did the State of Texas get last
year, the total amount?

Mr. Tavror. I have got that in iy briefcase, exactly what they
got last year. In the 1§70-71 school year the State of Texas was
allotted in all of the categories, $40,117,000.

Senator Curtrs. And how much do they anticipate they will get
this year?

Mr. Tayror. They anticipate for the 1971-72 school year
$33,634,573.

Now, the school breakfast we were talking about a while ago, for
the 1970-71 school year was $1,131,570. The allotinent for the 1971-72
school year is now $822,569. That is published in this paper.

Now, I understand that the U.S. Departinent of Agriculture is
some funds to assure that everybody gets a 30-plus-5 reimbursemnent
through the year.

Senator Curtis. So, that $33 million is not final?

Mr. Tayror. No, sir, I am sure that it is not. Those figures are
never final on the starting allotment. There is some deviation in them
before the year is over.

Senator Curs. I sce. So, you are not prepared to say that Texas
will get $7 million less than they did last year?

Mr. TayLor. No, sir. I am not prepared to say that. I amn prepared
to say that these are the starting figures.

Senator Curtis. I sce. That is all,

Mr. Tayror. As I understand them.

The CramrMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Taylor.

The next witness is Mr. Howard W. Briggs, director, Food Service
Departinent, Detroit Public Schools, Detroit, Mich. I believe with
him is Dr. Bugene Samter, assistant superintendent of schools,
Buffalo, N.Y.

Come around, gentlemen, and have seats, and you may proceed
as you sce fit.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD W. BRIGGS, DIRECTOR, FOOD SERVICES
DEPARTMENT, DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DETROIT, MICH. !

The CramrMaN. I take it you are Mr. Briggs?

Mr. Brrcas. Yes, sir.

The Cuamrman. And you are Dr. Samter?

Mr. SamreR. That is correct, sir,

The Cuairmax. Proceed, sir.

Mr. Brrags. I ain Howard Briggs, director of Food Serviee, Depart-
ment of the Detroit Public Schools.

Thank you for inviting me to testify today regarding the changes
in regulations proposed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
After carefully reviewing the proposed changes, we find little that
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would lead us to believe that the U.S. Department of Agriculture is
in any way attempting to follow the intent of the Congress in its
passage of Public Law 91-24S; namely, to provide food service to
needy children.

In fact, we believe that the timing of the proposed changes, as
well as the changes in regulations themselves, will nullify much, if
not all, of the progress that has been made during the past few years.
We are told that these new regulations will eliminate midyear funding
uncertainties of last year. So, now, we have funding uncertainties at
the beginning of the year, which will be far more damaging to the
feeding programs,

Las{ spring, as chairman of the major city directors section of the
American School Food Service Association, 1 sent out questionnaires
to 75 directors regarding rates of reimbursement, value of commodities
et cetera. OF the 42 replies returned there were 10 districts that were
receiving 12 cents reimbursement from section 4 on some of their
Junches and 30 cents additional or more, for free lunches. Recently 1
contacled six of these districts including Detroit to defermine what
information they had reccived regarding reimbursement for the cur-
rent, vear, Of the districts contacted only Detroit and Boston had been
advised that we will be reimbursed 12 cents for each huneh that we
serve plus 30 cents additional or more for each free lunch that is
served, Four of the six districts had been informed that they would be
reimbursed 5 cents and 30 cents, respectively. They are Cleveland,
Indianapolis, Minneapolis, and St. ouis. All of these districts are
currently considering the effects of this cutback in reimbursement
rates and ways that.their programs can be modified in order to
minimize the amount of damage to their programs.

A second area of concern with the proposed changes is the new
apportionment formulas for allocation of funds to States. This is not
an area in which I am directly involved, but have contacted the State
director in Michigan. L have been advised that Michigan will be
apportioned less under the proposed formula than we reecived last
year. Also, the flexibility that was available under last year’s regula-
tions that permitted State directors to meet the individual needs in
their State has been removed.

We do not believe that an average of 5 cents of general cash-for-food
assistanee and 30 cents for each free or reduced price lunch will
provide most States with sufficient funds. Under this apportionment
formula most States will only be able to meet the needs of a very
limited number of districts.

To maintain a State uverage reimbursement of 5 eents, for each
lunch reimbursed at 10 eents, one must he reimbursed at zero cenfs or
two at 2.5 cents. In many cases, a school district receiving less than 7
cents per lunch would be just as far ahead to dropout of the national
school lunch program and just participate in the special milk programn
where they are reimbursed 3 cents for each half-pint of milk served.
We know of no school district that is contemplating this action, but
we believe that it is a reasonable possibility.

We believe that the two areas just discussed are the most important
and damaging factors in the proposed changes of regulations. We have,
of course, made detailed comments to the Department of Agriculture
regarding all of the changes and requested clarification on some points.

85-323—72
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In closing, we submit the following recommendations for your
consideration:

1. That the U.S. Department of Agriculture be requested to with-
draw the proposed changes in regulations immediately and to reinstate
last. vem”’s regulations.

2. That the Department of Agriculture be requested to establish a
committee with diversilied experience in school feeding programs
inchuding operation of programs at State and local levels to rewrite
the rcgnT:llions.

(a) Prior to the first meeting of this committee the Department
should establish broad goals that it wants the new regulations to meet.

(h) These revised regulations should then be published in the
Federal Register and concerned parties should be given a minimum
of 30 days to comment on the regulations.

(¢) The comments should be reviewed by the Department. -
Agriculture and members of the committee, with the final regulation
published no later than June 1, 1972,

We believe that these recommendations are reasonable and will
permit schools to reach the stated goals of the Congress and the
Department of Agriculture.

The Cnamrmax. Dr, Samter, do you have a statement also?

My, SamTER. Yes, sir.

The Cuatrmax. Proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF DR. EUGENE C. SAMTER, ASSISTANT SUPERIN-
TENDENT OF SCHOOLS, BULLAFO, N.Y.

Mr. Saymer. Mr, Chairman and honorable members of the com-
nittee, I thank you for the opportunity, and thank you so much for
identifying me correetly. 1 hegan to donbt my own identity. L am
Ingene C. Saniter.

Dr. Joseph Manch intended, until 2 days ago, to show up, but he
became embroiled in some serious finaneial difficulties, school diffi-
culties, with the board of education with which he is meeting today.
Dr. Manch then asked our depnty superintendent, Mr. Clande Clapp,
to come down. Ile is my immediate superior, and late last night I
received a telephone call from him saying that he, too, was involved
in this same closed-door board session. ‘Ihe financial difficulties of
which L am speaking. One of the components is the very topic which
we are discussing today.

At the ontset, let me make clear our support, not only of the free
lunch program but also of a more comprehensive program of proper
nutrition and nutrition edueation for all schoolchildren. Consistent,
with this goal, our superintendent, Dr. Joseph Manch, has gone on
record as favoring the expansion of the free hinch program to include
all of the children in the Buffalo public schools.

It is no longer either fashionable or reasonable to suggest that a
free public school education should be provided only to those who are
cconomically disadvantaged. You will recall that as recently as the
middle of the last century free public education was available only
to the indigent; others had to pay. The need for education is found
at all levels of society. In view of its direet and indirect educational
vahie, therefore, the feasibility of a wniversal free lunch program
merits serious consideration.
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Tn Buffalo, however, to date we have only been able to undertake
a free lunch program for children of the needy.

The Buffalo public school system is the second largest in New
York State. Nearly half of our pupils participate in the national
school luneh program and we are grateful to the administration and
to the Congress for the support this program has received over the
years. Almost 75 pereent of the pupils participating in the national
school luneh program receive free lunehes daily, which figure sugzests
that we are operating one of {he most extensive free luneh programs
of any large city in the Nation.

Institutions magazine, the organ of the food services organizations,
has reported that the Buffalo School Food Service Department is the
sc\'cnlal fastest growing food serviee organization in the world, This is
tiie because our free luuch program which served 1,700 pupils daily
in February 1970 was serving more than 23,000 need pnpills daily less
than a year later.

Every needy child in every public school in the city of Buffalo was
served a free hot hinch each day last year. By needy, I mean those
children who qualified beeause they are members of families whose in-
come size meeb the criteria used to determine economic need.

The question may well be asked how were we able to gear up to such
a huge feeding program in such a short time. The answers ave:

1. Our superintendent and board of education expected it.

2. We had an outstanding staff.

3. Very importantly, Buffalo was one of the fivst districts to use a
commercial vendor to deliver hot prepackaged type A lunches to
school.

We had to do the latter because 55 of our 99 schools do not have
cafeteria facilities. Even if we had the funds to construet the facilities,
which we did not, we could not afford the time construetion would
have taken. I am proud to be able to say that we were able to expand
our free lunch program as 1 have described without any sacrifice of the
high standards our school food service programs have always main-
tained. Bvidence that thisisso ¢an be found in the fact that the Buffalo
public schools’ free lunch program has received publie praise from com-
munity groups and from elected public oflicials,

As, of course, you recognize, the increase in the number of pupils
served by the free lneh program is accompanied by an increase in the
cost of that program, Therein lies the last major and still unresolved
problem we in Buffulo face in attempting to provide this important
educational and health service to needy boys and girls,

That is why 1 am here this morning: {o acquaint you gentlemen
with the problems we face if we are to continue to give free school
anches to those children whose parents cannot afford to buy them. T
am here to ask that the Congress and the administration take whatever
action is necessary to secure full Federal funding of the free lunch
program. Specifically, T am asking that local school distriets reecive
a 60-cent reimburseinent for cach meal given to a needy child.

Let me briefly tell you some of the fiseal facts of life abont the
Buffalo public schools and how they affect our ability to operate a free
lunch program and why we need a 60-cent reimbursement.

Our board of educaiion is fiscally dependent upon the mayor and
the common council of the city of Buffalo. The hoard does not have the
power to go directly to the taxpayers of its district for the funds to
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operate its schools, as do all but five of more than 700 school districts
in the State of New York. We must rely on an appropriation from the
municipal government. We asked the city of Bufialo for $$9.3 million
for the operation and maintenance of our schools in 1971--72, YW have
received appropriations of less than $75 million, which amount is not
enough to enable the board to continue the programs and services it
provided last year and (o meet it mandated inereases and to carry
out its contractual obligations. This lasi is important. As a matier of
fact, the board of education’s inability to fund all of the provisions in
its contract with its teacher organization has resulted in that organiza-
tion lodging a complaint alleging unfair labor practices. That com-
plaint is being adjudicated at the present time.

The board of education has heen advised that the school foods pro-
gram faces an operating deficit of almost. $700,000 in the current year,
"This deficit arises from the fact that while it costs the board of educa-
tion approximately 68 cents to put a hot free lunch before a needy
child, onr revenue for that lunch totals only 39 cents, 35 cents of which
represents Federal support and the remaining 4 cents & contribntion
by the State of New York.

In spite of the fact that the Buffalo publie schools began the fiscal
vear some $14 million short of the funds requested, a shortage which
required & reduction in teaching, administrative, and noninstructional
staflz, a shortage which required that the board make decisions which
resulted in unfair labor practices being lodged against it, in spite of this
shortage, the board nevertheless reaflirmed its commitiment to the
free luneh program by alloeating $265,000 of itx own funds to that
effort. Tt is recognized that $265,000 is only sufficient to permii the
program to operate for about a third of the school year. And this will
be one heck of a Christimas present. {o 23,600 children. It is the board
of education’s hope and my own that, before these funds are exhausted,
you, the Congress, will have taken the necessary action to malke
additional funds available. Certainly nothing could be more tragic
than for the board of education to be forced to discontinue providing
hot free meals to needy children this winter, and I think Buffalo’s
winters are well enough known that it is not necessary for me to
characterize them here this morning,

Gentlemen, I do not want to end my statement with a maudlin,
senfimental appeal, but it is o fact that the future of the free lunch
program in Bulfalo rests with you.

The Cuairmax. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Briggs, what rate of rcimbursement were your schools in
Detroit, receiving for free lunches at the end of last year?

Mr. Bricas. 12 cents for each lunch that we serve plus an additional
40 cents for each free meal.

The Crairvax. 52 cents?

Mr. Brices. 52 cents.

The Crarrmay. Would you answer this same question, Dr. Samter?

Mr. SamTER. Yes. As 1 mention in my statement, 39 cents, 35 of
which was Federal money.

The Cuarrmax. Now, first, Mr. Briges, and, then, Dr. Samter, T
will ask you to answer the same question.

What rate of reimbursement. did you expeet that vour schools in
Buffalo would receive for free lunches during this school year?
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Mr. Brigas. I had thought, before the change of regulations, in
talking with our State director-—and we had determined the weighted
average cost of lunches at 55 eents. We had agreed that 55 eents would
be needed this year as total reimbursement for the free lunches.

The Ciamrmay. What didd you anticipate in Buffalo?

Mr, Sawrer. We expected full funding, which meant up to 60
cents reimbursement.

The Cuammay. What rate of reimbursement will your schools
receive under the new regulations?

My, Briggs?

Mr. Bricos. At the present time we are anticipating 12 and 40
cents, the same rate that we closed with, We realize that if the regula-
tions are not changed that there is a distinet possibility that this rate
of reimbursement might have to be changed at sowe future date.

The Cianatay. And what do you anticipate under the regulations
as they are promulgated?

Mr. Bricas. From all that scems to be happening in other States,
T would assume that it would be diflicult for anybody to pay more than
5 cents and 30 cents, even though the regulations permitit. The schools
that are administered by the Departiment of Agriculture, the Detroit.
Archdiocese, for example, I received a phone call Monday, and they
liad been notified that they would receive 5 cents and 30 eents. Last
year they had received 60 cents.

The Cirammay, Dr. Samter?

Mr, Samrer. As do all 740 school distriets in New York State,
Buffalo will receive the sane reimbursement as last year, a total of
39 cents,

The Ciramraan. And how large a defieit will your schools face under
the new regulations, My, Briggs?

Mr. Briges. Under the new regulations, 1 think it would be hard
to say. Basically, the problem is that: In Detroit, the board has just
adopted a budget that will mean that we will increase our deficit. Wo
had an operating deficit at the close of last year of about $17 million.
The proposed budget that has been adopted will add another $14
million to that for a total of avound $30 million or $31 million.

The Cirstramax. That is the new nutrition program only?

Mr. Brigas. No; that is the total edueation program.

The Cuarrmax. Well, I am trying to get at the nutritional pro-
aram, This committee does not have jurisdiction on the total educa-
{ional program, but we do have the nutritional programs.

Mr. Brices. The problem is this: It would be as nice as ib could be
for the district to say that we will make up the food serviee deficit.
Detroit is not in a position to say that we will make up the difference.
We will have to cut back the program and scale it down in proportion
to the cutback in reimbursement. We could not aflord to operate
with a deficit in the food service program and add further deficits to
the school distriet.

The Cuarrman. What would be your anticipated deficit, Dr.
Samter?

Mr. SamTER. $700,000 in the nutrition programs alone.

The CiuratrmaN. Now, do your sehools have any means of making
up the funds needed to make up this deficit in your schools, Mr.
Briggs?

Mr. Briges. No; we do not.
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The Cuairmax. Dr. Samter, does your——

Mr, SamreR. Siv, we are not permitted to have a deficit, by con-
stitution, in New York State. Nevertheless, some $265,000 from our
instructional program is being transferred for the school food service

f’ prograni. This still leaves a deficit, of course, of $435,000.

The Cuarrmax. You feel you can carry out your requirements of
the law, Mr. Briggs, to provide a free meal for every ¢hild who ¢annot
afford to pay for it under these regulations?

AMr. Brigas. Under the new regulation, no, sir; we do not.

! The Caairmax. Can you, Dr. Samter?
i Mr. Sayrer. Pardon the hesitation, siv. T am trving to frame an .
answer (o that. We do; we feel we can carry out——

The Cuarrman. The law to provide a free meal to every needy
child who cannot. afford to pay for it under these proposed regulations?

Mr. Samrer. Only to the extent that funds are made available. .
Prezent funds will last until jusi before Christmastime. ‘The quality
of the food and the numbers of children will remain the same. That is:
every needy child will receive a type A Tunch as long as the money
lasts.

The Cuamuyax. Well, will these regulations provide the money?
That is what T am asking you. Can you answer if? )

Mr. Sawrer. No, sir; the regulations themsel ves will not. provide the
money.

The Cuamrmax. Your answer is negative; is that what you said?

Mr. SavTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Tarmance. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curris, How much money for this purpose did you get in
dollars in Buffalo for the last full year?

Mr. Savrer. Approximately $2 million last year came from State
and Federal sources,

Senator Cunrris. ITow much from the Federal?

Mr. Savter. Approximately $1,400,000.

Senator Cunrris. And how much do you anticipate the Federal
Government will provide this year?

Mr, Savrer. The same amount, Senator.

Senator Cuntis. ‘T'he same amount?

S Mr. SavntER. Yes, sir.,

Senator Curris. Are there changes in reguiations as with regard to .
nonfood costs, equipment; does that enter into your problem at all?

Mr. Savrer. Tunderstand that there are some changes made. There
was more liberality extended for equipment last year than there is
this vear. .

Senator Curtis. Does this create any added problem in your state,
in your city?

Mr. Samrer. In the city of Buffalo, sir?

Senator Curtis. Yes.

Mr. Savrer. To my knowledge the veimbursement for equipment

| will remain the same in New York State. I believe that is 75 pereent,

but I would add that the largest part of our program is noncafeteria.
The free hot lunches are prepackaged, prepared and prepackaged by o
vendor and bronght into the classroom.

Senator Conris. What do you have to pay that vendor?

Mr. Samrer. We are still advertising for bids for the current year,
Last year it was 57 cents per lunch.
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Senator Cuuris. What did the menu include? How does it compare
with what our previous witness testified?

Mr. Sanrer. Most of the items that I heard My, Taylor mention
are included : the fried chicken, roast heef, meat patties. I do not know
that he mentioned the latter, but those are included, too; all hot items,

Senator Cunrtis. That is all at this time.

Senator TaLMADGE. Senator Ellender.

Senator BuLexver. Mr, Chairman, 1 regret 1 was alittle late. T was
occupied somewhere else.

low long have you had the program in Buflalo?

Mr. Sanrir, We have had a lunch program since the turn of the
century, sir.

Senator BLuexusr. You are one of the few cities in New York that
has had it that long.

Mr, Sanreit. Yes, sir.

Senator BLLEXbER. Now, to what extent are you called upon to pay
more for these lunches than you did last year or the previous years?

Mr. Sanrer. The cost of our prepackaged lunches, we are in high
hopes, will drop, not increase. The first indieation of a bid that T have
is that it will be a penny drop, from 57 cents a lunch to 56 cents per
huneh.

Senator Eruexner. Now, how does the amount of money youn got
last year compare with whe t was proposed this yem?

Mr. Sayrer. The amount of mouney we received from the State and
Federal sources is going to be the smne this year as it was last year.

Senator Bruexner. Well, if you are going to pay less for your lunch
by 1 cent, why should you be in trouble? Are there any more children?

Mr. Samrer. No, sir. Owr labor costs have inereased; and the cost
of food in our cafeteria schools has inereased ; and, prior to the freeze,
the cost of nonfood items, ad nonfoad supplies have inereased ; and
fringe benefits for {he some 400 personnel involved in the school food
service program have increased.

Senator XLLexnEir. Well, as o matter of faet, is it. not true that the
local people are supposed to pay for the distribution of that food,
mostly? Is that not a function that must be discharged by the local
people beeause the school lunch program—1I do not like to boast too
much sbout it, by 1 oered it back in 1946, and it was supposed to
be a plan whereby the loeal people would participate in it, too, to a
much larger extent, than the Federal Government and now it looks as
though it is changing to the point where the Federal Government is
being called upon to put up more and more. And I am just wondering
the extent to which we have had a change in that direction in Buffalo;
that is where the Federal Government is being asked to put up more
money than in the past?

Mr. Sanrer. I think the Federal Government is being asked to put
up more money than in the past, Senator. In New York State—

Senator ELLENDER. That is to pay, to pay for labor, to pay for
distribution of these school lunches?

My, Santer. To pay for the total ¢ost of the sclool Junch program
in Buffalo; yes, sir.

Senator KLLExpER. Well, now, I am sorry, Mr. Chairman; I was
Jate, but what particular new regulations affect Buffalo? What is the
significant change; can you say it in a few words?
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Mr. Santer. As I understand i, the provision for special financing
inan special needy sehool distriet is trere in the regulations. However,
as L also understand it frons our State school tood sexvice bureau chief,
the USDA regulations are restricting reimbursements (o the State to
no more than an average of 35 cents per free lunch. There is not
enough—if all 730 school districts outside of New York City and
Buffalo, voluntarily or otherwise, dropped out. of the school lunch
program, our State chief estimates that there will still wot be enough
to fund fully the programs in New York City and Buffalo, )

Senator BuLexner, Well, to what extent has the cost inerrased to
the local people? Has it been in the same woportion that we are now
demanding or requesting frour the l"c(lcru{ Government?

Mr. Sanrer. The loeal cost in Buffulo was about $331,000 last,
year and now that local vost is some $731,000.

Senater Bruexner, You mean in 1 year it has doubled?

Mr. Saxrer. Yes, sir.

Senator Buuexner. What caused that?

Mr, Sayrer. As [ wientioned, the incereased labor costs, fringe
benefits, food supplies, and noufood supplies, food supplies in our
cafeteria schools, and nonfood supplirs.

Senator ErLexper, Well, \\'oul( you be able to tell us about what
proportion of the entire cost of this programu i Buffalo is paid for by
the State, city, and local prople; that is at all levels, in contrast to tlie
Federal Govermment, percentagewise? Would you say that the
Federal Govertment puts up about 26 percent and the rest is put up
by the State and local people?

Mr. Samrer. 1 was just running down the figures, siv: and the
pereentages appear to be approximately 60 pareent Federal for lunelies
alone, I mean. Aud then, in addition, Fc({eml woney for bregifast,
special milk program. Approximately 25 pereent local and the ro-
mainder State,

Senator ErLLexner. Thami you.

The Cusmmay. Senator Bellmon.

Senator Berryvox., Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Dr Samier was
giving some estimates. 1 wonder if it would be out of order to ask that
those figures be included in the record, the exact figures that e was
giving us the estimaies from?

Mr. SamrER. Yes,

Senator BerLyox. Supply a copy if you can. He has it, aund if it
would be easier, let us have 1t

Mr, Saarer. I think that would be better because T realize now
that I inndvertently left out one niajor loeal contribution, and that is
the lunehies that are paid for. My apologies for doing that.

Senator BeLnyox. If you will give us the complete figures,

AMr, SantEr. I can give vou the only copy 1 have, or I can cite
thiem inty the record.

Senator BeLLyoN. My, Chairman, T would like to ask fuestion
hure that does not bear direetly on what we are hearing here today,
but Dr. Samter in lis statement says that in view of this direat and
indirect educational value, the universal lmeh program deserves
serious consideration. Wlen you say “‘universal school luncli program,”
you mean the school furnishes a lunch to everyone?

Mr. SAMTER. Yes, sir.
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S(;nutor Beuuyoy. Regardless of financial ability of the family to
ay?
P M. SamTER. Yes, sir.

Senator BeLnywox. Wonld you care to enlarge npon that? Why
have you come to this conclusion?

Mr, Samter. In the less than 15 months that I have had supervisory
responsibility for, among other things,-the school food service, a
number of things have come to my attention. One is that improper
mntrition is found at all levels; in fact, I believe that we find it more
often—and this is not research by my office—but I believe we find it
more often at the two extremes: among the more-affluent and among
the least so.

Senator BELLyoy. You wonld say, then, that the children from
upper-income families are not well-nourished enough to learn well?

A, SanTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Curmis. Would vou yield there? Does it follow that that
hmeh has to be free? Can it not be provided in the schools; conld not
the school still make requirements that the kidsstay there at noon and
cat, and not go ont in their cars, but still if they were able to pay for
their own lunch? I am not talking about the borderline eases; I am
talking about those that are clearly able to pay.

My SanTER. Logically. sir, I would have to agree with you, but,
one docs not follow the other, not necessarily follow. But, there is
another kind of sense or logic that recognizes that. the only way we can
assure that the proper nutrition is given our children is by supervising
it ourselves. just as the only way we conld assure publie education is by
supervising 1t onrselves and paying for it publicly.

Senator BELLMON. Now, You, in your statement said that by 1970
vou were serving 1,700 pupils daily a free hunch.

Mr. SauTER. Yes, sir.

Senator BELLMoy. And 1 year later you were serving 23,000 with
free lunches?

The Crairyay. Senator Bellmon, wonld you yield at that point?
The Senate is now in the process of having a live gquorum at the
moment, and [ nnderstand that the majority leader is eoing {o propose
a unanimous consent request on this draft vote at that time. And the
Chair, unfortunately, has an engagement at 12 o’clock, and I do not
know whether the distingnished Senator from Louisiana has plans,
but Senator Allen has agreed to preside beyond 12 o’clock, if that is
necessary.

So, you may proceed, Senator Bellmon, and if you feel it necessary
to go (o the floor of the Senate, of conrse you can.

Senator BeuLyox. Can you give the committee briefly the reasons
for this, what scems to be this huge jump in services lo the needy
studenis? YWhat happened?

ALr. Saarer. The advent of Public Law 91-248 is of major impot-
{anee: the mandate that all needy children reccive a free- or reduced-
price meal. And the board of edncation in Buffalo, meeting there,
adopted a policy recognizing, adhering to, and complying with that

&

mandate. Prior to that the free lunches, as I have mentioned, were
being given to a very minimal number of children, 1,700.

Senator BeLuaos. Do you expect another jump in the enrrent
school year?

Mr. SamrER. No, sir.
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Senator BeLLyox. As T understand this problem what has hap-
pened is that you are getting the same amomnt of dollars roughly for
the 1971-72 vear as you have the the 1970-71?

Mr. SanTeRr. Yes, sir.

Senator BerLyox. You are not anticipating any icrease in the
demand for free lunches?

Mr. SamTEr. No, sir.

Senator BELLyox. Then what is the problem?

Mr, Samrer. Increaded costs.

Senator BerLyox. Costs have gone up. How much is the , creased
cost; what. percentage?

Mr. Samzer. Excuse me, sir, two things: increased costs and one
other factor that, until this point I had not mentioned.

Last year, in order to support a part of onr deficit the New York
State Education Department allocated to us Just short of $400,000
from State-urban edication funds and informet us at that time that
that was the last time that they were going to do it.

Serator BeLLyox. So, it is & withdrawal of State support?

AMr. Santer. Yes, sir.

Senator BerLmox. Now a withdrawal of Federal support. Now, in
Your statement you come to the conclusion it is going to be np to
the Congress to take the necessary action to make additional funds
available. Our previous witness was critical of USDA. You do not
feel the problem is with the USDA, but rather with the lack
of appropriations?

Mr. Samrer. No, sir; T would coneur that the regulations are what
are aborting the intent of Public Law 92-148, and-as I understand it,
the regulations are written in the department,

Senator BenLyox. But you say in_your statement the Congress
will have to take the necessary action to make additional funds
available. Do you feel there is o shortage of money and if the regula-
tions vere changed would you need any more money?

Mr. SayrEr. T am not really qualified, but I did check with our
State man. It is his opinion that what is available in the way of
appropriations would be sufficient.

Senator BeLLyox. If the regulations——

Mr. Sanrer. I the regulations were changed.

Senator BeLuyox. And properly drawn?

My, SaMTER. Yes, sir.

Senator BErLyox. Mr. Briggs, in your statement you mention
that you do not feel that the average ol 5 cents and the 30 cents lor
each free meal will provide most of the States with sufficient funds.

0 You give any value to the commodities vou receive?

Mr. Briges. Yes. The value of commodities last Year was slightly
under 9 cents.

Senator BeLLyox. So, in addition to the 30 cents and the 5 cents
you wounld add on 9 cents?

Mr, Buiges. In the case of Detroit, which was down a couple
hundredths of a cent from what we had received the year before,
commoditics are important, but they fluctuate.

Senator BeLLyox. It gives von a value, then, of about 44 cents
for each Innch from the Federal Government?

Mr. Burces. More than that in our case for a free lunch, We are
talking about 52 cents plus 9.
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Senator BELLMON. 61 cents?

Mr. Brices. Right.

Senator BeELLvox. What are the lunches costing you?

Mr. Briges. When we put the value of the commodities into the
cost, on the weighted average, it would be 64 cents.

Senator BELLMON. You are 3 cents short on each lunch?

Mr. Brigas. Yes, sir.

Senator BeuLyox. That is all.

The Cuairmax. Senator HLuMPHREY.

Senator IlumpHREY. Mr. Briges, were the school authorities con-
sulted by the Department of Agriculture before the regulations were
issued?

Mr. Briges. Yes and no. Actually, T served on a committee that
was formed by the Department of Agriculture that included some
school people, two school people, State directors, department people,
{o review Llhose changes in the regulations last March and carly April.

Senator Llumenrey. Did you concur in these proposed changes?

Mr. Brices. The proposed changes that eame out are not neces-
sarily those recommended by the committee, sir.

Senator HumpareY. That is what T would like to know.

Mr. Briges. There are very few, and I do not have them so it is
hard for me to say. I did not get a printed copy of the recommendations
that the committee made, but my recollection is that other than
waiving the 12 cent rule which the Department was willing to do
anyway, that was about the only change.

One of the committee recommendations was for 40 cents.

Senator HumpHrEY. 40 cents for what?

Mr. Brigas. For the free and redueed-price meals as a minimum.
That would be a base.

S~ #or HHunPHREY. 40 cenis now. And what is the base?

naa. 8REGGS. Thirty.

Senator Huapurey. The base is 30?

Mr. Brigas. That is what it was before, and that is what it is now.
They have not changed that. Part of the problem in the regulations
is the use of scetion 32 transfer funds where it was apportioned
to the States last year. The Department is now going to confrol all
of the section 32 transfer funds so that the transferability by the
States to use, in our case, the State director to use section 32 funds to
supplement section 4, he also used them to supplement section 11.
I believe they were also used to supplement nontood assistance.

You cannot start a program unless you have the money. Now,
I realize there is an appropriation, and I cannot quote the exact
appropriation that would amount to the various States, but in our
case in Detroit, and Minneapolis, St. Louis, we are caught with
antiquated buildings, and I think Buffalo has probably got the same
problems. We are now in all poverty area schools, by the way. We have
added some 60 programs last year and we are using a program similar
to Buffalo, except ours is totally cold, but it is a prepackaged program.

Now, we usc minimum equipment expenditures in these schools
because we need only refrigerators. Eventually we are going to have
to put in a hot program. But, we are now going to have to wait until
peerps March before we can move hot lunch programs in those
schools, although possibly the Department might concede that because
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it is a eold lunch program, that the money could be spent to furnish
cquipment to provide a hot lunch before March.

Senator HumpHREY. You speak of these different sections, you
know: Sections 11, 32, all of these different section funds. Would it
not be a whole lot simpler if you just got an appropriation for school
lunches?

Mr. Brices. Yes, I am sure it would be appreciated by most State
directors, at least, in trying to keep traek of what is going on. .

Again, the needs in each State are going to vary. The apportion-
ment should probably just as well inclyde a cost-of-living index with
a per eapita Income index in that certainly this is a factor. The 60
eents, and again it was brought up at the meeting with the USDA;
60 cents in the case of New York does not come anywhere close to
covering their eosts. Yet that is the maximum. So if they are going to
provide free lunches and meet the mandate of the law, then they
are_going to have to spend educational money to do this. New York
is, I am sure, no better finaneially than Detroit or most of our large
school distriets,

Senator HumparEY. You heard Mr. Taylor from San Dicego testify
here, and he stated that it was his view that most sehool authoritics
would have no particular resistance to a different level of reimburse-
ment related to different States and the cost of handling the program,
for example, in some States might be 40 cents and in another State
might be 60 cents, average. And in another State it might be 65 or
even 70,

Is that your view, that there would be no particular resistance to
that?

Mr. Brigas. Right. What really T think we are looking for would
be an amonnt of money to cover the cost of providing a free meal.
We are not trying to make money on the program. Our goal would
be to break even, and for the mosi part sometimes we are able to and
other times we are not. Detroit, over the last 2 years has aceumulated
in_the food service operation a deficit of a half million dollars. Now,
this year we were fortunate. The most eurrent, figure I haveis that we
had a profit last year of $8,060 on our total budget for food serviee
operations of approximately $10 million. This $8,000 profit quickly
goes to lower the deficit in exeess of half a million d ollars.

But, at least in trving to present a program to the board we have
got that mueh in our favor. This is the year that we broke even, and
we have kind of broken away from the trend. For a school district
that is $31 million in debt, it is difficult for them to assume additional
costs. When they have to consider, as Detroit did last, vear, laying off
some 200 teachers to save money. This is a difficult decision for a
board of education to make, to cut into their eduentional program, 1
do not know if we are more fortunate or less fortunafe than Buffalo,
but we are not connected with the city government. We, in a sense
are; our ineome is based on State aid, and the eclectorate and what
they vote, what millage, and the hoard of edueation of the city of
Detroit is going to seck an increase of 2% miills for next year o keep
going and this is really holding the line. They are not really making
that much progress.

Senator Humeurey. Do you think that if the Federal Government
fully funded these programs it would lend itself to waste, or {o put it
another way: if you have to participate at the local levol with all of
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your own hmds, do you think that this promotes greater care and
better administration of the school luneh program?

Mr. Brigas. I would say with the staft of people like we have in
Detroit, that it would not promote waste. Actually again, we are
fortunate. We have a dedicated group of people in the food service
programn, I think they perhaps may be the most dedicated employees
of all of the edneational people.

[ realize there is a degree of partiality in that statement. But, for
the most part, bad weather, cold weather, whatever the tronbles are,
our people are there. We have had blizzards in Detroit. We had food
ready, but no students to get there. Onr people bra ved the storm and
got {here. got. to the school and started preparing food.

Senator Huaeurey, Do von have a breakfast program?

Mr. Brrges. We have a breakfast program in abont 12 secondary
schools and we had a pilot breakfast program dwring the second
semester in 15 elementary schools. The board has not really made a
decision on whether to continue the pilot breakfast program in the
elementary schools. There was a shared cost for it. I can give yvou a
total. Well, no; the average cost was 47 cents.

Now, it 1s a very simple breakfast. It is not a hot breakfast: 1t is
jnst cereal, milk, jnice, and it meets the minimun requirements. And
basically

Senator Husenrey. Yor 47 cents?

Mr. Brices. Yes, sir.

Senator Nuyenrey. What kind of cereal are yon giving them?

Mr. Brigas. ‘The little packs of cereal.

Sentator Humpnrey. 47 cents for a gluss of jnice and cereal and a
glass of milk?

Mr. Brrces. And the labor involved.

Senator Huapnrey. L say that that is pretty high priced.

Mr. Brraes. I agree. The problem, yon know, really with this is
that it is a school program. We never estimated that it wonld be
cheap. We came fairly close to our estimated cost to the board,
ronghly 213 cents.

Senator Huarnrey. Is this why yon do not expand your breakfast
program?

Mr. Brrces. T think that this has a lot to do with it. I think that it
is going to have a lot to do with the board’s decision as to whether
we can expand it into all of the poverty arca schools or not.

Senator Huarurey. I will j9st ask the gentlentan, Dr. Samter from
Buffalo: were yon consulted on these regnlations?

Mr. Saarer. No, sir; nor was my director of school food services.

Senator Huxpursy. Yet you have the second largest program in
New York State.

Mr. Samrer. That is correct, sir.

Senator Hunenrey. Do you have a breakfast program?

Mr. SaMTER. Yes; we have a pilot breakfast program in six schools.
We are hoping to increase that becanse it is self-supporting.

Senator Humpnrey. What do yvou mean by that?

Mr. Saarer. That support of the program comes entirely, almost.
entirely, from nonlocal funds. T have to hedge on that one becanse 1
have to also admit that some of onr nonfood supplies that we »mrchase
generally: straws, napkins, and things like that we aseribe as a cost {o
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the school lunch program, and yet use it. in the hreakfast program. I
have not yet done an analysis of those items.

Senator Humeirey. Do yon have a third meal, sueh as Mr. Taylor?

Mr. SavmreR. No, sir.

Senator Husmpurey. Do you, Mr. Briggs?

AMr. Brigas. No, sir; but it would be nice, really. T think Mr, Taylor
has a very nice program, and he should be complimented on the
breakfast and the three-meal concept.

Senator Humpurey. He lives in an area where he knows most
everybody, too. T gather that that helps a little bit.

Just one final word: is it yonr jundgment that a breakfast program
is valuable to the learning capacity, to the general well-being and
health of the students?

My, Savrer. T would say a categorical “yes.”

Mr. Briges. I would have to say I think breakfast is perhaps one
of the most impertant meals.

Senator Hlumpurey. Is thatnot often the meal that is most neglected
for children, pariicularly from some families?

Mr. Brigus. 1 think it is very important; yes.

Senator Hoyeurey. Thank you.

The Cuamraan. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

The next witness is Miss Josephine Martin, administrator, school
food service program of the Georgia Departiment of Education,
Atlanta, Ga. Miss Martin has been before this commitiee several
previous times and I am sure all the Senators are familiar with her
and the ontstanding reputation and record she has earned for herself
in Georgia.

Have a seat, Miss Martin, and you may proceed as you will,

Miss MarriN. Thank you, sir. 1 have Dr. John Perryman, executive
director of the American School Food Service Association, whom 1
would like to have make a brief statement.

The Cuamyay. Fine. You may come around.

_ Miss Manrix. I would like for his statement to precede mine, please,
sir.

Senator TaLmance. You want Dr. Perryman to go first?

Miss Martin. Yes, sir.

The Cuatrman. You may proceed as you see fit, Dr. Perryman.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN N. PERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, DENVER, COLO,

Mr. Perryyan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T am John Perryman,
executive director of the American School Food Service Association.
T did not know until yesterday, sir, I was to have the privilege of testi-
fying today, therefore, T do not have a written statement.

But, I would like to make just three points orally, if I may. The
first has to do with meals; the second has to do with attitudes, and the
third has to do with timing. .

1 do not pose as an authority on these regulations, Mr. Chairman, I
believe the best authorities on them are the officials of the State de-
partments of education throughout the country who actually ad-
minister them. And so, we have contacted our State directors through-
out the Nation and asked them what they believe the impact of these
proposed regulations will be in their individual States.
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Thus farr we have had replies from 43 of them. Five have indicated
that they were not yet prepared to indicate; the other 38 all indicated
they anficipated major losses if these regulations went into cffect.

Minnesota, as an example, a loss of over $2 million, and nearby

Maryland, nearly $4 million. Oklahoma $1 million; California $9

million. These figures have been quickly drawn. They are anticipated
figures. T am very sure that there is a margin of error in them. As we
examine them in'a preliminary fashion it would appear to us that our
State directors are saving across the Nation that they anticipate a loss
of somewhere between $150 and $180 million, if these regulations are
put into force.

Now, if we take the most conservative figure of $150 million, and if
we could provide two meals for a dollar, which we cannot quite do,
the national average is 52.56 cents per meal, but if we could provide
two meals for a dollar, then we are talking about 300 million meals;
300 million lunches taken out of the school lunch program during the
current year, and these meals are taken from the poorest children. And
this means 300 million times that a child will be in a school hinchroom
and see other children eat and not have a meal, or 300 million times
that he will go to sleep at his desk, or 300 million times that he will not
come 1o school at all, to the detriment of our $40 billion a year invest-
ment in education, and to the tragic detriment of the child himself.

Second, Mr. Chairman, we are troubled that there has been, perhaps
on the highest level of the administration, a major change in attitude
toward child feeding programs as priority items in the budget.

The representative of the Secretary of Agriculture spoke to our
national convention in Detroit 2 years ago in very encouraging terms,
and he said:

Now is the time to bring new thinking, new ideas and new procedures into chila
feeding programs. We must really turn on and go all out to sce that the children
who need food have aecess to food programs, The national commitment has been
given to us; let us respond with growp action, working together which will actually
free this Nation from hunger and malnutrition.

That statement was made 2 vears ago.

- In Doston last vear, again the same representative of the Seeretary
of Agriculture spoke to our national group with pride of accownplish-
ment of what had taken place in the past year, and he spole of the
national commitment that is embodied in President Nixon’s pledge
to put an end to hunger in America itself for all time.

And this year, the sume representative of the Department of Agri-
culture in our national convention in Minneapolis spoke to us of
discipline and of holding the line.

We add to this the letter issued by the Department of Agrienlture
regarding the breakfast programs, which states fla tly that we are not
now thinking in terms of outreach; we are not now instructed to move
ahead. We are told that we must stand still.

I had oceasion to be in the State of Arkansas to talk at length with
the State director there, and she told me of the work and the effort
of her office last year 1o get new breakfast programs started. The
school administrators in that one State had promised 40 new breakfast
programs for this year and, of course, now they are advised that such
an expansion should not take place.

Finally, T would wish to make a comment on the matter of timing.
We are well into the school year. School administrators and boards of




VQ‘,

b ¢

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

44

education have launched their programs for the year. This is analogous
to being in a football gume; the flag has been raised, the pledge of
allegiance has been given; the whistle has blown and the game has had
several plays already, and then the football commissioner comes out,
on the field and says to the officials: we have to stop and eome up with
a new seb of rules.

The timing, it seems to us, sir, could not possibly have been worse.

The Cuammax. Miss Martin,

STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE MARTIN, ADMINISTRATOR, SCHOOL
FCOD SERVICE PROGRAM, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA-
TION, ATLANTA, GA., AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMIT-
TEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Miss Marrix. Thank you, My, Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee, my name is Josephine Martin, and 1 am the administrator of
the school food serviee program in Georgia. 1 am here today beeause
of my concern for the schoolchildren in my State and for all the school-
children in the Nation. I believe their nutritional well-being is going
to he harmed if the USDA adopts the amendments to the regulations
which they have proposed as mandates under which we in the States
must admiuister and operate the national school lunch programi.

I welcome the opportunity to deseribe in detail how these regula-
tions will adversely affect the school lunch program in Georgia, These
proposed rules have been deseribed as a “breakthrough” in rogram
funding. T would deseribe these proposals rather as a “l)rc;\k({:)\\'n” in
Federal assistance to the States in the prograins to end hunger and
malnutrition in America’s schoolrooms.

The USDA insists its proposals will place a floor of 35 cents under
the amount caeh State ean expect to be reimbursed by the Federal

“Government for each free and reduced price lunch served to needy

children. Last week, for example, Assistant: Seeretary Richard Lyng
said the USDA proposals “guarantee each State that, no matter how
much it expanded its program, it could be assured that it would be
able {o maintain a statewide average rate of 5 cents under section 4
and a statewide average rate of 30 cents under section 11.”

Tintend to show you that this pledge may not be earried out under
the proposed regulations because of conflicts in the regulations. The
USDA claims the regulations will insure the schoo lunch prograin is
being expanded and improved to reach more needy children, but I
will show you how the regulations will make it more difficult for the
States to achieve that goal; and at the snme time, I will show you how
the regulations have the effect. of rewriting portions of Publie Law
91-248 which the Congress enacted last year and also the formula for
general cash for food assistance (see. 4).

The USDA has sought to emphasize the need for a “high degree of
management integrity,” as Seeretary Lyng told us last month at the
annual convention of the American Sehool Food Service Association.
He said the department would show “proper coneern and demand
proper responsibility for prudent decisions and for good nanagement.”
I will describe for you how the USDA’s own actions fall short of this
rhetorie, and in fact, efeate an environment in which the States are
unable to carry out this laudable goal.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

45

Let me emphasize that our disagreement with the USDA is not
over the gouls which the words portray; rather, it is with the actions
the depariment proposes to take to help us carry out those goals.

1 am a State director, responsible for the child nutrition programs
which are operated in 99 percent of the public and private schools in
Georgin. School administrators, school food service directors in each
school district, and the State department of education together are
the operating and administrative personnel who will deterine the
success or failure of the national sehool lunch program andin fact all the
child nutrition programs.

The Ciamvax. Miss Martin, will you suspend temporarily?
Unfortunately the Chair has an_appointment which will demand his
departure for the Demoeratic Policy Committee meeting at 12:30.
1f Senator Fumphrey and Senator Ellender can preside until you have
completed your testimony, and then if it is agreeable (o the rest of
the witnesses, and Dr. Lyng, and members of the committee, we will
reconvene at 2 p.m.

Is that agrecable with Senator Ellender and Senator Humphrey?

Senator Humpnnrey. Yes, sir.

Senstor Euuexprr. T will try my best, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Tanuanet. And who wants to take the Chair temporarily?

Senator Humpnrey. The most distinguished chairman,

Senator ELLexNpeERr. You go ahead.

Senator Tanyance. Senator Humphrey. Excuse me, and I will see
you at 2 pan.

You may proceed, Miss Martin,

Miss Marmx. Thank you, sir.

In the nature of the federal system of government we practice,
sometimes I wonder if the Federal level is aware of or responsive to
needs of the State and local levels where the problems are and the
action is. There are no hungry children in this commitiee room, nor
on the floor of the Senate or the House. There are no hungry children
in the office of the Sceretary of Agriculture, nor in my office in Atlanta.
The hungry children are in the schools where nutrition programs
must be operated to feed them.

Now, the Congress has said that all needy children shall be fed;
and President Nixon has said that all needy children shall be fed—
he promised it would be done by last Thanksgiving. I along with the
other 50 school luneh directors, and all school district food service
personnel want to do this. We want to see that every child is fed
because we believe a hungry child cannot learn.

We recognize that if this job is going to be done—if the rhetoric is
10 become a tangible reality—then school food service personnel will
be the persons who do it. If we don’t, we ask who will? However, we
cannot convert promises into food, and we can only convert resources
into better nutrition.

Thus, I and the other State school food serviee directors were dis-
mayed when the USDA last March told the Congress that the
States could achieve an expansion in the school lunch program during
1972 with no more funding than in 1971. Charts No. 1 and 2 indicate
the level of Federal assistance to Georgia for the fiseal vears 1970, 1971,
and 1972, and the pupil participation in those years. Isit any wonder,
in looking at those charts, that State directors are alarmed over the
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proposed funding pattern? Chart 1 refleets an inerease of $10,400,000
1971 over 1970 and tentative allocations for 1972 reflect $4.5 million
decrease in apportionment. Chart 2 reflects an inerease of 12 million
frec and reduced lunches in 1971, and with full implementation of
Public Law 91248, we projeet 63.8 million free and reduced lunches in
1972. But how will we, can we ever reach that goal with only 35 cents
ver meal, and with no assurance of even 35 cents per meal?

It was clear to the State directors and American School Food
Service Association in March that a national program to serve lunches
to all needy children could not succeed if the Federal Government
limited its contribution to a maximum of 35 cents for every lunch
served. USDA gave authority in March 1972 that permitted us to
Pay up to 42 cents per meal by using scetion 32 funds.

And I would insert herc that this was also the authority that per-
mitted Texas to pay Mr. Taylor the high levels of reimbursement the
last. 2 months. Up until that time we did not have the au thority.

In Georgia, for example, a school lunch cost 44 cents, on the average,
last. vear; and the cost will be higher this year by at least 5 percent.
The Georgia General Assembly appropriated $3.2 million for school
lunch programs for this yvear or about three times as much as the
LCongress requires under the State matehing provision. As Georgin is a
Targe State, the State funds will provide onlv 2 cents per Tunch.

Thus, with 35 cents from the USDA and 2 cents from the State
funds, the cost of a lunch will be about 7 cents higher than we sap-
posedly can pay, on the average. If we serve all the needy children we
can reach in Georgia, then we must operate the program at.a $6 millien
deficit. We could try, I suppose, to get the loeal school bourds to us-
sume these costs. However, their budgets are set, and revenues are
down. Title I and OEO moneys are gone. The result. then will be that
many schools and possibly entire school districts will simply drop out
of the national school lunch program.

We have heard that several school districts in Connecticut will not
have lunch programs in 1971-72 becanse of deficits, and at least twd
low-income schools in Lincoln, Nebr., have canceled plans for school
lunch programs. School operating costs already are Eligh, and com-
munities do not have additional tax dollars available to pick up these
program costs,

Georgia figures have been nsed as an example to deseribe the prob-
lem. This multiplied 50 times presents the national problem. Dr.
Perryman has given a summary of a survey conducted by the American
School Food Service Association which is summarized in the sum-
mary report which is attached. This report shows the amount of
projected deficit by cach State and certain school districts within
these States. The national average cost of producing a meal excluding
USDA funds in 1970-71 was 52.6 cents per meal. The projected
deficit, for 197172 for all the States based on the survey by American
School I'ood Service Association is $187 miition. It would be a shame
il national policy and national rhetoric were to combine in such o way
as to deny better nutrition to all children.

We, however, liave not been able to get to these arguments in a
meaningful way with the USDA, and therefore to the E‘ongress, be-
cause we first must contend with the fact that the 35-cent floor which
the USDA promises is a fiscal mirage.
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"The USDA regulations, as opposed to the USDA claims will ac-
{ually require me to set an averge reimbursement rate of about 15
conts from USDA funds for meals served to reedy children, or about
> 20 cents less than Secretary Lyng told the Congress I will receive.

T will be required to take the funds allocated to Georgia for helping
ncedy children and determine the amount 1 can pay local schools by
this formula: Divide the dollar amount—which is $9.7 million-——by the
number of free or reduced price lunches I plan to serve this year.
Some 63.8 million.

1 Under this formula the USDA appears to be proposing a limit
on the reimbursement rate from special cash assistance forms in
Georgin to 15 cents 2 lunch for needy children.

Now, this requirement, if you would like a citation, this proposed
regulation is 210-11(B)(1).

1 say appears because elsewhere in the regulations the USDA
is proposing to reimburse the States at 30 cents for each lunch served
to needy children after a minimum number (or base) of free or reduced
price lunches has been reached.

(1 apologize to the committee if what I am saying is confusing.
It is not me, but the language of the regulations as proposed. We
have asked the USDA to clarify what appears to he a contradiction,
and to omit the cumbersome bases, but nothing as yet has been
forthcoming.)

As of today, I can only assume that T would be able to reimburse
local schools only 15 cents for each free and reduced lunch from
seetion 11 funds and perhaps, after a time, when we have reached a
trigger point, I could raise the payment to 30 cents for each lunch
served to o needy child. The harsh truth, however, is that unless 1
ean reimburse local districts at least 40 cents for a free or reduced
price lunch, from the start to the finish of th» school year, then T
may not have to worry about trigger points, base figures or anything
else the department may devise.

Now the USDA will say that 1 can give individual schools more
than 30 cents from special assistance funds if that is necessary to
insure the needy child is fed in a particular school. That is all well and
good, except I must do it within an average reimbursement rate
(which means I must do it within cumbersome guidelines which
. reward poor managentent and promote unsound business practices).

Higher reimbursements are allowed only where a lunch program is
costing a sehool more than is typical of the State as a whole, and chere
the operating costs would exceed its lunch program revenues, andwhere

- remedial action will eliminate s deficit. This regulation only makes
it. harder, if not impaossible, for me to respond to the many varving
conditions and situations I can expect to find within the 219 school
districts in Georgia. (The 15 and 30 cents would be in addition to
5-6 cents from section 4 funds.)
This is an example of how the proposed rules will restrict the pro-
3 gram. Let me cite other examples of where the regulations proposed
by the USDA will actually deny authority to the States which the
Congress extended to them.

Last year, Kentucky for exampie, spent $1}% million from section
39 funds on the school breakfast program, as the State was_ allocated
only $317,262 from breakfast funds. The only reason Kentucky
could expand its program to 500 schools as it did was by the transfer
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of funds from other child nutrition program activities. Unless the
Lransfer authority is extended, Kentucky breakfast programs will
collapse by late ‘September. The Congress authorized the transfor
authority m Public Law 91~248 as a way to give the States incereased
flexibility in the managen:ent of funds; as a way for the States (o
deterniine greatest needs of their State.

Overall, the States Jast year spent $20 million on the breakfast
program, even though the apyropriation from the Congress was $15
million. This indicaies, I believe, the wisdom of permitting the State
to adjusi progiams to local needs. )

This authority will no longer be available (o the States, however, not
beeause the Congress lias repenled any authority, but because the
USDA has directed that States will earn seetion 32 funds only for
free or reduced lunches served, and has made no provision for transfer
of funds from any programs. In reality. this is o double blow.

On thie first of this month GSDA informed the States that breakfast.
program funds would be restricted to $18.5 million oven though the
Congress had appropriated $25 million. With another $3 million
carryover from fiscal yvear 1971, the USDA actually has $28 million
avatlable for breakfast, or over $10 million more thah the Department
now proposed to spend. In effeet, the breakfast progeam will be
slmrp‘_y cut back in order to fit into the smaller spending level set by
the USDA.

The regulations also propose (o rewrite the legislative policy another
wav. Last vear the States spent nearly $38 million Lo modernize old
kitchens and equip new eafeteria facilities, even though the Congress
appropriated only $16 million directly. The Congress anthorized $3$
million wnder Publie Taw 91-248, However, the Departient only
asked for $16 million. The difference was made up with the transfer
authority,

The Depm'lmenb, in addition to cutting ofl the transfer power, has
proposed that half of the $16 million available for nonfood assistance—
equipment—Dbhe spent after Mareh 1 unless spent in schools without.
[acilities.

Permission for States to spend those funds in schools with lacilities
even alter March I negates legislative intent that half the nonfood
assistance funds would be used exclusively to expand programs (o
schools without facilities in schools, regardless of the meager nature of
those facilities. Meagamess or adequacy are not considered in allocat-
ing half the * nds. Yet, the regulations favor the States that have
more schools without, facilities by permitting intended funds for those
schools to be used in schools with facilities after March 1.

The effect, of this regulation also will delay or postpone expenditures
of nonfood assistance funds, thereby resulting in unexpended funds at
the close of the year.

The regulation proposes to rewrite legislative policy in still another
way.,

The budget request for 1972 contained the same amount for section
4 purposes appropriated in 1971 when the program growth by USDA
figures would require an additional $18 million to provide a § cents
average. The Department now proposes to guarantec 5 cents to all
States including those that earned less by the formula. The Depart-
ment proposes to do this at the expense of 37 States that had carned
more than § cents. By using section 32 funds to supplement section
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4, less section 32 money will be available for special cash assistance.
for free and reduced lunches in all States.

We have requested a 5-cent floor for all States since the carly 1960’s,
so we are pleased that the Department has recognized that need.
We wonderif it is within the prerogative of the Department to provide
a regulation that has the effect of changing the formula for carnings
funds in the National School Lunch Act. The goal of 5 cents could
have been achieved had additional section 4 funds been requested by
the Department in the budget request and if Congress liad approved
the request, of course.

For longer than I care to remember, cach school year has hegun
with uncertainties regarding the amount of financial support the Ked-
eral Government would provide, and worried ihat when we were told
it would not be sufficient to our needs. With the new law last year,
we aceepted with reluctance the obstructions as growing problems.

"This year, however, was expeeted to be different. The Congress
completed action on the appropriations for the child-feeding programs
as the fiseal year was beginning, more than 2 months before school
was to begin; the Congress provided authority for the Secretary of
Agrienlture to spend $100 million from section 32—in addition (o the
increased amounts in the child nutrition approprintions—for school
lunch. And, further, the Seeretary announced in June the national
eligibility standards for children who are cligible to receive free and
reduced price lunches.

It was a heady period where many of us felt. that, for the first time,
we could really show what the States could do with meaningful Federal
support. That sense of hope is rapidly disappearing, and the 197172
school vear is beginning to parallel the confusion and disorganization
whieh characterized the start of the school year in 1970-71.

We managed to overcome the shaky start a year ago, and carried
the school lunch program to a record level of service to needy children,
and to all schoo‘ children. Rather than start from that plateau. it
appears that the sehool lunch program is headed in the wrong direction.

ll’ ihe proposed regulations are to become the policy for the school
lunch program this year. then it will mean that:

1. The level of funding to the States will not snstain the school
Junch and breakfast program operating in April and NMay 1971 nor
the objectives contained in the State anns of operation;

2, I¢, will mean the lack of transfer authority will strip the States
of the flexibility needed to strengthen the child nutrition program by
adjusting it to the individual needs of the States;

3. 1t will mean the efforts to vestrict, the funding availability will
create unworkable and undesirable administrative procedures;

4. 1t will mean the intent of Public Law 91-248 and Public Law 92-32
cannot, be fulfilied.

Mr. Chairman, school food service people are committed to fulfill
the intent of Public Law 01-248; school food service people are re-
sponsible for administering the program at State and lo. al levels.
Reasonable regulations and adeguate funding are two prerequisites
{o implement child nutrition programs in accordance with congres-
sional intent.

The specific comments relating to proposed regulations prepared
for American Sc¢hool Food Serviee Association by an ad oe commit-
tee of State dircetors and major city directors were transmitted to
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M- lerbert Rorex in aceordance with USDA. instructions. However,
I v.sh to summarize the recommendations which American Schoo!
Food Service Association believes necessary if we are to fulfill the
commitient :

(1) Increase Jevel of apportionment (o States from section 11 and
section 32 funds for free and reduced meals must be inereased to a
minimum of 40 cents per meal,

(2) Eliminate concept of establishing a base for paid and free
lunches,

(3) Provide for transfer of funds between sources within the State
to permit individual States the flexibility and autonomy to determine
the priorities for fmding within States.

(4) We wounld ask they rewrite criterin for States to use in deter-
mining eligibility for rates in excess of 30 cents per meal to simplify
and permit higher rates wherever needed.

(6) We would ask they rewrite regulations on nonfood assistance
that will permit. the use of funds, and regulations that will use funds
in accordanee with congressional intent.

Finally, 1 wish to thank you for this opportunity tv have dinlog
with USDA pertaining to the needs of child nutrition programs, and
make one final recommendation that USDA be wrged:

(1) To involve program administration (€SSO, SD, FSD) in icenti-
fying needs (funding and procedural);

(2) That they be urged to present realistic budget proposals which
reflect opportunities for growth and expansion, and;

(3) That they be mrged to issue regulations by May 1 which are
expeeted to be effective the following school year.

Many additional children received improved nutrition in 1970-71
in spite of difficulties enconntered in late funding, restrictive regula-
tions, and uncertainties in fund utilization. The history of school food
service suceess has been built on cooperation, meaningful dinlog,
and uniformity of purpose. We, the school food service practitioners,
camestly seck to put an end to hunger in American schoolvooms for
all children, and we know that such a goal will only be achieved
through cooperation, uniformity of purpose, and dedication o (he
Americen School Food Service Association theme, “Always the Child
TFirst.”

1 would hope that this committee can prevail upon the Secretary of
Agriculture to suspend any further action of the proposed regulations,
and to assure the States and school distriets that a level of funding
will he availuble (even if it means asking for more money) to continue
the progress we have begun to make in child wutrition programs. 1
would hope that this committee would insist that the Department
estublish reasonuble regulations that reflect knowledge of the prob-
lems involved in food service administr ition at State and loeal level.

Our concern is “Always the Child First.” Will you ask the Depart-
ment to place a high priority on the future of our country—its children.

In behalf of American School Food Service Association, I think this
important committee for holding this hearing to focus attention on
the dilemma faced by school food service personnel.

I thank you for the privilege of appearing here today.
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(The attachments to Miss Martin’s statement are as follows:)

SUMMARY REPORT, Fi.cE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCHEON PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 1971-72

Numberllype A Humbertype A

unches lunches to
served, be served. Anticipated
1970-11 1971-72 loss in
(Freeor (Free or 1971-72
State or school district reduced) reduced) at 35 cents
Alabama ................................................... 35.789. 305 40,610,000  $5,250.090.00
h 2.606.563 2,668, 812 373,633.68
Alaska Anchorage... 233.000 271.200 85.100.00
7,433,438 10,609, 009 1,476,159, 00
52,220 75, 8.775.0
hoe"ux .................... 42,220 50, 030 17.700. 060
Tueson. .- 930, 839 1,020, 00 150.000. €O
Arkansas. ... 18,873,010 22,702.952 937,622.00
California 2. 003, 133, 550, 009 9, 000, 099.
Qakland. . 3,455, 54 4,000, 600 724.000.00
Sacrament| 1,285,411 1,542,593 116.927.33%
Palm Sprin, 43,236 57,000 11,500.0D
Colorado. 8,550, 357 11,000, 000 550, C00. 09
Little! 25,435 31,000 29,450.00
Denver. 3,004,037 3,500,000 ......_ .
Connecticut. 4,809,212 5,312, 133 769.000, 60
£ast Ha 72, 72,000 22, 320.00
Delaware., 1,723, 159 2.500. 060
florida... 365,674,477 43,057, 674 6.916.€65.€0
Miam: 5,31¢C, 195 5,859, 180 412,838.¢9
Brovzard County_ , 653, 3,000,000 222,300,
Bay County...... 318. £64.255 67,710.€0
Baker County...... 100, 837 101197 13,356.G2
Hutlsborough County.. , 560,067 4,328,600 367, 586,C0
Palm Beach COUNtY. ccceee comecrorecnoss sommm » =mmes 2,513,226 3,000,090 150, 00, ¢
GeOIEIAe - omeerccvmamsasen cro_snmanvamnzezen 43,293,239 63.839,511 6,002,734.C0
Colu-nb.xs (auscogee County School District).... 1,050.517 1,075,517 75.2865. 19
AU oo oo e e mm e ennen 7,005, 655 7,451,086 560 (49,69
De Kalb County.. 756. 851 800, 000 £3,000.00
Macon. ....... 1,311,425 1,861, 559 185.156.90
Hawaii....... 1,935,713 2,288,000 .600. 90
1daho, Jerome 35,6 40, 0G0 1,609, 00
OIS .ne e e omemea 47,255,107 52,272,000 1€, 000, 000.C9
_Chicaga (Archidiocese of). 1,374,559 1,700,000 .
Indiand. e cee vacemnmmcmran 9,832,652 27,058,950 5,251, 108.00
Indianapolis 1, 915. 368 2,563,739 307.647.60
lowa. . oveenes 6,783,939 9,900, 000 352.420.00
Ames.. 18.8. 20,000 3,509.00
Kansas. . oounensas 4,766.830 6,593, 855 659,586.59
Shawnee Mission 99,727 95,200 20,409.00
ge City. 76, 188 71.688 8,500, 60,00
Wichita.... , 060 1,000.000 ..o ... ..
Kentucky, Todd 78,031 93. 690 1217370
Louisiana...... L. 3, 346 815 48,600,020 0
_ tievs Orleans 17,
Maine..... 3 677.677 6,630, 002 1,326. 000 %]
Maryland.. 14,533.800 l5 587 183 3.9%.795.00
Monlgomec( 475,235 110, 000 388.500.00
Baltintore County.. 327.162 '\00,000 102.090.00
husetts.....-. 11, 677 39l 16,200, 000 3, 240, 660. 00
BOSION.eerarmenrerrnnrmearansnsmsmmmsoamsansoronmrnnnnns 3,554, 040 243,783.00
Michigan:
[ L S, reemeememee o weemesamees 5,800. 651 1,600, 000 1, 400. 000. 00
Levonia. .. 32,585 6,800 21,402.14
Midland. ... 44,100 50, 000 6, 500.00
Minnesota... ... 13.563. 160 13,919, 476 2,154,000.00
Minneapolis 2,683.045 3,000,050 750.000.00
103Dy un. nunmmermmn e e ssanarmnnnnreaanraaasmannen 36, 50, 0Cd 6,560.00
S1. LOUIS COUMY - e amrenmnsnsnmcrmammnenan e er e 159. 7 165, 000 21,450.0) "B
TAISSISSIPDI. covmamemreccraresmmacan  coremamameesescamnass 34,715,547 33,187, 101 1,140, 000.00
Green0dle..vun. coreenerrecnnramacanrrnsaanomarasevnmnnn 709, 135,000 30,000.00
MSSOUN - - oo meercom s smmm s vmermmmm ssm v s mrnemn mans 15,449, ll3 20,000, 000 -0 , 000. 00
B LOUIS oorenorrner: =mcossememsausvecsmmssanasmnnn 500, 6.000, 000 000,00
Kansas ClY- . v.-vuupuassraronmoramaresmmememrassennun 2, ll4.937 2,326, 496 465 299.70
10,648 10, 648 4.000.00
Kirkwo 10,982 12,07 , 400,
Monlana......... 1,523,014 1,844,460 e
Great Falls. 170,404 200, 000 0,000.00
ebraska...... 166. 556 6,202. 800 496 223.00
Omaha.... .. 1,602,318 2. 52, 300 420,000.00
Nevada: Las Vegas 479,935 749,835 €4, 485.60
New Hampshire 1,907,254 2,155, 187 215,518.70
, 154,000 24,300, 060 £ 019, 050.00
522,381 525,341 _......
5,495, 281 , 000, 000 ~336.000. 00
738,717 838,323 "159, 231,37

Footnotes at end of table.
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SUMMARY REPORT, FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCHEON PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 1971-72—Continued

Numbei lypﬁ A HNumber type A

unches funches to
served, be served, Anticipated
1970-711 1971-72 los- in
L. (Free or (Free or 1971-72
State or school district reduced) reduced) at 35 cents
Hew Mexico,..... 11.187,023 12.000, 000 1, 200. 000. 00
Atbuguer . 2,151,923 2,582,308 82.375.63
Galtup..... 1, 230 312 1,275 000 185. 000. 00
Sante Fe. 500, 686 755, 000 604, 800. 00
Hew Yoth._. ... 95, 000. 000 110,000.090 .. ovoevvmnvrense
Siweel Home Central School Dist 7,000 12.000 3.600,00
Butfalo. .....eeee ... 4,082,758 3.750.000

950. 000. 00
44,229,463 48,652,409 3.259,711. 00
1,0%.757 1.276. 757 293,654, 00

Hortn Carolina....
M Winston-Salem,.

Horth Dakota...... 2, 286, 001 2,500,000 ___.............

Ohio........... 24,419,528 26, 500, 000 5,565, 000. 00

1 3,388,359 5,312,199 1,965,513.63

Lima...... 201, 303 215,000 55, 000. 00

Columbus., 1. 327, 691 1, 600, 000 320, 000.C0

Cincinnati. . 2,866,733 3,000,000 210, 000. 00

1, 467, 415 2,000, 000 380, 000.00

1,263. 972 2,090, 090 500, 000. 00

.- 289, 857 450, 000 47,000.00

26, 946 30, 000 5,658.45

Oklahoma............. 12,892,752 14,697,737 1, 000 000.00

...... 927,558 1,159, 448 000.00

, 645,000 2,600,000 317 027,00

1egon. .. .ovees 5,926,467 8,473,249 1, 476 175.54

Pertiand. 1,473,112 1,732,500 361,471.56

Pennsylvania.. 2, 442 315 23,400, 000 5,000, G00. 00
Elizabeth, .. 9, 847 39,000 0, 000,

4,183,618 3,587, 580 748,203.00

10,620 .....vveue......

4,809,661 8,447,400 777,161,00

. 60, 000 12,960.00

22,832 25.000 10. 000. 00

299. 460 389,298 52.764.94

,39 17, 525 6.200.00

19,800 30, 000 10,000. 00

6, 00 47,840 9,568.00

Plymouth Iueetlng.. 31,477 34,624 10.387.20

Fort Washington, 11,965 14,000 4,900.00

South Carolina... 31,794,679 52. 800. 000 9,891, 200,00

South Dakota.... , 900, 000 5,525,000 828.750.00

Tennessee, . 29,179.653 31.500, 000 2,772,000.00

Me'nphls.. - 7,000, 000 7,500, 000 975, 000. 00

Knoxville,_. .. 656,214 750, 000 26,250.00

Kingsport... 110,561 135, 000 34,750.00

Hashville. .- " 1,617,503 2,644,800 259,190.00

L 50,930, 126 88,500, 000 8, 85%0,000. 00

L l,337,7h 1,515, 960 197,177.00

Dallas. . e e e e oo , 787,408 4,700, 9,466 00

El Paso_.... 1,333,543 1,300, 750.000.00

Corpus Christi. 1,061,150 2.500, 000 125,000. 00

H 3.720,979 5,437,440 652,493.00

FoﬂWcrlh ...... 1,090,532 1,658,432 331.686.40

............. 4,095, 241 4,259, 050 468, 495. 00

GranlSchool District 603,00 660, 000 5,600.00

Davis County..... 318,380 100, 030 15,000. 00

Vermont . 1,454,000 1,900,000 600, 003. 00

_ Rutland 85,565 90,000 16, 650. 00

Vlrgima:

739.856 813,842 48,000.00

180, 000 230, 000 71,000.00

476,989 524, 688 5,246, 88

Waslington.. 10,245, 426 12,592 100 2, 668,000. 00

h 85,888 1% ™30 13,939.40

West Virginia 19,799, 891 28,363,000 2,661,300. 00

455,676 501, 234 45,823.93

Visconsin, 7,421,518 9,900, 000 1, 435,500.00

ADDENOUM INFORMATION REVIEWED TOO LATE FOR TABULATION

San Diego, Calif..no o oo oo e e e oo eee 2,147, 260 2,301,000 345,150, 00

chhlgan ......... 16, 440, 549 25,000, 000 , 500, 000. 00

Czswell Courty, N.C. . 282,379 300,000 27,900. 00

Sanderton, Pa, ... I e 1,725 1,743 0

¥ Insufficient data, . .
2 Lunches discontinued in elementary schools—high schools only,
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CHART NO.1
COMPARISON OF TENTATIVE ALLOCATIONS, GEORGIA—FISCAL YEARS 1970-72

1970 1971 1972 Difference
$7.583.774  $10,018,600  $9,792.918 —$225,972
2,345,755 ,630, 000 9,689,669 Loceiiranunnn
4,578,506 6,321,685 1 .
e 14,508,035 24,969,685 19,482,587 Liniuniceenias
326,402 372,38 372,386 L oociieemieana
lenemmmsnnsammanaassenmens amnarmannmnasanan 280,291 466,563 740,020 136,304
1 projected deficit.
CHART NO. 2

PARTICIPATION DATA

Projected

196970 1970-71 1971-72

Total lunches......-. ammmrmetmmeeven mmmmmvesssmmTesisassaessmrEaan 146,452,482 152,055,403 157,784,940
Free and reduced. cnveeeemneeinnns 859, 511

A dail fitinatond iy 32.494.7% 44,307,188
verage daily participation (percent).. .-
Free and reduced (PErCeNt)emmanns mmmmsmmamemmmarnavesvassssannnnsn 22 29

Senator Humpurey (presiding). I want to thank you on behalf of
the committee, Miss Martin, for a very comprehensive statement and
analysis of the proposed regulations as they affect the State of Georgia,
and Tor your very constructive recommendations. There are a number
of (uestions which Senator Talmadge was asking each of the witnesses,
which T will take the liberty of asking yvou.

What rate of reimbursement were your schools receiving for free
lunches at the end of the last school year?

Miss MarTiN. We were paying all schools 42 cents for free lunches
ab the end of the last school vear. This was made possible after we
received authority from the USDA in March. L 4

Sfmmtor HuypurEY. So, there were some bonus payments involved
in that?

Miss Martry. Yes, sir. Well, we had restrictions on the last vear’s
program because of the regulations known as the 12-cent rule, and
those regulations were resemded March 9, and we were perinitted to
do what should have been done at the beginning of the last school

car.
Y Senator HuympurEy. What rate of reimbursement did you expect
that vour schools would receive for free lunches during the 1971-72
school year?

Miss M armix. We projected 42 cew.s for free lunches.

Senator HLuapHREY. What rate of reimbursement will your schools
receive under the new regulations?

Miss MarTIN. 36 cents.

Senator HumpirEY. You will be down 6 cents from your projection?

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.

Senator Huxpurey. What will be the degree of deficit on the basis
of a 6-cent reduction? That is aggregate deficit?

Miss Marrry. This will be approximately, if you take it on the
basis of the aggregate deficit, $6 million.

Now, just as the Secretary and the Departinent wants us to have
wise fiscal management, we study each school’s operating practices




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

54

and the operating balance, and assign rates according o their needs;
based on the actual needs of the schools in Georgia, and by assigning
a lesser rate for reduced-price lunches, we would have a deficit of $4
million.

Senator Humenrey. Do you think that you operate an efficient
program?

Miss Marrix., We like to think that we do. We have an extensive
training program. We emphasize high standards of management. We
make food-cost analysis, labor-cost analvsis. We provide the local
school superintendent with this information, (n) on the individual
schools in his school distriet, (b) on his school district, and (¢) on the
State in order that he may compare what is happening in his distriet
with what is happening in other school districts throughout the Staté,

We are constantly making food cost analyses to determine what
the food costs or the meal production costs are in Georgia: from this
we can spot poor management practices, we work with schools (o
climinate poor management practices rather than arbitrarily increasing
levels of assistance.

Senator Humpnrey. Do you think these new regulations will
improve the fiscal management of your program?

Miss MarTix. No, sir; I' do not see how these regulations will help
the Georgia food service program in any way. Bul, they will hurt.
Yesterday T was talking with a school superintendent who said “we
are going to continue the program as we had last year, but. I do not
know what will happen when we use up our reserves.”

Senator Humenrey. Does your sehool system have any means of
securing the funds needed to make up this deficit?

Miss Martix, No, sir. As T indicated, the State is already appro-
priating $3.2 million per year. Our Governor has just asked the State
department of education to cut $5 million from its budget, and the
tendeney is to reduce State spending rather than to increase the
spending. Local school systems are faced with the same problems.
Going to the people for more revenue, and particularly at this time
of year, it is very difficult because local school budgets were requested
to be set and approved by July 1.

So, the budget is established for this year.

Senator Huyrenrey. Do yvou feel that you can carry out the require-
ments of the law to provide a free meal to every c¢hild who cannot
afford to pay, under t,lhese regulations?

Miss Marmix. No, sir; 1 do not.

Senator ITumenrey. In other words, you are saving that these
regulations do not phase into or tie in adequately with the require-
ments of the public law?

Miss Marrix, No, sir. As the superintendent wiio called my office
vesterday said, “We will have to change our free and reduced price
tunch poliey.”

Senator Humpurey. Were you consulted on these regulations?

Miss Marwix. No, sir; T was not consulted. However, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture did have a representative group of school food
service people in to advise during the latter part of Mareh and the
first 2 days of April of this year to talk about the regulations for this
school year. And they made a very fine seleetion of people, and the
commitice came up with some excellent recommendations.
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But, as Mr. Briggs has indieated, these regulations do not reflect
{he recommendations of that committee with, 1 belicve, the one
exeeption of rescinding the 12-cont rule.

Senator HuapHREY. So, in other words, the advisory commitice
made recommendations, but the regulations that came from the
Department do not reflect the counsel of the advisory committee?

Miss MarTiy. Yes, sir.

Senator Humpurey. Is that vour statement?

Miss Marmin. Yes, sir; and T did take a look at the recommenda-
tions of that committce 2 days ago, and L belizve the only one was the
rescinding 6f the 12-cent rule.

Senator Hunpirey. Do you have a breakfast program?

Miss Marriy. Yes, sir; we have a breakfast—we had breaklast
programs in 150 schools last year. Maybe it was 146; one of our
objectives in our State plan of operation this year was to double the
school breakfast program. One hundred seventy-six schools have
applied for the school breakfast program, and we have approved
those applications, which means we will run out of money sines we
cannot use other resources to transfer into the school breakfast
program. ’

e have been working with the Atlanta school people diligently
for 2 or 3 vears to try to get a breakfast program started in that eity,
and we are very hopeful that this year they have worked out a funding
arrangement, with another agency (o take care of the labor costs.
They mean to bring 5,000 or 6,000 children into the breaklast pro-
eram, from Modsl Cities wrea. T simply do not have the heart to tell
thermn now “you cannot be approved” when they have worked for a
couple of years to get the breakfast program started. So. we will
start because we believe, we have full faith that we will be able to
implement 91-248 and 9232.

éenutor Huxrnrey. Now, the administration requested $12 million
for the breakfast program, and we inereased that to $25 million. I
offered some amendments here that provided for prepayment for the
cost of the breakfast program, so we tried to remove some of the
diffieulties there for low-income areas. And they authorized then the
Secretary to pay up to 100 percent of the operating cost of the pro-
gram where there was severe nced as compared, 1 believe, with 80
percent before. -

So, we doubled the program, the amount of funds available, and
actual appropriations were doubled. Is the Department of Agriculture
telling you that they have doubled the program?

Miss Manrmiy. Our allocation has increased—as shown on the
chart—from $466,563 in 1971 to $720,000 in 1972.

Senator Fluspurey. For this coming year?

Miss Marfiy. For this coming year. It would have more than
doubled had not the $6.5 million been withheld. The first tentative
allocation that we received did reflect more than $1 million, but we
received a revised allocation after USDA withheld $6.5 million.

Senator HusprEY. Do vou know why they withheld that? Did
they give you any reason for it?

Miss Marmy. Tt is my understanding that_the appropriations
bill—and I have not seen it—did instruct the Department of Agri-
culture to withhold $6.5 million from the allocation to make a study
{o determine the need for the breakfast program.
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Senator Humpnrey. So, there is a possibility that this could be
realloeated?

Miss Marmx. Yes, this is a possibility, except on September 1
we veceived a nmiemorandum from the Department of Agriculture
indicating that breakfast program expansion could take place only
within the framework of the allocation that we had been given.

Senator Humpnrey. Can you use section 32 funds this year for
the breakfast program?

Miss Manrix. No, sir. Under the present arrangement there is no
wrrangement to transfer section 32 for the breakfast program or for .
equipment uses. -

Senator Huspirey. Is that by law or regulation?

Miss Manriy, Well, I am reluctant to say it is by regulation. 1t is
by silence on their method of apportioning the section 32 money. A
State will only reeeive seetion 32 mouey for free and reduced-price .
lunelies, sir,

Senator Flumpiney. And not for breakfast?

Miss Martix. And not for breakfast, and a State will receive 30
cents from section 32 for each lunch served, and will not receive that
until it has used up all of the section 11 money. Or there is, as I indi-
cated carlier, a contradiction in the regulations which could or could
not provide scetion 32, .

Senator Humpnrey. Finally, when did you get these regulations?

Miss Marriy, Well, the proposed regulations were published on
August 13, and a copy eame to my desk, I' believe it was on the fol-
lowing Monday, which would have been about August 16.

Senator Huspirey. When you expect regulations to come like this
that would revise the prograni’in this dinension?

Miss Marmix, We would expect the regulations, or rather we need
the regulations by May 1; on March 30 my State superintendent,the
State superintendent from Florida, Larry Bartlett, the chairman of
the State School Food Services, director, and I came to Washington
with recommendations from cight ehief school officers in Southern
States, and at that time they asked the Department of Agrieuliure {o
promulgate regulations by May 1 that would affect us the following
rear,

’ Senator Hlumpnrey. Thank you very much,

Senator Ellender.

Senator Ertexper, Miss Martin, T am going to compliment you on
yourstatement as usual, and you are very clear about it.

There is one question I would like to ‘ask you: do you believe that
these regulations were put into effect so as 16 curtail expenditures on N
the part of the Federal Government on this program?

Miss Marmix. Yes, sir; I do.

Senator BrLexper. Well, have you figured out the amount that
thf_v hope to save, or do you know? Have you got information on that
subjeet?

Miss Marrix. Well, I think that the figures, Senator Ellender, that
Dr. Perryman used was somewhere between $150 million and $180
million, and that seems to be the shortage that the States are project-
ing,

bSen,ulor ErrLexnEr. Now, that amount that you speak of now has
been provided for by Congress.
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Miss Marrix. Now, with the amount. authorized under section 32
and the additional $78 million, I believe, in the appropriations aet, it
has almost been provided. | think with the earrvover from the last
vear, which 1 do not kuow about

Senator ELLexner. Well,_it-isapy_understanding that the program
presented and enacted by the Congress provides for suflicient amounts
of money to carry out the program that you have been describing,
and it is your feeling that these regulations will prevent all of the
money being used as it is intended by Congress?

Miss Marmiy. Yes, sir. 1 think they will prevent the money from
Deing used because there are many school distriets with high operating
costs that simply will get out of the business beeause they cannot
operate for 35 cents per meal.

Senator ELvexper. Js the State of Georgia contribuling as much
this vear as it has?

Miss Marrin. Yes, sir.

Senator ELLexper. In the past?

Miss Manrix., Yes, sir.

Senator Eruexper. And the local conmunities as well?

Miss Magrriy. The local communities are actually putting more
money into the school lunch program. One of the shortages we face,
as Dr. Taylor faces also, is the withdrawal of title 1 moneys. We had
about a million and a half title 1 moneys last year, and we have been
advised that this cannot be used this school year. "That million and a
half in title T made it possible for schools to operate balanced programs
at the beginning of the last school year, even though the rate of
reimbursement was inadequate.

Senator ELLENDER. But both of us have been long conneeted with
this program, as you know.

Miss Martiy. Yes, sir; and we appreciate all you have done for us.

Senator ELuexper. And 1 am sure that you are still of the opinion
that a program of this kind is one that should be and must be carried
on through its operations with the cooperation with the Federal
Govermment with the local people.

Mr. Marmin. Yes, sir.

Senator ELLExDER. Only then can you provide a good prograimn.
There is no doubt about that in mind, is there?

Miss Manrin. No, sir. And, Senator Ellender, we were just so
pleased that Public Law 91-248 carried the provisions that required
State matching money. That was the first time, but Public Taw 91-
248, and as I recalled it, the discussions aronnd that indicated that the
Congress would not require local systems to match moneys for free
and reduced-price lunches, so there were no matching requirements
placed on the section 11 funds or breakfast funds, or nonfood assist-
ance.

But, the matching requirements are on the general cash for food
assistance funds. .

Senator ELLENDER. Well, was it your belief before these regulations
were promulgated that the amount of money provided by Congress,
and that which was proposed to be furnished by the States would
have been sufficient to carry on the program as Congress intended?

Miss Martin. With one exception, and that is that I could not
understand how the same level ofl seetion 4 money could carry out the
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program in 1971=72 that was uceded for the program in 1970-71. We
had approximately 2 million additional children that were being served
in April of 1971 as compared to September of 1970, and then we would
project probably a 9 or 10 percent increase this vear. So, 1 really
could not understand how vou could make 225 million adequate for
both years. But, 1 really felt that the Department of Agriculuure had
projected their section 22 request and their section 11 request on a
reasonable level of funding that would permit us to continue the
level of payments that we had last year.

Senator ErLexner. Well, I do not know whether T can come back
to the meeting this afternoon because 1 have quite a bit of other work
to do, but we do have another appropriation coming in before the end
of this year, the supplemental, and if it can be shown to be not a
sufficient sum appropriated by the Congress, weil, I am sure that we
will be able to obtain it.

But, I want to be certain that the amount of money that we do
obtain could do the job if administered according to the wayv (he
Congress intended, rather than these new rules and regulations.
That is the point T would like to have thoroughly explained by the
Department. If you have any more information” to fwrnish on the
subject it would be very helpful.

Miss Marrin. All right, Senator. We appreciate yowr support as
we always appreciate your support.

Senator Huspurey. I think we are all indebted to Senator Ellender
for his prompt work on the Appropriations Committee this year
which gave the school systems the means to do their job. This is the
first time it has happened, and it is a remarkable achiovement. Publie
recognition, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Kruexper, Thank you. Thank you.

Senator Flunenrey. Did you have any further comment?

Dr. Perryymax. Senator Humphrey, may I answer your guestion
regarding Whittier, Calif.?

Senator Humpurey, Yes. .

Dr. Perryyax. The school lunch program and the school milk
program have both been eliminated completely on August 30 by a
vote of 3 to 2 of the board of education, and so there are no school
food service facilities available in that community at the present time
at all. And, it has been one of the finest in the Nation.

Senator Husruney., Well, as I have listened to the testimony this
morning-—we are going to have the Departiment of Agriculture here
Iater on this afternoon—I began (o think that this program of hot
lunches has turned (o cold promises, and I am very upset about, it,
I will tell you. T am burned up about it, to be honest about it.

When 1 go home to Minnesota and find out that we are going (o
be cleaned out of about $2 million of funds that we expected, to find
out the Iron Range of my State up in Duluth, where they are having
serious problems and have got a thousand people that were just laid
off from the plant up there, where unemployment has skyrocketed,
and where there are needy in substantial numbers, and then we find
that our school program for feeding is going to be sharply reduced, it
is outrageous, and I want the Departiment to know, and the people
that are here, so that there will be no seerets. If you did not get enough
money from the Congress, as Senator Ellender said, you should tell us.
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And if you are being forced to pennypineh on the money you have,
you should tell us.

And if there are some areas of these programs that need strengthen-
ing in terms of funding, we want to know about it. because it is the
general view of this committee, that these programs should be properly
funded and fully anthorized. '

So, you heard the chairman, Mr. Ellender, say that il the funds
were not adequate, that we have a supplemental, and we want to
know what funds are going to be needed.

We expected the Department of Agriculture to take seriously
what the President said he was supposedly taking seriously; namely,
that every child would have adequate food. 1 forget the beardful
rhetoric of that statement, but the general thrust of it was that
there would be no hungry children, at least in our schools. Now, |
expect the Department of Agricelture to come back here this after-
noon, not only to attempt to justify what they have already proposed,
but I want them to come back here and be interested in children. Do
not worry about the Federal Government. The Government is here
to serve the children and the other people. Let us find ont how much
we need to take care of the school feeding problem: breakfast and
lunch, and in some arcas where it is needed, the third meal. Let us
find ont what it takes. Let us come in here with some figures that
show us what we need, and let us quit going around playing games
with the appropriations we have through regulations.

And as L understand, these regulations prevent transferability
that you had before. Well, I would jlike an explanation of that when
the Department witness comes up here, because if transferability was
good last year, it ought. to be good this year. And, if the cost has
gone up, what do you say the percentage cost has gone up?

Miss Manrmin. Overall costs increased and increases § percent
each year, so the national average last year was §2.56. L suspect it
will be 55 this year.

Senator 1luarHrEY. So, about § percent?

Migs Marmix. Yes, sir.

Senator Huapruey. I want to know if the Department has caleu-
lated the 5 percent figure in its estimate for the budget of this past
year, and what it contemplated for the next budget.

Now, you ean help us a great deal, by the way, with your associa-
tion, to get these materials, because we are going to have a fight to
the finish over school feeding. I want to warn all interested parties:
we are going to either take out of the record what the President
said, and the mandate that the Department of Agriculture was givea
or we are going to OK funds; one or the other, We are not going to
have hypoerisy, beceuse you cannot have the President of the United
States say one thing and the Department of Agrieulture mandating
that every child be fed, and then come around with some kind ol
trickery and rules and regulations that do not provide for it.

Now, if the Congress is guilty because we did not appropriate the
funds, then we have got to know that. And if the Congress did not
appropriate the funds because the Departient did not ask for them,
we have got. to know that. We need some help here, and with that
we will conclude.
| lDr. Perryyan. We have 50,000 members arcund the country to
welp.
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Senator Hempursy, Help us out,
(Whercupon, at 12:40 p.m., the hearing was recessed to be resumed
at 2 pan. this day).
AFTERNOON SESSION

The Cnsirmax. The committee will please come to order.

The last and final witness is Mr. Richard Lyng, Assistant Secretary
of Agricudture, and he has several of his associates with him. If vou
will please have seats, you may proceed as you see fit, Mr. Secretary,

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LYNG. ASSISTANT SECRETARY
O0F AGRICULTURE

Mr. Ly~xa. Mio Chairman, I have with me today Niss lsabelle
Kelley, who is Assistant Depuiy Administrator for the Food and
Nutrition Service and Mr. Ed Ilekman, who is the Administrator of
the Food and Nutrition Ser viee.

We are pleased to meet with the committee today to discuss the
amendmenis to the school lunch regulations we issued for public
comment on August 13.

Those proposed amendments deal with the program’s funding
stractare for 1972—specifically, with the method to be used to dis-
tribute the special seetion 32 funds to States.

The Cnarrymax. Do you mind if 1 interrupt at that point?

Mr. Lyxg. Not at-all.

The Cnammax. The amendments to the school hineh program were
issued for public comment on August 13. Have you adopted thiem?

My, Liyac. We have not, Mr. Chairman.

The Cusimmax. It is proposed legislation?

Mr. Lyxa. These are still proposed regulations.

The Cunatrvax. No finality about them?

Mr. Lyxa. Absolutely not, Mr, Chairman.

The Cnamryax. That is what I wanted to ascertain.

Txcuse me for interrupting.

Mr. Lynae. Surely.

"They represent owr judgment as to the most effective and equitable
way to distribute the school lunch funds made available in the Depart-
ment’s appropriation act for fiscal 1972,

Last year—t{he initial year of operation under Public Law 91-248—
resulted in substantial program progress. In Sepiember of 1970, a
total of 22.1 million children were being reached with a free or reduced-
price lunch. By April 1971, 24.1 million children were being reached—
up 9 percent over September. A total of 7.3 million children were
being reached with a free ei reduced-price lunch—up 82 percent over
Septenber.

The total number of school lunches served last year increased by
7.7 percent—{rom just over 3.5 billion in fiscal 1970 to just over 3.8
billion in 1972. But, there were substantial differences in growth rates
among the States. In cight of the State agencies, the rate of increase
was more than double the national rate, The growth rate was less
than 5 percent in 23 States.

The number of free and reduced-price lunches served increased 35.6
percent last year—from 852 million in fiseal 1970 to one billion in
fiscal 1971. Again, the growth rate varied among the States. In 10 of
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the State agencies, the grewth rate was more than double the national
average. In contrast, 1+ State agencies had a growth rate of less than
25 percent.

Last vear’s progress represented the combined work of local, State,
and Federa) governmental units, thousands of dedi-ated s hool
officials, and concerned citizens—Dbacked by the traditional combina-
tion of Federal, State, and loeal financial support.

There has been a sharp inerease in Federal funding for cash assist-
ance payments to schools. Between 1970 and 1971, direct appropria-
tions under sections 4 and 11 of the act more than doubled.

In addition, in 1971, these direct appropriations were augmented
by over $150 million in special section 32 tunds—most of which was
intended for free and reduced-price Junches. In 3 years, the amounts
made available under section 4, seetion 11, and in special seeti 32
{unds increased from $204 million in fiscal 1969 to just over $300
million in fiscal 1970, and to over double that amount in fiscal 1971.

States have raised a question as to whether part progress in the
program can be maintained in 1972-—much less additional progress
obtained—under the funds requested and appropriated for 1972 and
the funding structure outlined in the proposed regulations the De-
partment issued on August 13. We believe that significant additional
progress is possible.

First, there is an increase in the amount of Federal funds available
to provide special assistance for free and reduced price lunches in
1972—about $78.8 million more than was spent in 1971,

Second, available funds will be distributed to States in better rela-
tionship to program growth in the various States. Thus, we can avoid
the mid-year funding uncertaintics of last year. At that time, fund
shortages in some States were threatening the continuaticn of their
pregrams while other States had millions of dollars in excess funds.

Third, for the first time in the history of the program—a State
needing to expand its program to substantially more schools and
substantially more children can do so within its available funds—
without fear that such expansion will be at the expense of an unwar-
ranted reduction in levels of assistance to already participating s~hools
and children.

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that some States do not understand the
method we are proposing to usc to distribute the available funds in
1972. We liope to clear up that misunderstanding in the course of
this hearing.

The National School Lunch Act authorizes two annual appropria-
tions for the program—one under section 4 of the act and oneunder
section 11. The act also specifies exactly how cach of these annual
appropriations is to be apportioned among the States

Section 4 funds are apportioned among the States on the basis of
the number of type A lunches previously served by each State and
the relationship between each State’s per capita income and the per
capita. income of the United States. Ior fiseal 1972, the apportion-
ment formula uses the number of type A lunches served by each State
2 years ago—in fiscal 1970. Scction 11 funds are apportioned on the
basis of the relative number of school-age children in houscholds
with annual incomes below $4,000 that reside in each of the States.

The section 4 funds are used to help schools buy food for the
Iunches served to all children—to both children who pay the full price
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rice of thie lunch and the children who receive free and reduced-price
Elncllcs.

The section 11 funds are used to provide additional special
assistance for lunches served free or at a reduced price to clildren
who meet a school’s eligibility standards for such lunelies.

Both the section 4 and 11 funds are actually disbursed to schools by
the State on the basis of an assigned per lunch reimbursement rafe.
The section 4 rate is applied (o all {he lunches; the section 11 rate
applies ounly o the free- and reduced-price lunches.

n the progran regulations, the Department, of Agriculture estah-
lishes maximum reimbursement rates that a State may pay under
section 4 and section 11. Thus, the actual rates of assistance a State
pays an individual scliool under section 4 or section 11 depend upon
three factors: (1) The amount of funds made available (o the State
for section 4 and 11 purposes each fiseal year—the statewide average
rate that can be financed; (2) the maximum per lunch rates of
assistunce authorized by the Department; and (3) how the State
varies rates of assistance in accordance with the relative need of the
individual schools, within that statewide average rale.

Many people first interpreted our proposed regulations as requiring
& reduetion in the maximum rates of assistance that were in effeet
during the Jast school year. This is not the ease.

In the regulations we issued last. September for the 1970-71 school
year, the following maximum rates were authorized: 12 cents per
lunch under section 4; 30 cents in addition for each free- and reduced-
price lunch under seetion 11. with a proviso that the neediest schools
could receive up to 60 cents for each free-and reduced-price lunch.

If a State determined that a school needed in excess of 30 cents for
& free-and reduced-price lunch, our regulations require that sneh a
school receive seetion 4 assistance at the maximum rate of 12 cents,
The seetion 11 rate could then exceed 30 cents—up to o maximum of
48 ceénts—or a total of 60 cents in combined funds,

This latter proviso—called the 12-zent rule—met opposition among
the States. They felt it endangered the total ogram because section
4 funds had to be diverted from the more affluent schools in order io
pay 12 cents in section 4 funds to the neediest schools. They felt all
the extra assistance for free and reduced-price lunches required by
the neediest schools should be financed out of funds available for
section 11 purposes.

Lffective in February, we did, in effect, suspend the 12-cent rule.
We allowed States to finanee the required increase in section 4 rates
for the neediest schools out of funds available for seciion 11 purposes.

The maximum rates of assistance we have authorized in the proposed
regulations remain essentially unchanged from the 197071 rates. A
State is still authorized to pay its neediest schools up {o 60 cents for
a free or reduced-price lunch. A maximum rate of 50 cents is proposed
if the school is serving a significant number of reduced-priee lunches
because it would be receiving revenues from the reduced-price pay-
ments.

Our proposed amendments are concerned with the distribution of
available funds among the States, with the average reimbursement to
be paid on a statewide basis, not with the maximum rates.
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The 1971 appropriation act contemplated & national average section
4 rate of 5 cents and a national average reimburseinent rate of 30 cents
in additional assistance for free and reduced-price lunches.

The following amonnts were provided in the 1971 appropriation acy
{o finance those contemplated rates: A direct appropriation of $225
million in section -+ funds and a direct appropriation of §204.7 in
cection 11 funds. The use of $154.7 miliion m special seetion 32 funds N
also was authorized in our a )‘pmm'iallion act of 1971,

As I indicated earlier, the xkutional School Lunch Aci specified how.

the section & and see ion 11 funds are to be divided among the States.
The use of the special seetion 32 funds is at the discretion of the De-
partment but the appropriation act contemplated that most of the
specinl section 32 funds would be used Lo supplement the seclion 11
appropriation for free and reduced-price lunches.

Without uy experience on which to judge the impact_of Public
Law 91-248, the Department decided last year to use the special
section 32 funds as fo‘lo\\'s:

The entire amount, $154.7 million, was apportioned {o States under
the section 11 apportionment formula. "The section 11 formula was
seleeted because most of these section 32 funds were ex reeted to be
used for section 11 purposes for free and reduced-price mehes.

We did give States flexibility in the use of these section 32 funds.

In addition to using them for fiee and reduced-price lunches, they
were authorized to use the funds to augment funds appropriated for
the sehool breakfast program and the funds for equipment assistance
for needy schools, especially for “no-program” needy schools.

Lowever, as we gained operating experience under Public Law
91248, it. was apparent that the method of distributing the special
section 32 funds was creating a problem. It did not put the funds in
the States where they were most needed.

By January, some States were reporting that they would soon
exliaust their Tunds; other States reported they had a surplus in funds.
By mid-April, under the cumbersome and lime-consuming reappor-
tionment method, we were able to trans{er over $30 mililon from
States with o surplus to States with a deficit. But during the period
we were effecting those fund transfers, the delicit States had Lo operale
upon our assurance that we could obtain the release of funds from
other States.

After this experience, we concluded that it would be in the best
interest of all of the States if a method for distributing the available
funds could be found that would better distribute the funds among the
States in necordanee with expected participation at the beginning of
the school year.

I'his exploration led us to another conelusion; one that, in our view,
represents a real breakthrough in school lunch finaneing. We concluded
ihat we needed to go beyond the funding level planned in the 1972
appropriation—a national average reimbwrsement rate of 5 cents
under section 4 and a national average rate of 30 cents under section
11. We felt the available section 32 funds should be used to guarantee
cach State that, no matter how much it expanded its program, it
could be assured that it would be able to maintain a statewide average
ate of 5 cents under section 4 and a statewide average rate of 30
cents under section 11.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

64

This is the essence <:f our Angust 13 proposal.

Some States have interpreted our proposed regulation (o require
them to initially establish rates of assistance within the funds appor-
tioned to them under section 4 and 11 of the Aet. That is not th e ease,
That would, in effeet. eancel out onr announced guarantee that no
State will have to establish statewide average rates at less thau 5 cents
and 30 conts,

The regulations, as amended by our proposal, instruet States to
establish rates * sthin the funds available” o the State ageney. The
funds available v a State ngeney in 1972 under the regulations are:

Its apportioned share of the $325 million appropriated for section 4,
plus sueh amounts of special section 32 funds as the State needs to
maintain a statewide average st etion 4 rate of 5 cents; and

Its apportioned share of the $237 million appropriated for section
11, plus such amounts of special section 32 funds as State needs to
maintain a statewide seetion 11 rate of 30 conts.

With program expansion in 1972, these 5-cent and 30-cent guaran-
tees will wse all of the special scetion 32 funds made available under our
1972 appropriation act.

Under our proposal, ome States would be able to mmintain state-
wide average rates in excess of 5 cent., ar 30 cents in 1972 out, of their
apportioned share of the direct appropriations for section 4 and seetion
11

They would be able to pay those higher rates. They would not, of
course, receive any section 32 funds to enable them (o pay still higher
rates. On the other hand, they would not he asked to release any of
their apportioned funds for vs¢ by other States.

Some have interpreted our proposed regulations to mean that no
schiool ean receive more than 35 conts for a free or reduced-price
himeh. That, (00, is not the case. States ean continue their past
authority to vary rates among schools—paying above the statewide
average rate to the needier schools and less than the statewide average
rate to the more affluent schools,

We have a sevies of charts that summarize the impact of our pro-
posed regulations on section 4 and section 11 hinding.

This first chart shows the 1971 expenditures for section 4 and sec-
tion 11 purposes and the amounts provided under our annual appro-
priation act for 1972 for these same purposes:

[in milions of dottars)

1971 1972

Sec. 4 3pDAUUOAMEN -, sus aserr o nien. . Aemamemas mnAA¥-memas-snman-m. 225,0 225,0

Hesdy schools and children: T e .
ez 11 appaticazaeat. .. e ke aeaamenrmes Canm mamxmvan [ . 263.0
Soeual 382,32, To fiamee the 2¢ent rele. h ok emememce e mn 20.8
Fresand redused-posce lunches... ..., 0 At a mes a- 8.8
SO ias sl e e n memes mcmrmen m o an 3.4

Grandtotd . . .

—— e e

As this chart indieates. the amount of money available for section 4
purpeses m 1972 is the same as was appropriated in 1971—$225
witlion.
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There is §78.8 million more available for special assistance for free
and reduced-price hunches than was spent m 1971—$390.2 million
compared o $311.4 million.

T inight inscert here in this testimmony, Mr. Chairman. that in addi-
tion to that ca<h, we are spending money for the special milk program
in the amowmnt of $104 million in 1972, and [ think nearly $300 nullion
in commuodities. The total in onr child nutrition programs is St billion
in 1972.

The second chart shows the statewide average seetion 4 rates that
were paid out of the $225 million in 1971 by the 50 States and the
District of Columbia; the projected average rates withont our pro-
posed change in the use of the special section 32 hnds; and the
projected average 1ates under our proposal: .

Humber of States

1972
“ithout iith
1971 revisicn revision

Statewide rate—Sec.4:

7 cents and above, 6 2 2
6 t0 6.9 cents 9 11 11
510 5.9 cent. 22 21 38
4 to 4 9cent 12 12 0
Below 4 cents. 2 0
L] 81 51 51

In the absence of our proposed change, 17 States were faced with
an average statewide section 4 rate of less than 5 cents and five of
these were faced with an_average rate of less than 3-cents. We are
proposing to guarantee these States a statewide average rate of 5
cents.

The third chart shows the same information for the section 11
rates—the special assistance for free and reduced-price Innches: The
average statewide payments ont of the $311.4 million expended for
this purpose in 1971; the projected rates that would have prevailed
in 1972 1f we had not proposed a change in the distribution of special
< »ation 32 funds; and the projected rates under our proposal.

Humber of States

1572
Vithout With
1871 revision revision

Slatewide rate—Sec. 11:

40 cents and above oo 15 0
3510359 cents 9 8 1
2010 349 cents 15 9 S0
25 t0 29.9 cents. 12 7 0
20to 24.9¢cents.... 2 9 0
Bl 2D NS oo c v crrinam e vmmnan v e mwmn n 2 3 0
L1 51 51 51

If we had continuned last year’s method of distributing the $153.2
million in special section 32 funds, and every State used all of its
section 32 money for free and reduced-price lunches, the average rate
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in seven State would have been between 25 and 29.9 cents. In an
additional 12 s, the average rate could have been below 25 cents,
and ihree of the 12 could haye faced an average statewide rate of less
than 20 cents for each free and reduced-price lunch.

Owr propozal guarantees every State at least a minimum statewide
rate of 30 cents for each free and reduced-price lunch.

It is true that a few fortunate States would have been able to pay
higher rates of assistance under section 11 in 1972, if we had continued
last vear’s method of distributing section 32 funds, But, these higher
rates would have meant that up to 19 States would have a statewide
average rate of less than 30 cents in 1972.

Before summarizing these proposals on the distribution of available
funds, I want to comment on a second part of our August 13 pro-
posals—those that affeet the equipment assistance Ninds,

Section 3 of the Child Nutrition Act authorizes Federal equipment.
assistance for schools which draw their attendance from arecas in
which poor economic conditions exist—in short, needy schools. The
funds can be used to help needy <chools which have “no, or grossly
inadequate™ food service equipnient.

In 1971, a total of S15 million was appropriated for this equipment
assistance. But States elected to use substantial amounts of their
special section 32 apportionment for equipment. assistance last year.
In total, reports from the States now show that a total fo $36.7 million
was used for equipment assistance last year.

Our fourth chart shows the amounts used for cquipment assistance
for needy schools in 1970 and 1971. You will note that most of these
funds went to schools that were already operating a food service.

There is no doubt that some already participating schools did have
“arossly inadequate’” equipment. But, we now believe greater emphasis
should be placed on the use of these funds to bring needy “no-program”
schools into the type A program.

We are holding equipment funds in 1972 to the $16.1 million
authorized in our appropriation act. We have amended our regulations
to place a positive obligation on States to seck out—and work with—
needy “no-program’ schools. And, we are proposing that at least
half of each State’s equipment funds be lield in reserve for “no-pro-
gram’ schools until March 1—unless the State can demonstrate that
the fuz.ds should be released for already participating schools at an
earlier dste.

Returning to our August 13 prop-sals on the distribution of cash
assistance funds to the States, we wonld want to emphasize these
points: )

First, our proposals are not designed to save funds. We expect to
spend all the funds authorized in our 1972 appropuiation act.

Second, we 'ove not reduced the maximum rates of assistance
that were authorized for last year.

Third, we will be placing a floor under section 4 and section 11
rates on a stalewide basis for the fivst time—a floor thatis guaranteed
no matter how much expansion a State is able to achieve.

Fourth, we do not believe that we should have eantinued a method
of distrikuting available funds among the States which—-because of
the vagaries of statistical apportionment formulas—allowed some
fStates a “funding feast” while other States suffered from a “funding

amine.”
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Finally, we want to reemphasize that the National School Lunch
Act contemplated that the funding of the program would be a joint
Federal, State, and local responsibility. This principle was reaflirmed
in the Public Law 91-248 amendments. One of those amendments
required, beginning this fiscal year, that all States put State tax
revenues into the program. State matching is required only for the
funds made available under seetion 4 of the act. But, Public Law 91—
248 requires States to distribute the matching State revenues they
put into the program in a manner that concentrates their use on the
financing of free and reduced-price lunches,

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony.

Ihe Crarrman. Mr. Seeretary, if things are so rosy in the school
lunch program, why are 38 State administrators ont of 43 opposed
to them? That is the testimony we had this morning of the seeretary
of school food people, Dr. Perryman, I believe his name is, exceutive
divector of American School Food Services Association, Denver, Colo.
You heard his statement. 1 believe he sent out an inqui. - to all of
the State administrators—43, as 1 recall, and 38 of those 43 had
responded that they are very unhappy about these regulations.

Mr, Lyxe. 1 think. Mr. Chairman, that the State people are zen-
erally dissatisfied with the amount of Federal funding, So I am not
surprised that Dr. Perryman would find that 38 State directors.would
rather have more money. .

I do think that there has been some misunderstanding on the part
of some State school directors as to the regulations. "This is the reason
we put them ouif as proposed regulations—to get. comment on them.
We have had (‘()llsi(l(‘l‘zll)l](‘ comment.

The Cratryax. Why did you wait uniil August 13 to put them
ou*”’

Lyxa. We put them out, Mr. Chairman, about as soon as we
could after the appropriation bill.

The bill was signed by the President on August 10. Actually, we
made an wnofficial announcement of them, as has been noted, in a
talk that I made on August 3 to the American School Food Service
people. That was just after the appropriation bill ad been passed
but prior to its being signed by the .Jl:’l'esident;.

The Cuarryax. Part of your statement, of course, points with pride
to the vast amount of progress that was made in the program last
vear and I share that pride in the progress that was made. The De-

artment pushed it energetically and, as you know, the law mandated
every school system in the country to provide a free or reduced-price
lunch to every needy individual in America.

The States and localities moved together forward to do that. And
according to communications that I haye had, not only from my own
State, but others, these regulations will jerk the rug out from under
them and they will not be able to do so.

ilow do you explain that? Why does Miss Mar.in sav she got 42
cents last vear and will not get but 35 cents this year, reimbursement?

Mr. Lyxe. Well, as L pointed out in my testimony, there are some
States that, because of the way the apportionment formula works out,
actunlly did receive more than many other States. Those States had
high participation, high relative participation in the period 2 years
before—TI think Georgia ean be proud of her high participation rates.

The Cratraax. We ave. She has done an outstanding job and
Georgia has pioneered in this school lunch program. But it seems to
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me that those who have done a good job ought not to be penalized
by the regulations.

Mr. LyNa. It certainly was not our intention to penalize any State,
Mr. Chairman.

What we were trying to do is apportion the available funds in as
fair & way as we possibly could. It did have the cffeet of reducing the
payments {o sonie Siates.

The Cirarryax. Let us see if we understand cach other, now. We
agree that this statute requires every school district to provide a
free or reduced-price meal to the needy individual, is that correet?

Mr. Lyxa. If they are going to participate in the national school
lunch program, that is right.

The Cuammax. 1 believe they are mandated to participate, are
they not?

Mr. Ly~xag. No, they are not, sir.

The Cnamaan. It s still elective?

Mr. Liy~a. Yes, sir.

The Cuamnax. Most of them have elected to participate?

My, Ly~a. Yes. ‘

The Cnamyax. And if they do, they must provide a free or reduced-
price lunch to every needy individual.

Mr. Ly~xa. That is correet.

The Cuairman. And for-the first time, the States must make
contribution?

AMr. Ly~a. That is correct.

The Cuamyan. Assuming every district in the country cleets to
])art)icipnle, has the Congress appropriated available funds to do the
job?

Do you have all the money you need for this fiscal vear? That is
what T am teying to ask.

Mr. Ly~xe. Not sufficient, Mr. Chairman, to pay the full cost of
the lunch.

It is just a question of what the reimbursement rate would be. We
have sufficient Lands. we think, to have a reimbursement rate of 30
cents for free and reduced-price lunches, plus 5 cents for all unclies.
This gets to the very root of the issue, it scems to me. Those who
oppose the regulations have made it quite clear that they do not
think this is a sufficient amount of Federal funding of these lunches.

The Cnarraax. Now, vou requested, I believe, for this fiseal year,
a total appropriation of $581,435,000, did you not, for the school
Iunch program?

My, Ly~xe. That is correet, yes.

The Ciramyax. As a budgetary request, as I recall.

My, Ly~xa. Yos.

The Cuairman. Now, Congress increased this amount, as I recall,
to $615.200,000 more than you request. Is that not correct?

Mr. Ly~c. Yes, the Congress transferred from section 32 com-
modities {o section 32 cash grants $33 million. This brought it up to
$615 niillion. .

The Cusieyay. Now, is there any problem about having adequate
funds to do the job, to provide this free or reduced-price lunch?

What I am trying to get at is, if you do not have the money, there
is the chairman of the Appropriations Committee silling right there.
e has been daddy of this school lunch program. He is Just as much
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interested in it as the rest of us are and I am sure the committee and
the Congress would be sympathetic. 1 want to find out whatis pinching
the foot. If it is regulations that are impeding this program, we want
the regulations chenged. I the Congress has not done their job and
provided adequate money, 1 feel that the Congress will respond.

Now, what is neeessary to get the program moving?

Mr. Lyxa. Well. Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of opinion, I presunie,
of what the Federal role should be in these programs. The administra-
tion, in its proposed budget, contemplated that this program would
be one of sharing between Federal, State, and local sources.

The Cuarryay. But the act states how much contribution the
States have to make, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Lyxg. This is true, Mr. Chairman, and it speaks to the [act,
really, that over the years, the States have in most or many instances
made little or no contribution. It has been generally a Federal
appropriation.

The Cuairyay. T agree with that. My State, I think, appropriated
three or four times what the act mandated them to do. ‘They are very
proud of the program there and they want to go forward. Now your
regulations say you are doing a fine job, but last year we gave you
49 cents a lunch and this year we are not going (o give you but 35.
The inflationary spiral has been 5 to 10 percent, so you are reducing
the price, so théy cannot go forward. What are we going to do about it?

Mr. Lyxa. Well, there is some gnestion of the actual apportioniment
in Georgia. 1 am not absolutely sure that itis correct that it would be a
maximum of 35.

Would you say that is the way it will work out, Miss Kellex?

STATEMENT OF ISABELLE M. KELLEY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, US. DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE

Miss KeuLey. T think it would be somewhat over 35, because
Georgia will have in excess of a 6-cent rate on section 4. They can fund
that out of their apportionment. i

Mr. Lyxa. Because their apportionment of section 4 would be high
cuongh. But it would still be less than it was last year?

Miss Kenney. Absolutely, ves. )

The Cnseyax. What was it last year?

Miss I gLLey. Our data shows for Georgia that section 4—this is out
of the apportionmen. of $225 million—Georgia paid an average rate
of 6.8 cents. Kor all of the funds that were used for free and redneed-
price lunchies for the vear as a whole, it averaged 31.7 cents.

The Ciatrman. Let me see if [understand your. Miss Martin sfated
that last yvear we received about 42 cents for cach free and reduced
price lunch. This year the regulations ent that to 35. Is that right or
not? )

Mr. Lyxa. That is not correct. We gnaranteed that there wonld be a
minimunm of 5 cents on a statewide average in all States. but it could be
higher than that, based wpon the apportionment of section 4 and
section 11, if that is high enough. Now, the actual practical effect of our
regulations would reduce Georgia probably to something in the area,
and this would be a ball park figure, of 36 to 37 cents, simply be-
garuse-——
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The Crammax. Let’s see if we can understand cach other. I see
Miss Martin back there. Coe

Would you step up here now?

What is your version of it? This seems to be the nub of the issuc
there. You have the appointee saying one thing and the State admin-
istrator saving something clse.

Miss Marrix. Senator, as ] caleulate, when we project the number
of lunches to be served this year, we would have approximately 5.9
cents from section 4 funds. Tf § understand the regulations correctly,
we would have a base of something like 32 million free and reduced-
price lunches. This base is arrived at by dividing the total amount of
seetion: 11 money allocated (o Georgia carned under the formula b> 50
cents. That would give us a base.

Then, for each free and l'educed-price lunch served in addition to the
base, we might be cligible for section 32 funds.

s this correct?

Miss KeLLey. You would bo cligible, yes.

Miss MarmiN. So under no civeumstances could we have more than
30 cents for free and reduced-price linches and we would ha ve, because
we are a low-capita income State. 5.9 cents under seetion 4 based on the
projected and total number of meals we expect to serve this year,

Is this correct? '

Miss Keriey. Yes, T would assime 4 at vour section 4 rate would
be someplace in the area of 6 cents.

Mr. Ly~G. 5.9 or 6 cents.

Miss KeLiey. And 30 cents for free meals.

Miss Martin. We have gotten a little bebter off in the last couple of
years so our assistance need rate deecrcased from 6.1 last, Year {o
about 5.9.

Miss KprLey, I am looking at just Your projection of total lunches
divided into the apportiomment. It is someplace around 6 cents or—
30, plus 6, 1o make 36.

The Cratrmax. What is your total meal—

Miss MarriN. This year we will be able to pay no more than an
average of 36 cents. If our total participation were to increase, then
the 6 cents would be diluted down to 5 cents. T'he USDA has estab-
lished a base of 193 million meals for Georgia. We will not carn

e additional money for section 4 purposes until we have exceeded that -
base of 193-plus million meals, which is impossible for us to do.

The Curarsan. What did we get last year?

Miss Marriy. We served 152 million meals, I believe.

Miss KerLrky. 146 million. )

Miss Manrix. Oh, last year—you haveit. We had 6.8 cents per meal
last year from section 4 money.,

The Crarryan. What was the total?

Miss Marrin, The last month of the year we reimbursed 42 cents
for free and reduced-price lunclics. Prior to that time, we did not
reimburse that high because we had restrictive regulations that did
not permit the higher reimbursement.

The Cuamrvan. In other words, what You are saying then is you
have tried to do a good job, you have expanded the program, the cost
of food has gone up, the Federal reimbursement will be less?

Miss Mantin. Yes, sir.

The Cuatryan. How much have meals gone up in Georgia?
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Miss Marrix. We spent 44.4 cents per meal last year. We expect &
5-percent increase in that this year, which would make it around 464
cents this year. We get 2 cents State money, so we would need some-
thing in the neighborhood of 44 cents for cach free and reduced-price
lunch.

In addition to that, we have lost our title I money that we had in
the lunch program last ycar.

The Crainyay. So the meals will be greater and the funds will be
less?

Miss Marrix. Unequivocally.

The Crarrymax. That is the point I was trying to make.

Senator Curtis. May I ask a question right there? How much less
will it be in dollars?

How much did you get last school year and how rauch do you
wiiicipate this year?

Miss Marerx. There is a chart that was attached to the back of my
statement. his will be approximately four and 2 half million dollars
less apportioned to the State. ‘

Now, here again, there is a conflict in the regulations. I think the
Department intends to pay 30 cents for all free and reduced-price
lunches. However, we have only had a tentative allocation for $19.4
million as compared to an allocation last year of $24.9 million, which
is $4.5 million less that we know right now we are going to get.

Senator Curris. But that is not final?

Miss MarTin. No, sir; but this is one of the problems. You know,
we do not know what we are going to get.

Mr. Lyxg. The $19 million that Miss Martin is referring to is the
total of scction 4 and section 11 funds. Our estimate would be that
Georgia would receive $9.6 million in section 32 funds, making a total
for this fiscal year of $29.0 million compared to rouglly $25 million,
or $24.9 last vear, or an increase actually, of about $4 million. This is
using the State’s estimate of participation of free and reduced-price
lunches at 30 cents.

Senator Curtis. If your estimate is half right on the 32 funds,
Georgia would get about the same amoeunt of money as they got last
year, because one of you says it is about $4 million below and the other
about $4 million above.

Miss MarTix. The Sceretary has said that for each free lunch that
we serve this year, we would get 30 cents and it would requrie 2 total
of $19.2 million to do this, which would be $9.6 million more than we
have apportioned. But that would be at the rate of 30 cents, which is
inadequate to sustain the school lunch program that we had in opera-
tion in April or May.

Senator ELLENDER. Why?

The CmarryaX. What you are saying is you cannot provide the
lunch at that cost.

Senator ELLexpek. That is because of high cost?

Miss Marmin. Yes, sir.

The CrrairyaN. Last year you ‘4 cents Jor each meal, did
you say?

Miss Martiv. Yes, sir.

’l‘hg Cnatryay. This year you anticipate it will cost about 49
cents?

Miss Marmin. Forty-six or forty-seven.
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The Cuastraax. So the redueed rate will put you ont of business in
a hrry, will it not? .

Miss Martix. Yes, sir. o

Mr. Ly~xa. Mo put this in perspective,sir, I thin, we should point
ont it is more than 30 cents. We are putiing in 30 cents plus 5 cents for
all hinches, which is 35, plus abont 7 cents in commodities, or about
42 cents in total.

We have offered to do this regardless of how many Innches they
serve in the State of Georgia.

The $9 million is a projection of 63 million free and reduced-price
lunches, which is a substantial increase over last year. Based on last
year’s figures of 44 million, that would be cut down Lo about $6
million—roughly $6 million—in which case with the same number of
free and reduced-price lunches being served as were served last yedr,
Georgin would still be gaining about a million dollars in Federal
funds.

The figures that Miss Martin is comparing with 42 cents, as she has
pointed out, were not avernge figures for the year, they are the figures
during the last couple of months of ghe year,

| 1 think an average figure on an average basis would be lower than
that. ;

Miss MAirtrz. Unequivocally lower, but we had many schools end-
ing up the year with a deficit and many schools would probably have
closed their lunch program in late March or early April had you not
given us the anthority to go higher,

L think it is unfortunafe that we are looking at average rates of
reinibursement for the 1970—71 school Yyear,

The averages should have been based, in my judgment, on April
and May, becanse this was the time when the States conld realiy pay
the local school districts the amowmnt of money they needed to fulfill
the commitment to hmngry children.

Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could find out
Arom Miss Kelley how much more money you have appropriated for
this program for 1971-72.

Mr. isxx6. The total program for cash granis, the increase was
$78.8 million ~ - —~— =

Senator BLuexper. That is increase?

Mr. Liy~e. Yes.

Senator BLLexpek. What about cornmodities? Food?

Mr. Lix~xe. Commodity estimate would be about, {he same, not much
of an increase. We had an increase there but the Congress transferred
it to cash grants in the amount of $33 million. 1 think it is slightly
higher in commniodities this year.

Senator BLuexneg, Tv has been stated that the reason why these

‘gulations were promulgated was that it was doue in order to sauve
amds. Now, you deny that.

Mr. Livxa. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chairman, [ do deny that charge. We did not do this to reduce
expenditures. T

Senator BLLexper. Tt has been said {his worning by some that
that was the purpose of the promulgation of these rules and regula-
tions, to save funds appropriated by Congress,

Mr. Ly~xc. T am afraid I must disagree with that statenient.

Senator Eunexper. Well, you expect under the formula that we
have just been talking about, the change that has been made, you
then expect to spend all of the funds appropriated?
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M. Livxg. We do, Senator.

Senator Bruexper. Now. who iz at fault if there is a shortage of
money as has been alleged by Miss Martin?

Mr. Lyxag. Well, if there is an insufficient amount of money in our
appropriation. 1 presume that inaxmuch as the Congress appropriated
the amount that the administration requested, and as a matter of fact,
added thereto——

Senator ErLexper. Added to it.

Mr. Lyxg. Then you can blame the administration for failure to
request a sufiicient amount. if there is to be blame placed.

1 would point out that in the period fromn fiscal 1968 to fiseal 1972,
Federal appropriations for free and reduced-price lunches has gone
up almost a hund-edfold, from about $¢ million in Federal grants
for free and reduced-price lunches (o nearly $400 in this fiscal year.
With the total expenditures on food programs, and I think we should
not lose sight of the fact that we also have food stamps and com-
modity distribution for needy families, the total appropriations now
for expenditnre by Mr. fekman’s Food and Nutrition Serviee this
fiscal vear will exceed $3.5 billion.

That compares to about $800 million plus about a fourth that
amount, in fiscal 1969.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have made some vast increases here.

Senator ELLeExpER. I understand that, but we are not talking about
the food stamp program. Let’s not mix all these other moneys that
are being provided. What [ would like to know is how much more
money, Federal money, would you require to meet this program
under the new rules and regulations as vou promulgated th m?

Mr. Liyxc. Well, one of the witnesses this morning, Mr. Clapp,
suggested that the Federal Government should pay the total cost.

Senator KLLexper. Of what, the program?

My, Lyxe. Of the program. If we were to do that, it would cost
about $4 billion, so we would be about 3 billion short.

Senator Eruexper. Well, I think the real advocates of the school
luneh program want this to continue on a cooperative basis. That
is my position, has been my position since we started this program
back in 1946. I think the reason why this program was a success
was because it was done on a cooperative basis with the local people
putting in and contributing and then counties, the parishes, State,
and the Federal Government can put up its share.

As I recall the program, the Federal Government put up at the
beginning around 25 percent and it grew from that amount. Now it
is what, of the entire cost of the school lunch program? What per-
centage is now being paid by the Federal Government?

Mr. Ly~ae. About a third.

Senator LLexper. And that is an increase of § percent in the
Iast 10 years?

Mvr. Liyxg. Yes.

I think that actuall yarticipation rate . as not gone up as
fast as the cost of lur ¢ everyone, but in the arca of free and
reduced-price lunches, i ..s gone up a good deal faster. So we are
paving a much bigger share, of the free and reduced-price hnches
{ian we are the lunches to nonneedy children.

Senator BLLexper. In putting this to the budget committee, did
vou take into consideration these increases that have occurred and
will oceur in the future as to the cost of these lunches?




e

E

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

74

Mr, Lyxg, Yes, Mr. Chairman; we did.

Senator Evtexner. Why is it you fell short? Were there more
lunches provided or has the cost gone up, or what?

Mr. Ly~a. We have had an inerease in the program, Mr. Chairman,
We do not think we are falling short this year, What we are now doing
is that for this school year we are defining the rate of reimbursement,
Some people are finding it insufficient, They would like it to be higher.

If we were to just take the free and reduced-lunch section and were
to pay the full cost of that, I presume it would be something close to
double the amount of meney we now have on a national basis for free
and reduced-price lunehes. '

Senator Ernexper, Under the program now provided, does the
law now giving aunthoriiy for this program, would you be able to state
to us now or in the near future what additional funds are required from
the Federal Government in order to carry that programn on in view of
the rise in the cost of these food programs? In other words, what I am
saying is we do not want to inecrease the percentage amount, but in
order to carry on the program as we, as it is now in the statute books,
how many more funds will be required to meet the requirements under
thie present law?

Mr. Lyxg. We think, Senator, that the present appropriation will
carry on the school lunch program in accor tance with the law. It
may not be satisfactory to the school lunch directors in 38 States, but
it will carry on the program.

Senator ELLENDER, s it your view that they expect the Govern-
ment Lo put up more money and less on the part of the States? Is
that 1t?

Mr. Lyxa. Yes, I am sure that this is what many of these 38 school
lunch directors would prefer. And with some reason. They are having
a great deal of difficuliy in getting money at home in local school
districts or from the States.

Senator EvrENnEr. Now, you are making the statement to us,
then, that in order to carry out the program as contemplated by
Congress, you now have enough funds?

Mr. Ly~ng. Yes, sir, I think we do.

Senator ELLENDER, And if the States and the local communities
follow through with their share of what Congress contemplated, why,
this progran could be carried on as provided by the law?

Mr. L xg. Yes.

Senator ErLenper, Well, that is one point, Mr. Chairman, that
we will have to develop.

The Cuarryan. Senator Aiken?

Senator Arken. Mr. Lyng, I notice there is quite a variation in
the cost of school lunches among the different States. To what is
that variation due? Is it the cost of the foods, the costs of supervision,
the costs of preparing and serving, or what creates that considerable
variation?

Mr. Tyng. I understand it is a number of different things. The
cost of the raw {ood product does not vary tremend o=l but the cost
of labor in preparation and delivery can vary a great deal, particularly
in some of the urban areas.

The costs of delivering food service, taking the raw food product
and converting it into a sehool lunch can be very high.
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Admittedly, there is some saving, too, in the raw product, just the
freight saving of getting it from the rural arcas to urban akeas. But I
think the labor cost is the major variable,

Miss Martin, who is an expert in this field, knows better than Iwhat
the cost variations would be.

Senator ATKEN. But the inercased cost has not come entirely in
the urban areas, has it?

Mr. Lyxe. I think generally the higher costs are in the urban areas
or %hoso arcas of the country in which wages and salaries tend to be
high. :

%cnutor MKkEN. And administrative cost, that is allowable?

Mr. Lyxa. That is another factor and there are various ways of
accounting for adminis rative expenses, what is included, the allocation
of administrative overhead and this sort of thing.

Senator AIKEN. What has been the effect of the increase in the
consolidation of schools and the great increase in busing of scholars
on the cost of the seliool lunch programs, has there been any?

Mr. Lyne. Iam afraid 1 could not comment on that. Perhaps Miss
Kelley or Mr. Iekman could.

Senator A1keN. What do yon think?

Miss Kecney. T think it might increase it or decrease it, sir.

To the extent that it enlarged the operation and you got economies
of seale, you might better utilize vour labor.

On the other hand, there might be other sitnations where this con-
solidation might mean that you wounld have to bring more prepared
meals into the school and inerease the cost. T doubt thai there is a
wencralization on that score, sir.

Senator Arkexn. Well, does the consolidation of school result in
higher participation in the school lunches? -

Miss KenLey. I am not sure that we haye information that would
show that.

Senator A1kex: What you are saying, you could feed 500 scholars
af. lﬂ ‘l)ower per capita cost than you could feed 25, probably, is that
yight?

"\iss KerLey. I think there are economies of scale.

Senator Aikex. I do not want to take up any more time, Mr.
Chairman. I do think there is quite a lot to learn about. the operation
of this program in the different States and I do not think the time has
come when we can simply turn funds over to the State administration,
to the local administrations, without the Federal supervision and
enidance which [ feel is necessary.

The Crzairuaxn. Senator Allen?

Senator ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Lyng, T believe you appeared before our committee in connee-
tion with the school lunch bills earlier this year, did you not?

Mr. Lyyg. Yes, I did, Senator Allen.

Senator ALLEN. [ believe at that time you stated that the amount
of money requested by the Administration would_be sufficient to
finance the prograin.

Mr. Liyne. Yes, based upon the degree of Federal participation that
we have contemplated, yes, 1 did, sir.

Senator ALLEN. The Department felt that the dipping into the
section 32 funds was not necessary or advisable?
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Mr. Lyxa, That is true Senator, when [ appeared before the com-
mit{ee of which vou are chairman, that was on a supplemental appro-
priation of seetion 32 funds for fiseal 1971.

Senator ALLEN. Yes, sir,

M. Lyxg. Your recollection is correet, T testified that we did not
need the money contemplated. and as it turned ont, we were able, by
reallocating money from (hose States that did not spend it all, {o
reallocate some $30 million and were thereby able to get through the
Yyear without the use of those funds. )

Senator Avuey, Well, now, as to the current fiscal vear there, vou
will use all of the section 32 funds that were appropriated, is (hat
correet? )

Mr. Lyxa. Yes, we expeet (o use all of those in the regular seetion
32 appropriation, ’

Senator AuLex. Yes, and that will not be sufficient to adequately
finance the program, the money that has been made available?

Mr. Lyxa. This becomes a question of opinion. sir. It will be ade-
quate to finmice the program at the rates that we have projeeted of
5 and 30 cents.

Senator ALLex. Well; now, on the section 4 funds wnder the old
regulations, wis not 12 cents per hach allocated or reimbursed for
seetion 4 funds?

Mr. Lyxe, No. Senator. That 12 cent figure was only an amount
that we set in what we called the “12 cent rule”’—an amount that
the school must use for section 4 before they could use additional
seetion 32 funds; for free and reduced price Iunches above 30 cents
per lunch.

Senator ALLEN. Yes.

My, Liyxe. But the average seetion 4 figures were about 5% cente.

Miss Kepuey. Five cents or less in the past 10 yvears.

My, Livxa, Over the past 10 vears, they have been five cents or less
until last year, Then last year they exceeded 5 eents slightly.

Senator ALLEN., You have here the 30 cents and the 5 cents, the 5
cents under section 4 and the 30 cents under seetion 11, That is to be
alloeated among the States on a statewide basis; is that not correct?

Moy, Lyxa. Yes. This is an average figure, averaged on a statewide
basis. ‘I'he States may vary it within the States.

Seaator ALLEN. So that if a State wanted {o, then, they could, as
{o some schools, give 40 or 45 cents per meal, and that would accord-
ingly reduce the amount received by other students.

My, Livxg. 'That is correct.

Senator ALLex. Then that would not gnarantee 35 cents per meal
{o each school system?

My, Lyxg. That i- right, Senator.

Senator ALLEN. <.nd to each schoolchild?

Mur. Lyxe. Yes. :

Senator ALrex, Well, now, when you speak of 30 cents in addition
to section 4 funds for each [ree and veduced-price haneh, what would
constitute a reduced-price lunch? In other words, if 15 cenls were
kmocked off of the price of a lunch, would the Govermment be required
to put up 30 cents to supplement that or replace that 15 cents?

Mr. Liyxa. The law spells out, defines a reduced-price lunch as one
that cosis 20 cents or less to the participant. So anything less ihan 20
cents is n reduced-price lunch. So they could charge, for exmmple, 20
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cents for a redueed-price nch. We would then be paying 35 cents in
eash plus commodities.

Senator Anuex. Well, under those cireumstances, then, the sysiem
would get 50 cents; is that correct?

Ar. Lyxa. The system would get 55 cents pluz commuodities.

Senator ALLEN. 50 cents nuder section 115 yes.

Mr. Lyxe. That is correct.

Senator ALLex. 30 cents and then the 20 cents.

Mr. Lyxg. That is correet.

Senator ALueN. Now, yon speak of anarantecing this amount, 35
conts total, on a statewide basis, to all sehool systems in any particular
State. Now, that is based on the Department’s projections of the
possible expansion of the program.

AMr. LyxNG. Yes; that is correct.

Senator AuLex. Yet I heard you say that irrespretive of the ex-
pansion of the lunch program, you wonld have 35 cents per meal; is
that correct?

Mr. Lyxg. Yes.

Senator ALLEN. YWhat expansion have yon projecied, then?

\Mr. LyxG. 1t is a substantial figure. 1 do not {m\'c the comparison
of numbers of p. ‘ticipation at the tip ol my tongue. 1 wilt be happy
to submit that for the record.

Senator ALuex. L wish you wonld.

(‘The information is as follows:)

_ ScHooL LUNCH PROGRAKNI~ NUMBER OF LUNCHES SERVED, TOTAL AND FREE AND REOUCED PRICE

Parcent freeand  Percent used
Totallunch increase priof reduced bnce over piiof
(militon) ysar (milion) yeat

Niseal year:
1568, c0ncacannes 3.212.9 +2.3 417.1 48,4
1969. 3.368.2 +4,7 ' +21.7
1970 3,565.1 +5,8 A 445,5
1971 3.8:1.2 +7.7 1.001. 4 +35.6
1972.. aramcassmemassramasren 4,335.8 +12,9 1,364.1 +36,2

N

fiscal year 1972 data are based ugon the number of funches that could be sewved n 1912 if States mantain
the progs .« - levels'reached in the spung of 1971 and expand the program into additicaal schoolsin fiscal 1972,

Senator ALLEN. Now, the escalation in the program, the number of
children being covered or reeeiving lunches, both paid for and at a free
or reduced rate basis, has been much higher than the adminisiration
or the Department contemplated through the years, is that correct?

Mr. Ly~a. Actually, we did not get quite the increase in participa-
tion lust year that we had anticipated. As n matter of fact, this is one
of the reasons that the per Innch payment of Federal funds came ont as
large a5 it did in some localities. Where we had allocated a block of
funds, i there was no increase in participation, they had more cents
per lunch served.

[ do not think we have underestimated it, Senator. I think actually
we have been hopeful that participation, particularly in the total pro-
grany, would go up faster than it has.

Sonator ALLEN. Well, now, has there been an increase on the part of
the Department in amounts paid per meal or allocated to the States on
a per meal basis?

§53-323—72—6
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AMr. Lyxa. Ouly slightly last year, there was an inerease. Prior to
that time, it remained, 1 think, relatively constant for a number of
years.

Senator ALLEN. In other words, the forces of inflation, then, would
have to be zontained or absorbed by the States and local systems under
the theory of the Departmeni, is that correct? )

Mr. Ly~a. There llms been a sharing, but there is no question ubout
it that the inereased cost of school lunches has created a burdey for
locxl and State sources.

Senator ALLEN. And it has not been the theory of the Department
that it would share in this inflationary esealation or spiral?

Mr. Lane. Well, we have made an cffort, Senator, to increase our
participation rate and to share in it; yes.

1t would be incorreet to say that we felt that the full burden of the
inflationary increases should be borne by others.

Senator ALLeN. Well, what was it last vear, then, for a meal for free
and reduced price lunches?

Mr. Ly~e. The annual nationwide average is 31.1 cents in section
11

Senator ALLEN. All right, under seetion 4, then?

Mr. Lyxa. The annual national average was 5.9 cents. That was the
highest it had ever been.

Senator ALLex. Well, taken together, then.

The Crramaax, And section 32.

Senator ALLEN. YWhat about seetion 32, then?

My, Ly~a. Seetion 82 is included in the 31 cents. That is a combina-
tion of sections 11 and 32.

Senator ArLLex. That would be more.last, year than this year?

AMr. Lyxa. On an averse basis, it 1f ight ‘be slightly more, yes; that
is correct,

Senator ALLEN. I believe you «id 31 cents was under seetion 11?

Mr. Ly~g. 31.1 cents.

Senator ALL 3N, Then under section 42

Mr. Lyxe. 5.9.

Senator AnLex. That is 37 eents, then, is it not, as against 35 cents
proposed for this year?

Mr. Lyxa. The 35 cents, Senator, is 2 minimum figure that we are
guarant~eing as 1 State average. We think that the full figure will be
higher than that beeause, us we have diseussed in the case of Georgia,
the scction 4 fizure there will perhaps be 5.9 for the coming year,
There will be other States that will receive more than the minimum.
So it should be something between the 35 and the 37 cents.

Senator Aunuex. That is, if more do not participate, more sy =ms
do not participate, then it could be just the 35 conts?

Mr. Lyng. The more that participats, the lower the average
probably would be, particularly if we get inereased participation in
those States that have high section 4 allotments. However, in any
case, it shonld remain above the 35 cents total.

Senator Arnex, If there is more escalation in the use of the free
funch program and there is not sufficient funds to provide the 35 cents,
would it be the policy of the Department to come back and ask for
defieiency appropriation, supplemental appropriation?

Mr. Lyya. We would have no alternative, Senator, but to do that,
in my opinion. It would be absolutely essential that if it appeared
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thai the participation rate so far exceeded onr estimate that we were
going heyond our appropriation, we would ha » to. of course, come to
the Congress and ask for additional funds.

Senator Anuey. Well, now, what about the school breaktast pro-
gram? Is that being escalated thronghout the country?

\r. Lyxe. Not heavily. The budget for a school breakfast program
is n_much more modesi program than the sehool hmeh. The total
Federsal funding o ~chool breakinst this year will be—is $25 million
in the appropriation, 1 belicve. That compares with $12 million in the
approviiation last vear and then we permitted some section 32
transfers last vear, which made the program abont $20 millien. This
vear, with a program of perhaps a maximum of $28 miliion, it will be
able to provide oply for an annualization ol the breakfast program
as it existed toward the end of the last school year.

Senator AuLex. Well, are any funds being held back for that
program?

\Mr. Lyxe. [n the Appropriations Act, as I recall, it is spelled out
{hai $6.5 million would be held back from the apportionment in ovder
to take care of needs. There are no funds being held back by the
administration.

Senator AuLax. I see.

Well, now, as [ understand she position of the ~partment, and T
asstme the administration, it & your policy to proviie the 35 cents
per meal for the free and reduced price lunches and you take the
position that anything to supplcment that should come from the local
governments, is_that correet? This is as far as you want to go?

Mr, Lyyg. Yes, that is our proposal. That 13 the fignre that we
have in these proposed regulations, hanator; ves.

Senator Annen. Well, vou wonld not iook with favor, then. upon
having a larger appropriation so that a larger basic amount could be
allocated by the Government to the States?

Ar. Lyya. Senator, it would certainly make my life a good deal
more pleasant these days if we had a Jot rnore money in that program,
so my personal view might be that it would be very nice to be able to
eive the States and ihe loeal school districts a lot more money. Bub

<= ———js-you-can-perhaps imagine, the needs for funds in this whole nutri-

tion arca are great. And within the framework of overall priorities,
this is the amount that we have available.

Actually, the 30- and 35-cent figure is a way, a proposed way, o’
allocating the resources we have available this 1 .ar in the Appropria-
tions- Act. -

Senator Annex. Well, now, is this not essentially a form of revenue-
sharing on the part of the Federal Government with the local gov-
ernment?

Mr. Lyxe. Tt is 2 grant. In that sense, it is; yes.

Senator AuLEx. Can you think of any use to whieh shared funds
might be put that would be better than providing lunches for necdy
children? :

Mr. Lyxe. Well, T work very closely with this program, Senator, so
[ Lave to give it a very Ligh priority. But there is a tendency for all
of us to think the programs with which we are most involved have
the Lighest priority. Others set the priorities.

Senator Aurny. Well, the admimstration is committed to the con-
cept of revenue-sharing.
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Mr. Lyxe. That s true.

Senaior ALLEN. T believe that is all, thank you very much.

The Creatrvax. Senator Curtis?

Senator Crrris. Mr. Secretary, the problent before us today has
raised a number of questions. I think Your statement haz been 1nost
nelpful.

I' would like to mke sure that I understand the charts that you
presented. Chart No. 1. 1 understand that for the last ~chool year,
the grand total rade available for the Feders] Government was
$536.¢ million, i< that correct?

Mr. Lyxe. That is correct, that is the arand total made available
in eazh grants to the States for school lunch..In-addition-zo-this would
be other programs—the commodity programs, the =<pecial school milk
program of a hundred million dollars——

Senator Crrris. In the second colunm, for this school year, that
figure is raised to $615.2 million, is (hat right?

Mr. Lyxg. That is correct.

Senaior Conrs. [s that the cash figure?

Mr. Lyxg. That is aeain the cash fieure.

Senator Cerris. Will the commaodities e any less than they were?

Mr. Ly~G. No, they will be no less.

Senator Corris. Now, does the Department, expect to make full use
of the entire $615.2 million2

Mr. Lyxa. Yes. we certainly do.

Senator Cerrrs. Is there cay part of it being impounded by the
Departient of Agriculture?

Mr. Lyxg. No, there is none.

Senator Curtis. I+ there any of it that is withheld by the Office of
Mansgement and Budget.

Mr. Lyxe. No. there is nothing being withheld by the Office of
Management and Buget.

Senator Curtis. Now, [ have some questions about chart No. 3.
As I view the second column, if you had not issued @ new regulation,
there wonld be 15 States where they were spending more than 40
cents or more for a lunch that would have fared bettor if you had not
made the proposal, is thut right?

Mr. Lyxg. There would have been 15 States which would have
received 40 cents or above had we stayed with the previous systein,
so they surely would have fared better, ves.

Senator Curris. And eight States that were spending from 35 cents
to 30.9 would liave fared better if you had not made any such
regulation?

Mr. Lyxc. Yes; there will still be one State, we estimate, that will
be in that category.

Senator Curris. I see.

Now, going down to the bottom line, do I understand that without
your regulation, there would have been three States whose reimburse-
ment would have been less than 20 cenis o menl, 20 cents or less?

Mr. Lyxc. Yes, that is correet, Senator Curtis.

Senator Curms. Now, under the regulation that you have promul-
galed, those three States will be raised up to where they can have at
their disposal 35 cents, or 35 cents, possibly plus?

Mr. Ly~a. Yes, with
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“Senetor Crers. And there were nine States. if yvon had not niade
vour regnlation, that are being reimbursed from 20 cents to 24.9
for a meal C.at will be raised up to 35 eents plis?

Mr. Lyxg. Yes.

Seunator Crrtis. And seven States that were being reimbursed from
25 cents 10 29.9 will likewise be raized up to the 35 cents plus?

Mr. Lyyg. To the 30 cents plus: yves, Senator.

Senator Crrri=. [t is 35. 13 1t not? For the needy?

Al Lyxa. This is just the sectien 11 wrea.

Senator Curres. [ see.

Mr. Lyxe. €0 it would be the 30-cent figure: yes.

Semator Cermis. So 28 States will fare a+ well or better under your
regulation than if yon had not made the regulation?

Mr. Lyxe. Substantially, that is rorrect.

Senator Curms. Then, what your regnlation does is raise these low
ones up to the average?

AMr. Lyxe. That is right. ‘Fhat is what it does.

Senator Cerri:. A inasmuch as the cost of food, it does not, vary;
as nmch as the labor costs and the other things over the country, do
vou feel that your proposed regulation then helps to meet the objee-
tive of getting this moriey to the poor and the needy?

Mr. Layye. Yes; we really believe that it does just that. Senator.
Beeause while there are some problems in 23 States. there are 19
States that wonld have really suffered by this. And if it were done on
a popnlation bazis or on a cost-per-lunch basis. we wonld find that
the figures would be even more uafavorable. and wonld appear to be
more unfavorable had we left 1t the way it is.

Senator C'vrtis. Now. some of the correspondence that T have had,
some of the problems-were related to the freeze on prices and wages.
Is that true?

M. Lyxg. [ think that has complicated this in some localities: yes.

Senator Cerris. Has the Commission on Cost of Living straighitened
that out yet? .

AMr. Lyxg. No; they have not. in the sense that they have not
permitted an inerease in the price of school lunchies.

Senator Curres. 1 do not have the letier before me right now; [
reeall that ene school district wrote to e and for some reason, L do
not recall the details. they closed the school Tast year suppiving
lunches for 20 cents. Of course. that was. nnder wlat they had pro-
posed to do this fall, this created a problem. That is something the
Clost of Living Council could well give some attention to, is it not?

Mir. Lyxe. As a matter of fact, they did take it up in the Council
and it is my wnderstanding that they did not niake any exeeption for
scliool lunches, that they took action but did not give any relief.

Seaator Cerms. ] realize that that Counci! has 2 great many
issues before it and every group feels that time is of the essence. Do
vou have an opinion as to whether or not they had an opportunity to
make an exhaustive study of this particular thing?

Mr. Lyxe. I have been sitting on occasion on that Council as an
alternate for Seeretary lardin and L do not think they have had
tinie to make an exhanstive study of the problews jnvoived in this.
As you can well imagine, the pace has been rather hectie in the past
3 weeks.
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Now. was there any change in the law or the requirements with
respect: to the portion they could spend on equipiaent that may have
frustrated the plans of some localitios?

Mr. Lyxe. 1t is possible. althongh L think unlikely that we have
frustrated them sertously. The change that has been made has simply
been to say that 50 pereent of the amonnt of oney for equipment
should be reserved until March for schogls that do not have prowran-.
Now. if there is some real hardship there. we wonld be willing o
listen even bevond that.

Phe onix other possible problera would be if they were planning to
nse more moneyx than the total ar:ount that would be allocated.

Senator Cenrrs. I was thinking that there was a change some
place, either in the Jaw or the regnlations, placing 2 limit on what the
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particular loeal school. how much &f this money they could use for
nonfood purposes.

Mr. Lyxe. Miss Kelly, you say that we had a problem in Nebraska
that has since been cleared np?

Miss Keney. Yes. sir. )

Senator. the problem that was dirccted to our aftention was a
problem involving last vear’s funds. "The State had some equipment
obligations we did not know about. Becuuse the State demonstrated
that they had the funds obligated before June 30 for a series of schools,
we were able to pull back some unnceded funds from some other
States and have resolved that problemn in Nebraska.

Senator Cerris. That could well have included these schoels where
they saidl they ordered some equipment and it was to be delivered
and they did not h- ve the money?

Mir. Lyxa. Yes. sir; those have been cieared up and the funds made
available to those particular sehools because they were obligated last
Yeuar.

Sentor Curris. I got in here just a moment late after you started
to present your statement. YWhere in your statement does it refer to
the enlargement of this program nationally over the last year or two?

Mr. Lyxa. In the very first page, in the third paragraph, Senator.
I pointed out that in September of 1970, we had participation, we had
22.1 million children and 4 million of those being reached with free or
reduced price lunches. By April of this year, a few months later, that
was, we had 2 million additional children being reached, up 9 percent
in toto, from 2.1 and a total of 71.3 million children were receiving free
and reduced price lunches, a gain of $2 percent.

Senator Curms. I think that is all I have.

The CHarryax. Senator ITumphrey?

Senator Huseurey. Mr. Chairman, I just have a few questions at
this time. I know that others have.

I am trying to compare the testimony that I have had before from
the Sccretary with that that was presented by Miss Martin from
Georgia this morning.

I want to go back to chart No. 1 for just a moment—no, I mean
chart No. 2.

It appears from the figures there that there were 19 States that
would have their allotments raised. You say a minimum of 35 cents.
Is that a guaranteed minimum?

AMr. - ¥x6. Yes, sir; that would be a minimum.

..‘w—-—s—- -
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Senator IHumpurey. And there are 23 States that have been lowered?

Afr. Lyxg. That is correct.

Senator HunpHrEY. Now, according to the American Food Service
Association, a survey conducted—this is from Miss Mariin’s testi-
mony—a survey conducted by the American School Food Services
Association, whiclt is summarized in her report. the report shows the
amount of projected deficits by;each State aud certain school distriets
within the States. The national average cost of producinga meal. exclud-
ing USDA foods—that is, the commodities—was 52.6 cents per meal.
Do you dispute that figure?

Mr. Lyxc. No; I think that sounds very much like a reasonable
figure. —————

Senator ITumrurey. So, what you are saying is that yon ave going
to provide up to 35 cents of that 52.6?

Mr. Lyxe. That is correct, Senator.

Senator Huurnrey. And for the needy, how much of it do you
provide?

Mr. Lyye. That would be the figure for the needy meals. For the
nomneedy, it i~ 5 cents for everyone plus 30 cents for the needy. So.
it is a total of 35 cents for the needy.

Senator HusrPHREY. So. then the States would Lave to pick up the
17.6 cents?

Mr. Lyxa. The States or the local—-

Senator Ilvmparey. Or localities?

Mr. Lyxg. That is correct.

Senator HUMPHREY. You are aware. of course. that most of these
programs ran into deficit Inast year? I mean av Jocid levels, they had a
hard time himding them.

Mr. Ly~a. Yes; the program has been very difficult to fund on 2
local basis because the-costs have gone up.

Senator HuupHreY. So, what you have really done to 23 States
who were having a chance to get a little—I think my State of AMinne-
sota was one of them—vou have just said we will cut you down. I
did not come here to get my State cut back. I assure you of thar.

There were 23 States that went down and 19 States that went up
under the chart.

Mr. Lyve. Minnesota, Senator, would * ve been one of the 19
States had we gone ahead with the former formula. Minnesota would
have been ore of those that wonld have come out with a lower fignre—
our estimot. would be that they would get 4.4 cents for all meals and
29.4 from section 11. So, Minnesota is one of those 19 States which
gains by this proposal.

Senator Homrirey. Bxcept they do not think that out there. What
is not the way they evaluate it at all, I cai assure you of that. T just
came from there yesterday, from a meeting with our people. They feel
they are getling a first-class whipping under that system. Some of
the schools in the northern part of the State are going to have to
close up their school lunch programs. Up in Duluth, up in the St.
Louis County arez, in Minneapolis, there are some schools that are
not going to be funded.

Mr. Ly~c. Dased upon our estimates there is certainly some mis-
understanding.

Senator IImaprrey. I think there is and I would suggest the au-
thorities get logether on it.
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The point is anyway that 23 States are being lowered. ITow much
does it cost to prepare a school lunch in the State of Mich® 1m? We
had the man from Michig «u here, the school food service representa-
tive. Detroit is in seriols financtal difficulty. In Philadelphia, Pa.,
they are having to cut ont all kind of activities.

Does this program meet those costs that vou have?

Mr. Ly~xg. Senator, it does not meet the total cost. We think it
13 a sizable Federal grant. It is a question then of whether it is asking
too mucii of the local communities or the States to make up the difter-
cuce. We do not think it is. We think that this is a substantial amount.
Obviously, there is strong disagreement on that matter. .

Senator Humrnrey. Now, you mandated every school to take care
of every needy child.

Mr. Lyxa. The Federal law says that if you are going to participate
in the national school luch program, you must give a free or a reduced
price lunch. a lunch costing no more than 20 cents. to children who
come from families with income below the poverty level.

Senator Hemeiey. And yvou are trving to get more schools to do
that job. which is commendable. But when you tried o get wore
schools to do thai job. did you contemplate what the difficudty would
be in light of the incredibly difficult times the school diztyicts are
having 1o finance themselves? Mr., Secretary, vou and 1 boih kuowr
these school districts are in a terrible financial bind. They eamiot

1 pay for their teachers, much less their hmehes. You ordered thent
1 the one hand under the Federal law to say if vou are going to
participate in this program. you have to feed every child that is needy.
which is surely commendable. Then on the other hand, you do not
fund the program.

Mr. Lyxg. Itis not fully funded federally; that is correct.

Senator Hemenrey. It is not ouly not, fully funded, a large part of
is is not funded in several States, whera there is real poverty. That is
the thing that has caused great discouragement around the country.

Iz it not true that title 1 and OEO moneys are 1o longer available
for this? e

Mr. Ly . T am not thoroughly familiar with that. . ~nator, but
Theard t  testimony this moing which indicated the  1at is true.

Senator Hrmenrey. Title t aud OEO moneys have veen used to
kind of supplement. sweeten the kitty, so to speak.

Mr. Lyxg. In sonie localities.

Senator Hemrnrey. So that money is out.

What about transferability here, which we have had testimony
{uday on?

Mr. Liyxg. We have limited to some extent the transferability
from one fund to another, although I do not think it is the major
point of disngreement.

Senetor Humrnrey. But it does cut back again on the flexibility
which a State has to take eare of certain numbers of, some of these
programs.

My, Lyxe. This s correet.

Senator ITvmpnrey. So what it Feally boils down to is nobody seems
to dispu‘e the fact that there is a national average of producing a
meal for 52.6 cents and you are providing a minimnin of 35 cents. And
really, that is what you ave providing, 35 cents.

Mr. Lvye. That is right.

- ;
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Senator Tlvmeurey. Yon ave expanding the nnmber to be inelnded,
even thongh your budget. if L may have chart No. 1. the total budget
of Peleral funding was $615,200.000. Iow mauy more children are
in ved in the school vear nnder this projected program for 5615
minson as compared to last year?

Mr. Lyxa. I do not have the figure. T should have had it. Senator,
and T apologize that 1 do not. L will be glad to submit it for the record.
But it is a fairly substantial increase.

(The information is as follows:)

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM ~ESTINATED LUNCHES SERVED DAILY AND CHILOREN REACHED VITH A FREE AND
REDUCED PRICE LUNCH

[in milhons)

Preliminary Projected

fiscal re;u fiscal year

971 1972t

Lunches $etved daly. o ..erernncncce cancsmnnem rsn oiay smmsacananarmanatns 22.3 24.1
Childrenreacheddaly, . ... . ... . . 4.7 26.7
Frae and reduced paice Tunches served dail - 6.6 7.5
Children reached vath free aad reduced price lunch.. 7.3 8.3

1 The fiszal year 1972 data ate b ed upon the number of funches that cculd be served in 197211 Stites martain U
program levels rexched in the sprng of 1972 and expand the program into additronal scucels i f.s¢c21 year 1972,

Senator Hewenrey. So the fact is, from what my limited infor-
mation iz, that the per capita amotnts that are available under the
.]$(ill:') million as compared to the $536 million 1= not more but may
he less,

AMr. Lyye. 1t is substantially the same, but, yes, possibly, not
greater, possibly less.

Senator Hryenrey. TV we have besides that, the cost-ol-living

inerease—there is really inflation increase in the handling and
preparation and delivers  this food which s generally agreed upon

a1 about 5 pereent.

Mr. Lyxe. Tamnots  of the figure.  ___

Senator Heuenrey. © ¢ testimony indieates that, say, 5 percent
iz a round figure. Whether it is 4 or 6, it is aively around 5 percent.

So really, what we end np with is that we have ne more real money,
or pos<bly less, to deal with a larger number of children, with an
inflation factor of approximately 5 percent, with school districts in
the worst critical finaneial condition that they have been in for years.
That i the problem. That is why the schools are just berserk when
they look at these regulations. On the one hand. they are mandated

_to-expand the program, and on the other hand, they do not have the

funds to do it, vither locally or from the Federal Government. And
it has cansed considerable confusion for (hose States, may L=ay, that
were above the line, above the 35 cents, because they have their
budget pretty tightly drawn.

A by the way, the regulations came down =o late that mo=t of
the budget for schools had tanen place, the planning of that buwdget,
somewhere in June —May, June, or July. This has always been »
problent for the educators i any kind of funding that we have done
or any kind of regnlation at the Federal level.

Now, may [ ask a little Lit abont the nonfood aid? The regulations,
according to your testimony *his moming—and 1 was impressed by
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the quality of that testimony—that is why T am quoting it, also
propose, quoting now from page 7 of the testimony of Miss Martin:

* * * to rewrite the legislative poliey anothier way. Last vear, the States speut
nearly $3S million to modernize old Kitehens and equip uew eafeteria facilities,
cven though the Congress appropriated only $16 willion directly. The Congress
authorized $38 million, however, the Department only asked for $16 milliou.
The difference was made up with the transfer authority.

The Departient, in addition to cutting off the transfer power, has proposed”

that half of the $I6 million available for non-food assistance (cquipment) be
spent zfter Morch first unless speut in sehools without facilities.

Now, when you take on more children for more lunches, particularly
in many of the poverty areas that have inadequate facilities, does this
not, in a sense, slow down the program?

My, Lyxg. Yes, Senator, except that what we are trying to ac-
complish here is actually to have this money spent in those schools
where they do not have programs.

Scnator Husmprrey. Yes; I see the purpose here, lo try to promote
facilities in the schools where you do not have the programs. But, on
the one hand, you are encouraging facilitics in the schools that do not
have the program in order to get a program started, and, on the other
hand, vou do not provide the money.

Mr. Lyxg. We are providing this 35 cents.

Semator ITvspirey. But the 35 cenis in most of those places is
inadequate.

"This Jist you had lere of 19 States that would beraised, there were
19 below the line. Some of these States were already i deficii. even
at «hat low figure on their school Inneh program.

Mr. Lyxg. T am sure that it has been a problem in many of them,
Senator.

Senator Hurvenrey. On the breakfast program we have provided
vou with some additional funds. There was a carryover, [ believe, of
about $3 million?

Mr. Lyxe. That is correet.

Senator Heypurey. You appropriated $25 million. You have made
available $18.5 million, which is an increase from last vear, even thoueh
the program itsell will involve a substantial number of new people.
But you have $10 million left over. Do we have auy assurance that
this $10 million is going to be used, or are we going to have this
carried over as we did last year, like you did with the breakfast
prograni, when you carried over $3 million?

Mr. Ly~xg. I'am_ quite eonfident, Senator, that we will use all of
the funds, because it will take all of them, we think, to maintain the
prograin at about the level that it was at the end of the last school
vear. The amount of funds that we have for the school breakfast pro-
gram will permit almost no expansion during this fiseal vear.

Senator HyspHREY. So, you are really just holding ‘at about the
level of where you ended the last sehool year?

Mr. Ly~xg. That is correct.

Senator Humpirey. That does not take into consideration your
sumner feeding program )

Mr. Ly~NG. Noj; that comes from another fund.

Senator Humpnrey. So, what we are saying now is there is no ex-
pansion contemplated in the breakfast program?

Mv, Lyxe. 'l‘rmt is correct.

Senator Humpnrey. As compared to what was availauble last year?

K
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Mr. Lyxe. Thatis right. Tt will be an expansion on a ; early average,
bat it i< not an expansion over what the participation level was at the
end of the school year.

Senutor Henrirey. Mr. Seeretary, if vou were to be asked by this
committee, how mueh money does youxr school feeding program-—I am
talking now about breakfast and the regular school funch and the free
luneh or the reduced-price lunch—how much a ppropriation would you
ask for? What i= the figure you would give to this committee? Not that
we ere the Appropriations Committee, bt what were you authorized
over what you asked for, how much more than what you got?

Mr. Lyye. Senator, as L explained earlier, it is not my role to et
prioriiies for the administration. We make requests as to where we
thiuk the program level should be, but obviously, those who Lave to
weigh the various things have some problems.

Senator Henrurey. Right. .

\ir. Lyxe. So, L would have to say that based upon the conditions
in the school lunch program as I found it when 1 came on this job 23
years ago, we have made great progress. 1 think we could be doing
hetter and I would be hopeful that fiscal conditions will permit us to
give more resources to the program. But I do not t} ink that today L
am prepared to give vou a dollar figure as to wher. that ideal figure
would be if we had all the money for Il the programs and we did not
have to worry about priorities.

Senaior Huyeurey. How much funds were added by the Congress
over and above the budget request in that total figure?

\Mr. Lyxa. For the school lunch, in the cash figure, 553 million. It
was transferred from section 32 commodities, to section 32 cash. This
figure does not reflect the commodities that we ¢ ¢ giving the schools.

Senator Iluurarey. Does it reflect section 32 fnds?

\r. Lyxa. 5t does, yes. The special section 32 figure is $33 million
higher because of the action of the Congress.

Sena tor HumpirEY. Would vou think that in light of the increase in
numbers which the Department is encouraging—umay I suggest most
respectiully thai T heartily approve of that encouragement, and T
think the country has come u long way, as has the Govermnent, in
{erms of taking care of the needy. T think we have had an awakening
in this country. We got the stamp program beyond the wildest dreams
of people here 10 years ago, because 1 uhink American people have
made up their minds that people are going to be fed in this country.
The President says he wants it done, you say you want it done, we say
we want it done. But the problem is ‘after we have said it, do we pro-
vide it? Particularly when we are dezling with the hard reality of the
local condition of financing of the schools.

I just have to bear down on this, Mr. Secretary,” because I come
{rom @ reasonably prosperous community oub in onv part of the
country. But we are just up against it on financing our schools. We
really are just up against it. When you go to St. Louis County and
Duluth, Minn., Mr. Secretary, there just is not any money. We are
going to have to close down some of those school programs out there
under this formula. And that is not a happy experience.

Therefore, while T know you do not set prioxities, 1 am sure you feel
the same way I do about the necessity of this program, or the good of
it. We have had wonderful testimony of its benefits healthwise, in
terms of school dropouts, in terms of the learning—the evidence is
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overwhelming, from the medieal profession, to the psychiatrist, to the
nutritionist. ‘This is one of the most wonderful programs we have had
in education, just for education itself. We know that to be the case.

Then what would vou think would have to be added to that $615
million over there to provide reasonably close o that 52 cents that, is
M average? Fifty-two cents will not provide a meal in New York.
The man from Buffalo this morning indicated that and I think they
have a pretty good program.

But if you were to provide 52.5 cents? :

Mr. Lyxa. Each 3-cent increase in the amount of free and reduced-
Price lunches costs in the area of $70 mitlion. So, if you incrcased it
by 20 cents

Senator Homrurey. Or 15 cents.

Mr. Lyxe (continuing). Or 15 cents, vou would be talking about
.$210 million.

Senator Humpurey. If vou in sreased it by 15 cents, there woukl be
a national average of 50 cents, is that right?

Mr. Lyxa. That would be correct.

Senator Hoyrurey. $220 million?

Mr. Lyxa. Something in that area, Senator. Miss Kelley, am T
about right?

Miss KeLrey. Yes.

Senator Homrunsy. So for another $225 or $220 million, we could
have a pretty good nationwide program, could we not, under the
present situation?

Mr. Ly~ye. As far as free and reduced-price lunches, vou would be
paying a rather substantial portion of the cost of free and reduced-
price lunches, yes, sir.

Senator Hymrurey., Thank you.

The Cnarrmax. Senator Ellender?

Senator ELLexpeEr. What would {hat bring the percentage of the
cost of the Federal Government {o if we provided the funds?

Mr. Tivxg. On the free and reduced-price lunches, it would bring
the Fea al Governmment’s share to—oh, 1 think we would be getiing
close to, if the average cost of lunches is 65 cents, nationwide—is that
about right?

Miss KrLrey, About 60, T believe.

Mr. Lyxc. About 60. They figured that 58.6 on this survey without
commodities, If you add commodities, we would be paying 90 pereent
of the cost.

Senator Husrurey., For the free luneh for the needy?

M. Livxa. For the free lunch, yos.

Senator Tlvamruney. So we pay 100 percent for the military, T
guess, the lunches they get.

The Cuarryax. Senafor Chiles?

Senator-Cuipes. My, Seeretary, T was present June § when you
testified-before Senator Allen’s subcommittee, I wanted {o just review
some of the {estimony thal occurred at that subcommitfee af that
time. T think we were dealing with several bills, but one of the bills
was House bill 5257 that would have provided or really just given {he
Department authority to dip into surplus section 32 funds for not
only that current year but also, as you recall this time, but alo up
to 5100 million for the next year. As I recall, we went through some
testimony as to whether that money is needed or not.

«
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In connection with that, we got inte 1 pretty general discus<ion on
the whole free lunch program. 1 am concerned. and 1 will tell vou at
the outset, this is based on testimony that | heard at that tinme, and
the testimony that 1 am hearing now and what [ am hearing from the
States now. I asked you at that time if you had ample money for the
amount requested by the President’s budget. Then you said that vou
felt that you had ample funds and that the present hudger would take
cave of that.

Then 1 was asking. “are von saying this is an ample amount to take
care of all of the needs?” I think you said at that time. I am not say-
ing it-is an ample amount to take care of all the requests for the State.”

Then I said. “Well, the concern is whether the administration’s
budget request is sufficient to take care of the needs.” -

You replied:

Yes, there has been coneern expressed on-the-matter, I think it is fair to say
these programs have been growing. There is a question, of course, »f fiseal priority.

Then we got into the question as to what were going to be the in-
ereased requests, how big would they be, and what were the needs?
Senator Allen was questioning you again and he said:

If we can, we hope we can et the addition.d schools to participate. And if our
budget request: for fiseal 1972 proves to be insuflicient, we will not hestitate (o come
to the Congress for an additional appropriation.

1 want to ask you now, de you think you have to eome to the Con-
gress for additional approj nation? ]

Mr, Livya. Senator, based upon the reimbursemer hedule we
have in these regulations, we will come pretty close to . . ving within
our appropriation figure. 1t may be that even at the *0-cent figure and
the 5-cent. figure, we could run short. As a matter of fact, if we get the
participation that some of our people anticipate, it would indicate a
shortaze of possibly as much as $40 million. But, substantially, at the
projected rate of reimbursement, we have sufficient funds.

Senator Ciunis. Now, Mr, Seeretary, that is where 1 am concerned,
when you say based on the now regulations that you have adopted.
Because at that time, we were asking vou again. Senator Allen was
asking vou, “Well, now, Mr. Lyng, with 23.000 schools not even partic-
ipating in_the program at this time, how would vou feel if you had
adequate funds to operate the program and make tood available to the
needy children withent nroviding some inerease?” Then vou said, “We
are going to provide th~ increase from the milk program by switehing
it over.” But vou said, “Our best estimates would indicate that it
would probably be sufficient based on the same amounts of reimburse-
ments and grants to the Statessthat we have had in the past,” at that
same level.

Now, Mr. Secretary, you told us then you were going (o use the same
amounts of reimbursements. Agein you reiterated, right after that,
“We believe we can take care of the normal growth. If it is insuflicient.
for the administration. we will not hestitate”—that is the second
time—‘as we have done in the past to come in and ask for additional
appropriations.”

One other time, you said you would not hesitate te come in and
ask for additiona! appropriation.

Sunow, L want to ask yvou, at the time you were testifving before us
on June 8, did you know you were going to change the regulations and
what the requests would be?




Q

J

ERIC

90

My, LiyNG. Noj 1 did not know that then. Senator. However, based
upon _the difliculties that we had last spring. we had been working in
an effort to come up with something which would give the States and
give the loeal communities some sort of a guideline as to how much
they could expeet on an annualized basis, so that we have come out
very close to what I projected in that testimony. .

Now, it is not, the some amount for each State, bat 571 the <ame
amount in total to the States par hineh or very clase to that,

Senator Cuines. Mr. Seeretary, if you were using the regulutions
that you were using bhefore your new regulations. you would be con-
siderably short of money this vear; would yvou not?

Mr. Liyxa. No, Senator. We would have some problenss of realloca-
tion as we moved into the spring. We would find seme States with
more money than they needed and some States would be short. 1t
would depend again on if we had the same kind of regulations that
we did last year. TheStates objected very strenvously to this 12-cont
rule. If we did not have that I suspeet we would come very. very
short in some States.

Senator CuiLes. Now you are going back and giving me informu-
tion that certain States would be short and certain States would not.
But overall, would you not be short of funds for the overall program
if you administered this year, with the gowth we have, uzing the
requlations that you had before?

Mr. Lyxe. We would come out just about the same as we did last
vear, Senator,

Senator Crrues. Not the same as last vear, You are saving money
with the new regulations; are vou not?

Mr. Lyya. No; T do not think we are, Senator. We are going to
be spending $78.8 million move. as [ pointed oue— .

Senator Cumugs, That is again not the answer 1 want. 1 know

‘Congress has appropriated additional moneys. But I am® trying to

find out whether you are short of the funds that you would need if
vou were under the regulations as you were the previous vear and
then crank in the growth that we have in the program.

Mr. Lyxa. Noj I do not think we would be,

Senator CmiLes. You do not think you would be short?

Mr. Ly~g. No.

Senator ChiLes. Your tables do not contain amounts. Could you
give me the amounts? We know that 19 States would fare better one
way and 23 States would fare hetter another way, but we do not et
any dollar amounts. What are the dollar amounts of those 19 States
that fare better and what are the dollar amounts of the 23 States
under the old regulations? That would allow me to compare a little
bit better what the figures are. .

Mpr. Livxa. T would be happy to submit that for the record, Senator.
I do not have the figures in front of me of the projections on section 32.
I do have a page for each State of the allotments of section + and
section 11, school breakfast and ejuipment issistance. We would
take the anticipated participation for free and reduced-priee lunches
and allot an estimated amount of section 32 for cach State and submit
that for the record if you would sike.
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('The information is as follows:)
STATE AGENCIES

1972
o 1970 1971 (estmated
Child nutnition (sctual use)  (actual use) avalability)
ALABANA
Apportionments:
SCC Amannaans $5, 479,741 57 257,17 $6.9599, 114

Sec 1l... 2,043,888 7,711,462 3,653 715
School breakfast. .. 148, 051 350, 79 1543, 162
fquipment assistace 326,095 254,393 256, 860
M0 iavames o ncmrmes mmaman emmmammmcxmivmmEmmmAz e . 7.997.7715  15,573.€91 16,446, 831
Speciul see. Y me ae mammenninm cneom hevee - .u 54,967, 337 24,899,253 24,678.105
ALASKA o T

Apporlionments;
6.4, ncar mmam e mmmcmn v ma— e . 189,886 254,970 283.163
Sec. 1*... . 112,504 214,3 7 225,188
School brea . . 11,130 44,504 169, 951
Lquipment assistance.,._. e uSememex AmNemes « mEmeeis ae m 11,300 b v 2870
TOMIe o mmrers aneeeesmsennssanenmanessnencanenececensnn 325,20 530 610 092
SPOCIAl SEC. 32mnnnn. cemr <x memevmens -ox cxmmmxms [ %39, 264 2162, 5% 1631, 824
rovorlionmont ARIZONA T T

por ionments:
’ % T 1,555 038 1,950, 053 2,047,169
. . 593,125 1,677,339 1882215
School breskfast. .. .- 143.€03 132, 182 1194, 24
tquipment assistance . 94,170 123,976 127.275
Tola .- 2.325,936 3.924,115 250 956
Special scc 2. '-471 605 2 l,738,279 s, 036 691

Appomonments-
Sce. 4 s 3,086,145 4,087,932 3,952,500
Set. 1l s L iemiimimmmsammmmmmemmsememaarmmsmmemanannnn 1,481,181 4,648,657 5,204, 144
School breakfast--..- - 113,608 218.903 « 328 849
Equipment 2s8151ance, . nuccueammmmens 191,331 138, 266 142,122

4,872 265 9,093,763 9 613,615
* 1,058,590 924,352 ‘l 800, 358

e, L DA

Tota
Special sec 32.....

CALIFORNIA
Apponionmcnl'
.............................. cesvsesenssmvanmsnnmens 0,308,394 8,470,670 8.421, 479
s 123213810, 303 585 11,562, 4
Schgol broakfastsn. -ous . 975,953 2,130 1623, .>86
Equipment assistanceemeasmnsnes ramsemmsmemmensamnnnsnnnmmanan 403,57 1, 089 310 1,115,355
L 8,920,048 ?0 265, 715 21,742,692
Special 566 37 cuemcammaanm e s remmrmemmmmeemmamsmann B 23 900 031 L% 62,3 743.2 3.413
. COLORADO
Appoitionments
Ses. 4. 1,696, 845 2,323,119 2,343,214
Sec. ... 28 136 1,471,549 1,756, 130
School broak| 93,705 144, 113 ¥ 215, 105
Equipment assistance.. 100,973 128,348 134, 515
L 1 emmmmmnm vene 2, 119.664 4,067,109 4,45, 464
Special 560, 32, . iieiiecemnnnn—-cmcriansmzanran s ik wem v mmen 2816, 769 ?l 079 314 2, 12, 468
CONNECTICUT
Apportionments:
Sec. 4 1,782, 306 1,990,373 1,954,619
129.6 1,160,623 1,257,740
120, 992 . 90,131 1187, 725
72,061 323,887 346,797
Tota ! 804,971 3,565,014 3,746,681
Special 56, 32.ennn o temmeemmsamarmmassssmmommmmes o mmmnen 2422,295 130,317 1,390,993
DELAWARE
Apportionments:
S Aumcnnanensonn emeemeememmememssREAmemksasEsEmanenmne 446,180 601.788 617.067
Sec S R, 45,297 424,643 407,317
School breskfast. ... , 25,630 193 479
EQUIpPMENt 383iS1aNC0. oo camemc e caeerrrcs e o e eea 16,817 24,000 39,446
ofal 516, €87 1,076,061 1,157. 363
Specnal sec 32... o ————— 287,105 1175, 082 10 306,773

See footnotes at end of table, p. 87.
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STATE AGENCIES —Continued

1970
Child nutntion (actual use)

1971
(actusl use)

1912
(= limated

. by, -

-

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Apposmorynenls

e e e e e e e 260, 564 319. 875 450 194
ec. 11 . 281,173 776, 95% 871.870
School breaktast R - 88, 246 64,547 181 722
Equipnient assistance . o . . 15. 59 78,810 83 2%
Total. ... ..e.. . e - 645, 8 1L200.175 1.488.068
Special se¢. 32...... . Cees .. . 2848,295  21.520.289  u 1885 &%,
FLORIOA
Appothianments:
SeC il aicviimmexsene xemens PR .. 6,547,725 8.633, 542 8.869.017
Suc. 11 G e e e .. . 2,532,728 6.£68, l76 1.107.327
School breahfast.. . ....... e . . PO 337.720 408. 1674.919
Equipment assns!ance..‘ e wes e N P 403.027 435 722 448,553
) (17 [, . C o wmxs eee o« 9, 82]. 16 34’ '04 . 699, 821
Spact ec.32 . L L LT, 26, 022 691 -~ 6,67L. .32 5 IO 984 881
GEORGIA
Apporhonments:
] T A P pnrmmranaas 1,583,774 10,018,830 9,792,918
o 2,345,755 8,634,687 9,689, 669
280, 291 401,563 1720, 02¢
485,663 313,017 372,386
10.695, 454 19,428,157 20,594,993
H 558, 268 26,003,293 15, 931 073
974, 976 1,309, 161 1.269.776
103, 379 497,651 493, 224
School breakfast.” 32,190 31,084 1139, 467
Equipment assistance, 18,988 43,515 45, 453
Ofal. . iiiieiainennasmsn s ama prmemammmoaas 1,129, l 831, 411 1,953, 920
specm sec. 728 3142 xl7 290 320 i 160.393
1DAHO
Apportionments:
Se ..4 ........................ Anamesnrasscsnsesennsevannaesan 727,111 1,007, 840 981, 502
See.11 52,359 527,473 768,370
Sehool DIEakIaSt .. o e essemocmns 2o 119, 155
Equipmen? assistante...cunoceeeeiencnnennnans [ 44,75 179,934 52,131
Total o icreiiciceeeteerci e nceaaa e 824,26 l Il5 28Y 1,921, 1Sy
SPRLIal SEC. J2unniecivaranerannarnnssnaanennnnaararaernanaranenn 2224 616 1362, 033 1*145 lt6
i ILLINOIS
Apportionments:
Sec 4 4,818,475 G 470,010 7,472,803
Sec. 1 531, £41 6,566,526 7,817,635
School bie 267, 44 ‘319,009 156,541
Equipment assistan 2°6 ~£9 626,052 708,354
Total..... 5,912,549 ld 381, 599 16,5%3,993
Special sec 7 N =6 036.782 ,152,753 167,426, 02
INDIANA
Apportionments:
Sec. 4 3,963, 286 5,322,510 6,002, 445
242,593 3, 393. 101 4,438, 562
129,154 13,0z 1472,638
. 253,847 389, 694 375,931
L R 4,£89, 820 9,318,325 11,289, 870
Specral sec. 32uenoccennansan, Mmmmmssasssarsssssessssanamnmmncaes 21,017,058 2585,1
ERRES T R T e S SumSEE TR
10WA
Apportioninents:
Send. e iiiiinnrcncccseanasannna- 2,674,466 3,738,580 3.507, 057
Sea. N.... .. 21,42 2,172,922 3. 194,620
Schiol breakfas! 95, 343 124,04 1325, 254
Equipment assistance. 154,620 252,41 193,189
. Toteh, 3, 145, 856 6,284,187 7,620,169
Sgecial sec, 21,110,168 286,177 [}

See footnotes at e.d of table, p.97.
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STATE AGENCIES—Continued
1972
1970 1971 (estimated
Child autition (actualuse)  (actualuse)  avadabity)

KANSAS

t

A"’°"'°“m§" s LG 27830 28670
199,853  1.385.393  2.416.530
30,435 105 511 230115
116,225 458,928 178,017
TT2.309.655 4,726,081 5.381.21%
1192 FBLIG 201,219

KENTUCKY
...................................................... 4.850,835  5.426.002  6.189.368
1,E19.21F  €289.31  7.057.780
763,479 317,262 436,110
230,305 232.603 238,725
TI.513.8% 1320218 12.971.983

22,865,137 ‘3 215,288 1,089,632

~SENNENRS = = =

6.814.355 9,149.985 8.776.930
1,762, 845 7,034.939 7.961.795
530,509 430,435 185,432
405,518 323,637 324,882

-s 513.637 17601537 17.732651

Sec. 11
School Breaklagt. , .- .
Equ:pmenlamstance.... e mmmmmne mmwes reeves

Special e g T e A - LI
MAINE = T Tt T
Apposrllcnn"‘»jrrlls”""“ 845,910 1,154.772 1,188,652

178.4%6 1,036,315 1,145,317
30.364 59,419 133,753
32 057 102,511 107, 567
l 106 147 2.373,418 2.575.389
2533019 21,136,120 =681, 445

Sec. 11,
Schiel breakla;l.
Equip~ient assistance.

Total. .
Special sec, 32

nments:
A”°':'c° ...................................................... 215,975 28783 3,165,418
25.355 2763338 3,095,783
W28 im0 273,039
126,027 163,001 183,089
TOlal. . oeeicccrcracorsamsmsssumas Tmncr-wnnsenmmaanmannr. 2,657,735 6,071,198 6,717,320
Special Se0, 3BT SLISZ36 LSSl 32,425,702

1 »
AppNélgankl-e:I.S- .................................................. 3,972,926 5,334,638 5,324,533
el 2% S
School breakiasl‘.. - , .
Equipment assistance 254,426 803 815 823, 509
Total. . o eevrevaransnrennmarssssnmsmssnansmmronsrmarmmannnsn 4,976,504 9, 263,030 9,774,€08
SPecial $6C. 32mrnannnniivianserrrmn s nraann meseissmsiaceennranua 21, 073 804 23 153 22 71, 665,7338

3,861,387 5,185,552 5.231,296
327,656 4,933,257 6,183,674
215,32 261, 895 1418, €01
247,315 791,979 813, 341

4,652,180 11,172,683 11645 912
22, 021 945 -l 482, 703 33 n..aoo

3,501,214 5,151,997 5,339,002
271,037 3,669,391 4,028, z19
61,137 177,613 1426,192
223,217 271,181 286,540
4,057, 655 9,270, (37 10,079,933
'l 530 622 "2 3. ?l‘ “3 455 169

Sea footnotes 2t end of table, p. 97.
8§5~523—7 27
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STATE AGENCIES —Continued

1972
- 1971 estimat
Child nutrition (actual use)  (actual user ;ﬁaﬁ;’;}h&;’
FAISSISSIPPI
App%rlion;nenls:
L P 4,596,459 6,171,903 5.853,631
Sec. 11.... - - 1,803,176 6,925,178 1,771,294
School breakfast.....ccceae. ... 21, 514 306, 613 1462,523
Equipment assistance..__. 283,566 250,38 247,508
L L 7,106,115 13,654,087 14,335
Special sec, 32 SN 2355008 A Ao
1ISSOURI :
Apposnionmenls:
8. 4 e e rrccccacanm e e 4,164,863 5,592,375 5.578,24
Sec. ... 24993 Somsm  omesn
Scheol breakfast. 40,936 183.675 433,049
kquip e, 15¢, 156 258,817 261,293
FLL 4,980,948 11,078.389 12,1174
SPECial 66, 32 rmmmeeee eI DLW 6368 R B
MONTANA
Apportionmentsz
sec. 4. 479,622 655. 309 684,165
BL- S 89,984 637,762 €89,389
Schacl breakfast. ... . - 29 934 41.382 198,207
Equipment assistance. ... ... ... . 2,532 80,385 33,850
Tolal. e cececccccmcccceaaaaaaaaas 628.032 1,414, 838 1,555, 602
Special se¢. 32 2226,225 347,076 EX)
HEBRASKA
hpportionments:
ec. 3 ... 1,158,644 1,555.733 1,678,164
L 187,603 1,460,540 1.661, 414
Scheol breakfast......... 30.49% 91,476 1168, 248
Equipment tance, 11,833 111,45 118, 839
. Total... 1,448,489 3,219, 355 3.626.721
Special sec. 32 2658,144 770,168  30455,044
A ‘_‘ ¢ NEVADA
rtionments:

PPees 18,987 200,046 201,17
Sec, 11... 24,773 208, 076 191, 551
School breakfast - 15,731 18,511 163,174
Equipment 17T S , 8l 50, 249 51,477

Total. ... 198, 357 476, 882 508,378
Special sec. 32 242,158 2525, 044 333,424
HEW HAMPSRIRE
Apportionments:
¢4 539,092 737,798 1749, 535
Sec. 11.... 48,705 434,328 487,394
School breakfast 24,006 27,31 1102, 813
Equi t t 27,815 136, 310 76,636
Total 639.618 1,335,807 1,416, 378
Special sec. 32 2121, 223 2211,762 8,380
NEV JERSEY
Apporlionments:
Sec.4. 2,067,211 2,775.756 2,918,238
Sec.1 . 370, 61 2,609, 820 3,101,215
School brezkfast 236, 248 160, 225 12585, 657
Equipment assistance 127,242 671, 368 €92, 410
Tola) e cccmcccmccncccnccnevaccanacnnae 2,801,662 6,217, 219 6,968, 020
Special sec, 32 21,082,986 22,085,508 3 3,613,455
Avortionment HEW MEXICO
ortionments:

PP Sec oo L255.409 L7165 825,189
Sec, 1l.... 630,712 1,586,793 1,780,668
School breakfast 78,828 121, 370 1178,606

quipment AN e acccccccacctccacccccamca cancancaamanan 67,447 69, 095 79,188
Total..... 2,035, 336 3,493,806 3,863,651
Special sec, 32 2496,871 22,193,150 262,159,280

See foolnotes at end of table, p, 97,
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STATE AGENCIES—Continued

1972
1970 1971 (estimated
Child nutrition (actual use)  (actual use) availability)
HEW YORK

Apportiorments;
S804, oo iiemncaeees e esmamsneemasacsmmsmEessnsmsmns nnnmns 10,864,792 14,588,708 14,249,983
Sec.ll......- . 6,270,297 11,012, 490 12, 537,193
Schoot breakfast. ... 261, 749 800, 642 11,054, (66
EQuIpMent asSi51anCean umnuammreaaaammae e eanannnan 646,556 1, 149, 808 1,224,269
TOlal . o ceecececcceccaccccamsseassssmsmassesmssanmemsammann 18.049, 394 27 551 648 29,0 Sll
Special $8C. 32umnnnnn semmmmnanmmsmamane—an————— I, 211, 325 932 1, 002, 315 ”l7 593 579
€04, o enemmmsmasssss masmmsssssssssemsssssssssssssssssssssss 8,048,458 10.630, 835 9,977,231
2,961,222 11, (95,536 12,45),19%
366, 364 492,422 l753 005
478,938 386,729 370, 968
11,856,002 22,615,532 23,552,400
4, l75 283 25, 215 371 ¥4, ~77 966
749,486 1,006.401 1,034,327
81,323 682. 310 959, 866
10,582 25,516 1122,889
43,603 180.370 47,603
885,924 1,895, 657 2,164,675
2209,175 2207,604 0
6, 149,970 8.251,814 8.100,078
826 527 6,090,1:2 7,293,623
. 948,430 389,076 1620,741
EqQuipment assistance. = maeemcncanmnnnmnnamasvavanmmmanmnncnnnn 35,517 618,039 629,862
L U 8,291,503 15,355,101 16.644, 304
Special $66. 32.mmmmmaaccammmc e mmamecmeeomemmaam e m v 72,992,306 25, 038 587 382,005,733

OKLAHOMA

Appoitionments:
4 ....................................................... 2, .,02 851 3,092,175 3,264, 449
. 50,036 3,497,700 3,925,046
266 368 178, 566 1280,017
137,933 136 352 150,016
...................................................... 3 257,188 6,904,793 7,619,528
Specml sec. 32 iimcimemmrmncmcmcsmmmsasssssssssmssssssmmnaenes 22, 067 920 21,262,957 391,585,276

OREGON

Apportionments:
Sec. 4., 1,486, 531 1,998,068 2,123,360
Sec. il.. 117,670 1,229, 860 1,364,989
School br 35,174 274 169, 614
Equipment assistan 91,592 113, 268 121, 263
. Total... 1,730,967 3,422,470 3,809, 2:6
Spesial sec. 32. 554,019 21,509,922 4°l 831 389

PENHSYLVANIA

Apport:ienmients:
FT R 5, 863, 239 7,879,571 8,318,739
Sec 11 cmn.n. 463,556 6,084,839 7,882,511
School breaklaSt ........ 76,334 336.1 636,143
Equnpment assistance 361,204 747,685 783, 509
6 769,333 15,078, 264 17, 620, 907
22, 355 157 :2 721,916 4 3 ‘26 994
312,338 419, 400 434,217
3,01 694,021 718,815
£9,111 €6, 420 180,595
18,582 88,346 90, 087
183,009 1,268.187 L 383 75
2;93 387 2474, 250 834

See footnotes at end of table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES~Continued
1972
. 1972 1971 (estimated
Child nutntion (actual use)  (actual use) availabihty)
SOUTH CAROLINA

Appo:tionments:
S0C. 8 remeame s e am e e eremae meeeaee aes 5.027.11 6,658,484 6,230, 367
RIS 2,905, 466 6.458,162 7,252,877
School breakfast. .. . 221,502 326,432 1483, 997
Equipment assistance 299 195 233 153 223,029
L 8 453, 874 l3 676 231 14, 202 270
SPEUIAN SEC. 32 o e e e e e e e e 474, 884 13 68[ 725 “4 266, 561
664,417 906.998 909,748
131,089 835,180 1,358.001
53,350 &8.711 1114,101
40, 896 408,557 73,282
L LS 889,792 2, 238 d.o 2,455, 222
SPECIA) SBC. 32, e ot e crr e e e e e 2303, 762 2733.363 4172,916

TENNESSEE T

Apporhonmenls
Sec. 4... 5,124, 801 6.773,626 6,719,068
Sec. 11.. - 1,641,241 7,579,719 8,540,431
Sciool breakfasl 280,987 331.135 1523.432
304,973 242,970 245,964
7,252,002 14,932, 0 16,008,195
2,761,644 23,251,9 “2.346.863

8.310,762  11.165.33/ 10.964.477
1,941,798 15,617,142 17,477,211

457,593 512.758 1 822.569
Equipment assistance. 532.512 453,415 461,560
L 11,242,665 27,748,712 29, 5 8l7
Special $€€. 32.mmm e cevrnem e e e S, 24,561,709 :8,302,649 ¢ l8 227,820
UTAH

Apporhonmenls.
L 1, 500, 858 2,048,872 2,050, 161
Sec n........ 295, 318 755,232 746, 509
School breakfast. . 17, 362 35,188 1194, 457
Equipment assistzn 96 114 85, 460 839,512

1,909,652  2,931.752 3,080,639
fean287  :1188,357  £917.231

Tolal. ...
Srecial sec. 32..

VERMONT
Apportionments:
Sec, . 334,738 407, 362 436,985
65,679 486, 599 546,051
31,100 40, 237 180,791
21,437 50, 261 30,749

452, 954 984. 459 1,094,576
2198, 225 336,727 373,516

4,898, 489 6,571,455 6,655,184
1, gs 206 6, 512, 360 7,335,361

1,827 322,863 1518, 930
y 290, 611 227,715 238,634
Totale e e e e cnernnees esmmnessstessesssssessssemees 6,826,133 13,640, 893 14,748,109
Special 6. 32, crumeerre v enan tenememererresntrenear e 3,117,159 21,373,086 3,046,265
WASHINGTON

Appomonmenls
4 ....................................................... 2,069, 821 2,830, 663 2,791,033
S ....... . 217,898 1, 7ln.306 1,989, 240
8chool breakfast. . 66,774 167 1246, 628
EQUIPMENY ASSISIANCEwar e me oo mm e oo e eooeoeee oo 123,174 l08 74-. 112, 817

Tot,

 Total 2,477,667 4,829,746 5,139,748
Special sec.

'-'838 741 21, 449, 5:: ”1.940.394

See foolnotes at end of table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES—Continued

1972
| . 1970 1971 (estimated
Child nutnition (actuatuse)  (actual use)  avaifability)

. WEST VIRGINIA

Apportionments:

T S T, 1,945,216 2,688,758 2,618,321
Sec. —— 731,210 3,402, 801 3,815,132
School breakt 251,109 ,874 1234,487
Equipment assista 124,571 117,452 125,531
Total..... 3,052,106 6,369, 885 6,793, 481

Special sec. 32... 22,495,519 24,348,244 311,494,148

. WISCONSIN
Apportionments:
Sec. 4.. 2,607,160 3,570.779 3,716.599

Sec. 1 186,233 2,265,091 2,766,026

School breakfas 48,015 116,403 1311,874

Equipment assistanc 154, 603 258, 513 305, 085

Total. 2,995,411 6,210, 786 7,096. 584

Special sec. 32... 2761.163 2582, 238 52 288, 892

. WYOMING T
Apportionments:

2c. 4 275,804 370, 328 398,237

34,843 234,897 330.556

22,457 22, 247 178,061

16.977 62,888 30.594

350,081 690, 360 337,448

242,675 ® 28,220

. 1Only $18,500,000 of the totat of $28,000,000 avaifable for the school breakfast program in 1972 was included in the
tnitial aggorhonmenl of funds.

% In 1970 ane 1971, special sec. 32 funds were apportioned to States under ihe statutory formtla used to apportion
school lunch sec. 11 funds. These funds could be used by States to augment fun¢ appropriated for sec. 11 schoo! break-
fast and equipment assistance. .

3 The estimated armount of sec. 32 funds to be made avaifable in 1972 is based upon an 11-percentincreasein the number
of lltg7alzlunchleg7slen'cd in 1972 over 1971 and 2 25-percentincreasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
n over .

4 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds 1o be made available in 1972 is based upon a 20-percentincrease in the number
9lllrg7a%lunch§37sierved in 1972 over 1371 and a 30-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price funches served
in over .

3 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avaitable in 1972 1s based upon a 15-percentincreasesn the number
of llrg;aélunch%slerved in 19720ver 1971 and a 31-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over 1971,

¢ The estimated ainount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972 isbased upan an 11-percentincreasein the number
of l&l%lunch%&slﬂved in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over .

7 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 16-peccent increase in the number
of total Jlunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 118-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971, )

3 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 9-pescent increase in the number
of ll%l;lzlunch%;;lerved in 1972 over 1971 and a 49-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price funches served
in over .

* The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percentincrease in the number
of llrg%lunchle;;lerved in 1972 over 1971 and a 75-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over 1971,

1 The estimated amount of sec, 32 funds to be made avajfable in 1372 is based upon a 1-percent increasein the number
.oﬂlo;;lzlunchei;;lervedm 1972 over 1971 and 2 38-percent increasein the number of free and reduced price luches served
in over 1971.

1t The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 i< based upon 2 12-percent increase in the num-
ber of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and 2 14-pescent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. 3 .

1 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availabje in 1972 is based upon a 7-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pnce lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. . .

% The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 5-percent increasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 19-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. .

1 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to te made available in 1972 is based upon 3 6-percent increase in the num-
ber of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 13-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served 1n 1972 over 1971, 3 .

1 The estimated amougt of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 10-percentincreasein the number
of total funches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. 3 ) 3 .

16 The estimated amount of sec, 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13-percent increase in the
number of total lunches sarvedsn 1972 over 1971 and a 1-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price funches
secved in 1972 over 1971,

17 Sfate will be able to maintain a stalewide average reimbursement rate equal to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4and a
statewide average reimbyrsement rale equal to 30 cents or greater under sec. 11 withcut the use of any sec. 32 funds,

14 State wilf be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate equa; to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 anda
:statewide average reimbursement rate equal to30 cents or greaterunder sec. 11 without the use of any sec.32funds.
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Seuator Cmres. Well, T would like to see exactly how those figures
would come ouf. L think the problem that I have is—this has been
said so mauy times—that Congress has clearly expressed itsell on
what its intent is in this program. Lt has required the States to furnish
the free program to the needy children, e have made that require-
ment if they want to participate in the program. But somehow, the
Congress eannot seem o get the answer of the doMlar amount that
would be neeessary in our obligation to provide if we want to provide
that free lunch. I' think if the Department would just give us those
figures, then the Congre s can determine the question of what kind
of allocation we want to place in the States, what kind of allocation
we want to place in the Congress. But right now, as & member of this
conunittee and a Member of the Senate, I cannot get that in-
formation. I have not been able to et that information. And T feel [
have been voting in the davk, voting for what [ thought was sufficien®
moneys to take care of the States. Now I find out my State is cut $3
million. Not because they are getting something additional, but cub
from what they weie last year.

Now, Lwould like to be able to make the decision as a U.S. Senator
whether I want to raise that appropriation or not and have some
allocation from that. I think we are entitled to that kind of mformation.

19 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972, based upon a19-pescentincrease in the number
of l;:;;lzlunchelsggtirved i 1972 over 1971 and a 68-percent tacrease in the number of free aind reduced prize lunches served
in over L

20 Tne estimated amount of Sec. 32 [unds to be made available n 1972is based upon a 16-percent increaseinthe aumber
of total Junches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 15-percent increase 1n the nuntber of free and reduced price lunches
servedin 19720ver1971.

21 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available 1n 1972is based upon @ 10-percent increase in the number
of ll%l%lunchizg served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over 1971,

% The estimated amountof sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable in 1972is based upon 17-percentincrease in the aumber
gﬂl%l%lunch{:s,s]slerved 1n 1972 over 1971 and a 34-percentincre2sein the number of free and reducedpnce tunches served
in over 1971.

23 The estimated amount nf sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972is based upon a 31-percentincrease in the number
of l&%lunchle;]slerved 101972 over 1971 and a 17-percent increase inthe number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over 1971,

26 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972is based upen a S-percent increase in the number
of llojl;aglunchl%sflerved 101972 over 1971 and a 47-percent increase 1n the nuniber of free and recuced price lunches served
in over 1971,

2 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 19725 based upon 2 3-percent mcrease in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1571 and a 52-percent increase 1n the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971, .

2% The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds tobe made available in 1972is based upen a 27-perceatincrease in the number
of total lunches served 1a 1972 over 1971 and a 73-percent increase 1n the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

27 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 19725 based upon a 14-percentincrease in the number
of toial lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 23-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced prce lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. i i

2 The estunated amount of sec. 32 funcs to be made available 1n 1572 is based upon a 9-percent increase in the number
of totat unches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 36+percent increase jn the numiber of fre~ and reduced price funches
served in 1972 over 1971. | A ;

2% State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 5 cenls or greater under sec. 4 and
a stafewide average reimbursement rate equal to 30 cents of grealer yader sec. 11 vithout the use of any sec. 32 funds.

39 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972is based ypen a10-percentncrease n the number
of tofal Junches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 35-verccatincrease in the number of free znd reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. ., .

3t The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a34-percentincrease jn the number
of total Tunches served m 1972 over 1971 and a 79-percentincrease jn the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. ,

= The estimated amountof sec. 32 funds to be made availeble in 1972 s based upon al3-percent increze ¢ in the number
of total lunches serve in 1972 over 1971 and a 12-percert increase 1 the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971. ; .

3 The estimated aniount of sec. 32 funds io be made available in 1972 is based upon 2 17-percentincrease in the number
of t;g%lunch;:;]slerved in 1972 over 1971 and a 27-percentincrease inthe number of free and reduced price funches served
in over 1971.

3 Thy estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avadable in 1972 is based upon 2 1-percentincrease in the aumber
of l%lal lunchgg]slcrved in 1972 over 19/1 and a 14-percent increase inthe numoer of free and reduced price Iunches served
in 1972 over . , . :

3The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is bas»d upon  11-percent increase in the aumber
of llogl?%lunch;aflerved in 1972 over 1971 and a 8-percent inctease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over 1971. , . .

2 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be mace available in 1972s based upon a 6-percentincrease in the aumber
of (l(g?élunchfaflerved 171972 over 1971 and a 28-percent inctease inthe number o? free and reduced prics lunches served:
in over .
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Continually, when you tall before the committee, we are told, do
not worry, there is plenty of money, we do not need this hundred
million collars that is in this House bill. We do not even nced the
authority.

Senator Allen asked repeatedly, would it hurt if we just gave you
this hundred million dollars in case you run short? No, well, we do not
need that.

We would like to know and let us try to make a determination as to

whether we want to fund this program or not. I guess the feeling is
I have a feeling that I am being spoonfed like one of these needy
children as to whether I am entitled to have enough information to
make & determination as to what I want to do and provide for this
program or not.
_ I really end up looking at your testimony on the eighth and listening
foday to the people who have come up from the school districts. I
Kind of reach one of two conclusions and I an not sure which one to
reach. The first one is that the budget from the administration was
under what it should be to fully fund this program, and in order to
then cut the pattern, cut the cloth to fit the pattern, we came out with
the regulations so we do not run short of money.

% State vl be able to maintamn a statewide average reimbursement rate equal lo 5 cents or greater under sec, 4 and a
tatewide average reimb t rate equal to 30 cents or %rqaler under sec. 11 without the use of any sec. 32 funds.
33 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avarfable in 1972 is based upon a 13-percent increasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 17-percentincreasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971,

3 The estimated amount of se¢. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 42-percent increasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

9 The estimated amount of sec. 32 fundsto be mads avaifable in 1972 is based upon a'13-percent increase in the number
of llog?lzlunch%;;tl:rved in 1972 over 1971 and a 77-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in over .

1t The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 11-percent increase in the number
of total funches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 22-percentincrease in the numbzr of free and reduced price funches setved
in 1972 over 1971.

4 The estimated amcunt of sec. 32 funds to be made avaitable in 1972 is based upon a 14.percent increase in the numbeg
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 1-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced prce lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

< The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon 2 7-percent increase in the number
ot total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 21-percentincreasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971,

4 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avajlable in 1972 is based upon a 31-percent increase in tie number
of total lunches setved in 1972 over 1971 and a 52-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971,

« The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avajlable in 1972is based upon a 10-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-perceat increase m the number of free and reduce d price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

it The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to bemade available in 1972 is based upon a 51-percent increase in the number
of total tunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 108- percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price Junches scrved
i 1972 over 1971.

# The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to he made available in 1972 is based upan a 5-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 35-percentinSrease i the number of free and reduced price funches served
in 1972 over 1971.

1 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds tobe made availablein 1972 is based upon a 27-percentincrease inthe number
of tota! funches served m 1972 over 1971 and a 10-percert increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

« The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972 is based upor a 6-percentincrease in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 25-percentincreasein the number of fz 2e and reduced pricelunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

0 The estimater, amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972 is based upon a 7-percentincreasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a28-percentincreasein the ber of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

4 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made avaifablein 1972 is based upon a S-gercentincreasein the number
of total lunches Served in 19720ver 1971 and a 16-percent increasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971,

% The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 15-parcentincrease in the number
of totat lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and 2 39-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced pricelunches served
n 1972 over 1971,

s The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972 is basec upon 12-percentincreaseinthe number
of ll%l?élunchtlz;;;:rved in 1972 over 1971 and a 53-percent increasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served
ia over .
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The aliernative to that is that at the time the Department was
comning before the Congress and before the Senate, and especially
before the Agriculture Committee, you had in mind that you were
going to pass some regulations but that information would not be
made availlable to us so we could determine whether we wanted to
raise the additional money. As 1 say, I cannot determine right now
which of those conclusions is correct orr whetier either one of them is,
but that is a feeling that I am left with today.

Senator Curms. May 1 ask a question?

The CrarrvaN. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. Is Florida receiving $3 miliion less for this school
year than they did last year?

Air. Ly~na. 1 do not have the figure, Senator Curtis, o1 the amount of
special section 32 funds that they will receive. They are going to re-
ceive in section 4 and section 11 $1,350,000 more, and 1 would not ex-
pect that there would be anything like that kind of a decline in the
section 32 funds that Florida would get. As a matter of fact, if we had
not provided the revision, Florida would have received, based upon
the anticipated increase in free and reduced-price lunches, under the
old formula, Florida would have been one of those States receiving al-
mosi the lowest amount. We estimate 20.4 eents per free and reduced
price meel. Under this revision, Florida would get the minimum of 30,
so that would be a substantial increase over what they would have
otherwise received.

We anticipate a substantial increase in free and reduced-price lunches
in Florida because their participation in school lunch prior to now was
lower than in some States.

The Ciratrvax. Senator Allen?

Senator ArLex. I have one more question.

Mr. Lyng, [ get the impression that even if Congress had appropri-
ated more money and had not directed that this money be aliocated
among the States in its entirety on a per-meal basis, your regulations
would have been the same? In other words, the regulation that you
have provided is the limit that you feel is the part which should go in
paying on the overall cost of the meal?

-Mr. Ly~xe. No, I do not think that I would want to leave that im-
pression, Senator.

Senator ALLexn. That is the question as I see it.

My, Lyxe. Iamsorry, but I do not think I would want to speculate
as to what our position would be had Congress not appropriated the
money.

Senator AnLex. In other words, il more money should be appro-
priated, you then would allocate it back to the States on a higher
per ineal reimbursement basis; is that correct?

Mr. Ly~a. No, I do not want to leave that impression, cither.

Senator ALLEN. Well, what impression do you wish to leave?

Mr. Ly~xe. The impression T wish to leave, Senator, is that I would
not want to speculate as to what our reaction would be if there were
more money. L would not like to have the record show that I said
we would not spend it or that we would.

Senator ALLEN. I see.

The CrarryaN. Mr. Seeretary, I think it clear from the testimony
here today that there is a good deal of dissatisfaction among the mem-
bers of the commitiee and the administrators of this school lunch
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program with the regulations. You yoursell testified last vear that
there was a guaranteed reimbursement for free and reduced price
Junches of 37 cents as against a 35 cent regulation this time. That is
a reduction of almost ten percent when we have had an inflationary
factor of at feast five, and a considerable expansion of the school
lunch program is mandated by the law.

[ think it wenld be well if you would convene your advisory com-
mittee that is provided for in the legislation. You have many out-
standing people on it within the Department and among the adminis-
trators of the sehool luneh program. 1 would suggest that you look
into it carcfully in the light of this testimony and reevalunate your
regulations after you do that in the light of this testimony, beeause
1 do not believe the Congress will stand idle to see hungry children
going to school without adequate funding. 1 think il necessary, the
Congress will have to step in and take correciive action, But 1 believe
ihe conmittee would prefer to give you some reasonable time to take
action on your own before the Congress acts.

Any further questions?

(No response.)

Thank vou very much, Mr. Secretary. e appreciate your coopera-
tion. You have been very helpful.

(Whereupon, at 4 o’clock, the subeommit tee was adjourned.)

(Additional statements submitted for the record are as fallows:)

Sraremext or 1ox. Grorgr McGovery, A Uxitip Sramis Sexaron Fros TiHE
Srari: oF SoutH DaroTa

Alr. Chairman, members of the Commitiee: Thank you for this opportunity
to testify on the FY-72 appropriation for nutrition programs. As ehairman of the
Sonate Seleet Committee on Nutrition and Human Neceds, T have seen firsthand
in the last several years the extent of hunger and malnutrition in America. During
theze vears, the nation has beeome aronsed to the need to solve the problem of
hunger and the President himself publiely committed the Administration to ending
hunger for all time.

“The issue we must now address ourselves to, putiing it quite simply, is how
mueh money is reguired to fultill that eommitient. 1 would like to dizeuss this
issue espeeially in regard to funding for the sehool luneh prograin.

Let me say at the outset, that we all recognize significant progress has keen
made in expanding these programs in the last several years, and the current Ad-
ministration deserves great eredit for that expansion. "the number of poor xehool
ch_i]ll(_]rcn receiving free or redueed priee lunehes has doubled, from three to siX
million. .

Yes, sinee the lﬁxss:tge of Publie Law 91-248 a great deal of progress has been
made. When President Nixon signed that bill into Taw, he said, “it will assure that
every child from a family whose ineome falls below the poverty line will get. a free
or reduced price lunch.”” 1t is presently not doing so. Yes, this program is feeding
about six million needy sehoolehildren today compared with three million two
years ago. But to talk only of our progress in the battle against hunger now is like
claiming victory just for staying in the game. The objeet is to see that no child goes
hungry in Ameriea, That has not oceurred, We have reached the 50-yard line, so
let’s not give up now, We must not be contet to feed six million poor school-
children o luneh when there may be 10 to 12 million in need. As one witness before
onr Committee :xppml’)rintely asked, “wonld we have been content, to make it
halfway to the moon?’

You have before yon the Administration’s budget request of $225 million for
Scetion 4 funds, $356.6 million for Section 11 (free and reduced price meals) and
$16.1 million for equipment assistanee for the lunch program, My comments will
foens on these three requests all of which are, in my mind, inndeguate to do the
joby for which they are intended—ending hunger in onr schoolrooms, throngh the
expansion of the school luneh program.

'All of these levels are exactly the sane as they were in FY 1971, Thus, the re-
quest of $356.4 million for Seetion 11 funds will prohibit the expansion of this pro-
gram to all needy children. In the last month for which data is available, we see
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that we fed approxhimately 6.4 million children a free or rednced price lnneh. But
this fignre is adjusted upwards by USDA to account for absentecisnr. “Fhi i< like
saying that if all of those G.4 million children had been in sehool that day, we vonld
have fed them. In reality, about 5.9 million children participated on an average
dlnlhl basis. Let us look, then, to the true munber of potentinlly eligibl» needy
children,

Recently, USDA reported that there were 7.9 million oligible children in schools
with a program (7,561,330). "This, of course, represents a 177 inerease over ile
6.6 millien target fizure mmounced by the Administration in Lecember 1069,
and upon which was based the finzneial estimate of 35G.1 million dollars, Com-
plaints by the Department that this jigure of 7.9 million eligible elildren 1~ inflated
are simply foolish. These attempts o keep the targer fighre down at alevel of 6.6
million are in vain for several reasons. The Departinent bases it~ fimme on the
national mindi, s eligibility standard of $3,720 for a family of four. But this
figure is Lased on cosiof-living expenses for 1969, and does not reflect changes
Lrought by the inflationary pressures of the last vear.

More important, the figure of 7.9 million was calenlated by the states them-
selves in reporting the mnmbers of eligible children. The figmies for some states are
deseribed as “extremely high” Ly the Department. Yet, the faet i< that the siate
estimates which total 7.9 million were hased on October 1970 reports, at a time
prior to the introduetion of the national income eligibility standard, which was

effective January 1, 1971, Thus, while o few states may have high estimmes,

probably an equal number have “extremely low™ estimates—sSonth Caroling,
with 189,000 for example. It is very distirbing to me that USDA is appacently
interpreting the national minimum cligibility standard as a ceiling on participa-
tion, rather than as a floor, as the Inw clearly intended. States ave invited by the
jaw to set what they perecive te be a reasonable cligibility standard, a~ long as jt
Is al least $3,720 2 year for a family of four. Some 3tates have seen fit tv raise this
level. In faet, oniy 19 states have aceepted the guideline fignre of $3,720, Michigan,
for example, has an average ineome S¢7 higher than the national avernge, so it
s an ineome-cligibility guideline of $1,025 for a family of four, rather than the
floor of 83,720.

This adjustment refleets a recognition by these states that overty is relative,
and shonld not be pereeived by the Deparunent as a standard (}mignod to produee
an “extremely high’’ munber of eligible ehildren. To con~ider the eeonovmice <itua-
tion in a state is the only realistic way to sot eligibility guidelines. e prpose of
the national standard is to insure that no state go below a minimim figure of
reasonablencss.

When all is said and done the plain fact of the matteris that the 83,720 olixibilit v
figure will have to he adjusted soon to refleet the cost-of-living inereases which
liave made it obsolete.

1 think it should be elear that the fignire of 7.9 million eligible ehildven i« far eloser
to the truth than the USDA target fignre of 6.6 million. The data is <o inadeqnate
that no one is certain just. how many children e eligible and in need of a free or
redueed priee sehool lunch. Congressman Perkins, Chairman of the House Educs-
tion mid Labor Committee last” year estimated that the figure was nearly nine
million. Others estimate as high as 14 million. But if we take the 7.8 million
figure as valid, we are still running far short of our budgetary needs with the
Administration’s request. For, crueial to owr task of ending hnnger will be the
incelusion in the program of the ehildren who we pre<ently in schools without lnnch-
room facilities. There are eurrently 23,000 sueh =chools in the United States,
with a total enrollment of 7.4 million students. The Department of Agrienlture,
nsing dubiul}czdculntinns. estimates that there are 900,000 childien in those
sehools who Avonld he eligible for free or reduced priee lunches. The estinte is
based on o ﬁnlcul:ntiﬁn which assumes thai the number of ehildren in these sehools
who are “‘Poor” will be exaetly proporional to the number of ehildren who aie
“poor” in thetotal enrollment of 52.1 million. The total “poor” figure is e~timated

e 6.5 0.9

at 6.5 million. Thus, N
This procedure is dubious for two reasons. First, the estimate of total “poaor™
children itself is conservative beeanse the poverty figure does not refleet changes
in the cost-of-living, or inelude those whom we eall “near-poor”” and whe may be
in need of at least a reduced price lunch. (Thus, onee again we ean see that the
poverty-figure is interpreted as a ceiling rather than a floor on partieipation.)
Second, the assumption that the numbers are in fact proportional is without firm
basis. For a great number of these schools are inmer-city elementary schools, the
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percertage of clildren who are “poor™ is far greater than that pereentage for the
sehool populations as a whole,

Thus, the total eligible figore would be brought by USDA to 8.8 million. Based
on such a fanlty ealeulation, I contend ihat the true figure is a least 10 million
and may run as high as 12 million. Flix, of course, would indicate that the USDA
budget request will leave at lenst 3.4, and s many as .4 million ehildren whe ave
needy out of the program.

In" addition, this erucial problem of equipment for these 23,000 schoels must
be et headwon. DL, 91-248 authorized 38 million for facilities for 'Y 1971 amd
23 million for FY 1972, We must spend at least this much if we are to reach the
nesdy ehildren in these schools, whether there are 900,000 or 2,000,000 of them,
Yet, the Departinent insists on reauesting only 16.1 million for this purpse for both
years.

Tn smmmation, I strongly urge the Conmnittee to consider the true need that
exists. The School Lameh Progran is emrrently I sn expansionary stage. When
vou consider the absentee factor v:hich the Departinent includes in its ealenlations,
we ave enrrestly feeding just under six million ehildren a lunch.

We need to rise that to at least 9.1 million Gwith the 975 absentee factor
included). You must emsider the continuation of indation whiely i+ pushing both
food and labor costs upward. in fact, even with the present budget, this cost
overrun had caused states like New Meyicn, California and New Jersey to fear
that they would be foreed to terminate operation o tonth before the elose of the
schoel year. Several schools in New Mexiceo have already stopped the Iunehr pro=-
gram. Can this be called adequate funding? 1 think not.

If we are to reach the true ueed we shall have to raise the Seetion 11 funds to
$600 million. The facilitics are erucial, of cowrse, to bringing the children in non-

articipating states into the prograny, so the full authorization of 33 miliion <hould
be provided, Finnlly, the Sotion 4 funds mnst be inereased both to allow nermal
expansion of the program and to prevent Seetion 11 funds frosu Heing <hifred o
whure they are least peeded. I would recommend an iserese in these famds to
535 million dollar=. )

Seeretary Hardin has ~aid, with referenee to this prograny, “Onyp eause is great”’
Tet our willingness togend hunger aunong onr children refleet onr shame vpon
dizcovering it. ¥

Thank you,

UNrnp STATES SENATE,
Washington, 1.C., St plembar 10, 1l
Hon. Meervax . Tarmanar,
Chairman, Conrnittec en Agricudinre and Forasiey,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Diak Mk Cusiesay: Enclosed isacopy 2 Ietter T have reevived from Miss
Ruth Powell, Coordinator of ehoo! Food S e in Arkansas, transmitting the
comments of Mr. A, W. TFord, Director of the Arkansas Department of Eduention,
to the Department of Agriculture on the proprred new «cehool Inneh repulations,

1 note that yon have seheduled o hearing en the sehool hmeh regrlntions on
September 16, and 1 wonld appreciate the Coannitted's serfous consideration of
the effect of the proposed chinges on the school luneh program in Arkaneas.

With Dest wiskies, Tam

Sincerely yours,
J. W. Furnmaur.

———

L RoCK, ARK., Scplanber 1, 1971,
Hon. J. W, FuLBRIGHT,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Drar Mz, FuLnrianr: Fven thongh we recoguize the many demands an your
time, we are still taking the liberty of <ending you copies of our correspondence
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture in rogard to proposed FXS Regulation
Amendments.

We wimt to alert you to some of the problems faced by School Food Service
Programs in Arkanasa, even though the Congress igs provided funds for operution.

Your past support of these programs i« greatly appreciated,

Sincerely,
ReTH POWELL,
Coordinator, Schoal Food Scrvices,
Arkansas Department of Agriculture.
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Lirmue Roek, Anx,, Augnst 27, 1971,
M Heepenr D, Ronrnx,
Dircetor, Child Nutrition Divizion,
Food and Nutrition Service, ('SDA,
Washington, D.C,

Deanr Mi. Rorkx: Miss Powell has forwarded to You our comitients on the
proposed NS Regulation Amendments, We have disenssed the probleme tat,
would be faced in this state if these regulations are finalized as now proposed.

When u state ageney is alloeating funds to a local school distriet, it is mandatory
that the formuka nsed for this detersination be one that ean ha lived with, It
must be one that ean be easily understond by school adininisteasors and docu-
menied by them, Section 210,11 paragzaph (d) revised does not aeet ths above
requirements,

The restriction of equipment fumls for schools already partieipating in the
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs penalizes states where a good job has
been done fB:tablishing food service programs in practically a)l <chools, In a
low-income&tate there is n great need to up-date equipment in order that ha.eh
and breakfast may be provided for an inerensed nmber of children participat’ 1g
in the School Food Serviee Program as a result of the present free meal regulas sons,
This sieed in Arkansas has also been intensified by integration,

L=t March Chief State Sehool Officers amd Sehool Lunch Direetors from
cight states requested that “USDA make available to the State Ageney no later
than May I, 1971, and the same date in subsequent. years all changes relating to
records and reports, rates, regulations, instructions, and policy statements that
will be applicabie dnring the following fiseal year.”

We protest the issuanee of Importan, new regulations withont providing sufli-
cient ad time 1o State Agencies and loeal =chool distriets that will allow inajor
changes of this nature 1o he put inte effeet in an orderly and cfficient inanuier,

Yonrs very truly,
AW, ]“ORD,

Director, Arkansas Department of Education.
(The comments are as follows:)

»* -~

COMMENTS AND SUGGLSTIONS ON IROY ISED RULY MARING

L. Sirtion 210.4 new paragraph (fy—A sum of §4,552,200 from Seetion 52 funds
iz veserved for the States of Pucrto Rieo, the Viegin Istands, Guam and Asneriean
Samen, Sueh funds are available to these states for specinl eaxh assistance. We do
Bot question the need of these states for the mmount >o reserved, but we do raise
a qiestion on why there is no similar veserve from Seetion 32 funds earmarked for
the other states,

2 Scction 210.4 new paragraph (f).—(a) We object to the establishment. of a
“base™ aystem to control the distribution of funds to the states. Such a system
would be enmbersome, time consuming, and diflicult to administer, Given the
unavoidable time lng in school hieh reporting, it would serious.s delay the receipt
of additional funds by the states in the latfer part. of the schwol year and even
further complieate the financial problems encowztered by local sehool distriets
last vear due to late receipt of federnl funds,

by We agree in principle with the use of Seetion 32 funds for nse as general ensh
asslstanee ns indieated in the proposals. However, we believe tha all states shonld
share in these funds on an equitable basis taking into consideration the need of
the individual state as measured by per eapita income, To do otherwise would be
ineensistent with congressional intent. ns specified in the National &choal Luneh
Acet which provides n formula for the distribution of general-for-food assistance
finds and would be further inconsistent, with Section 210.4 of the present regula-
tions, The proposed regulations ns outlined will be detrimental to the states with
low per enpita income and the statex that have been suceessf ul in providing hinches
to 8 high pereentage of children. Arkansas, as a lew-income state, will be rerionsly
handicapped shoudd this regulation hecome effective.

We recommend that all states reecive from Seetion 4 andfor Seetion 32 a
suflicient apportionnent to guaraatee amirinnun rate of 3¢ per Type A Lunch
and where the state’s assistance need rate js above 5¢ such states shall be guaran-
lge.d il rate per weal equal to the assistance need rate for that state as defined by
() We object to the use of a base and the 30 cent maximnm to control the uses
of Scetion 32 specinl assistance funds, We recommend that each state’s apportion-
ment from Seetion 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 40¢ for eachfree and reduced
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price meal served to cligible childven. The average cost of producing a Type A
Linch in the state last year was 42¢. How can schools continue U feed the Jarge
mmber of free meals in this state at 35¢ when no donbt the cost will go above 42¢
regardless of the President’s price “frecze”” Erxample: A call from a superin-
tendent today. We are $2000 in debt from last. year's operation. We planned to
inerease charges for hmches this year froin 202 and 25¢ to Zag and 30¢—with the
“grecze” on charges, this can’t be done. How ean we operate?

For years we have urged Arkansas schools to keep charges low in order to reach
more children. Now schools are penalized for their effons.

3. Section 210.5, new paragraph (c).—33ce onr cominents in 2(a) above on the
use of o base system to control distribntion of fimds to the states. We recommend
that Scetion 32 funds be initially allocated 1o states so that the total anronnt of
Seetion 32 and Section 11 funds be equal to the mmomnt of sneh fuimds expended
by the states during the fiscal year 1971. Additional amonnts wonld be paid to
the states npon justifieation to assare an average rate of 40 cents per each free and
reduced price meal.

4. Seclion 210.11, new paragraph (b-1).—This amendment is appropriate.

5. Scction 210.11, new paragraph (b-2).—1t is suggested that the base month to
be nsed for determining needed adjustments in rennbursement. rates be et as in
the October with need adjustnents made on Jamuary 1. A review of funds status
after receipt of Jmmary claims leaves little time to make adjustments in rates
prior to the end of the school year.

6. Scction 210.11, paragraph (¢) revised ~—We very strongly object to setting the
maximnn rate for speeial assistance at 30 cents, especially when it nnist be
considered in conjimetion with the “hase” system so that the ~tate wide average
rate for speeial assistance cannot oxceed 30 cents for the fnll*vear. The impact of
this provision will serionzly endanger continance of free and rednced price Innches
to children who qualify. Many schoot distriets wonld receive substantially less
speeial assistance money this yvear as compared to last. year. See attached sheet.
We recommend the maxinmm rate be set at, 10 cents as reecommended by the Ad
Tloc Committee of State and Major Gity Directors in March 31-April 2, 1971

7. Section 210.11, paragraph W) revised.—~Speeify 40¢ in licn of 30¢ on line 2.
Delete the remainder of sentence after the word “that” on line 3 and add *the
seliool i< finameially unable to meet its need for free and redneed price lunches.”
This snb-scction sets up three criteria to be used in justifving rates of special
assistanee nbove 30 cents. The first eriteria appears to mean that a higher rate is
justified when prodnction costs (abor, food, cte) are “higher than is typical™ in
a given arca. This is appropriate bt does not accord speeial consideration to
sehools which have a large nmnber or high perceniage of free unches and would
snffer heavy losses in financing such linches ay the 30 cent maximum. We therefore
recommmend that the following words be inserted at the end of the first of these
criteria: “or the percentage or absolute mmmuber of free or reduced price Innches
is higher than is typical in the state.” With respect to the sccond eriterin we
reconnuend the words ‘“necessary operating” be inserted before the word **balance”
and on the smue line insert “as specitied in Seetion 210.157 after the phrse
“on hand.”

With respect to the third eriteria, after the word cost, delete “camnot be clim-
inated by other remedial action” and substitnte *is not the resnlt of poor manage-
ment practices.”

We would further reconmend the sentence beginning with “UGpon”, line 9 be
deleted and the following sentence be substituted—* Gpon such a finding, the State
Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, miay assign a rate of reimbursement from
special cash assistance and general cash assistance funds not to exceed 60¢ for cach
free_and redneed price lunch served. Sneh rate should be reviewed and adjnsted
ammally in accordanee with cost of living clumges.” The rest of the paragraph be
deleted down to “The State Agency—cte. ’

8. Section 210.11, new paragraph (d-1).—This seetion must be clarified. Since it
appears to meat the only fitnds proposed to be apportioned to State Ageney @t the
beginning of the year will be the Seetion 11 fmnds; and conscquently, rates wonld
have to be assigned on baxis of Section 1 1 funds only. We re-emphasize our recom-
mendations for allocation of Section 32 funds to all states at the beghming of the
year (see Seetion 210.5 () Page 2).

9. Section 210.11 ncw paragraph (d-2). —We reconmmend here also that the month
of October be nsed in place of Jannary.

10. Scetion 210.11 paragraph () amended.—No Comments.

11. Section 220.16, paragraph (h) revised —We sce 1o basis in the kw or in the
fact for restricting the availability of cquipment funds forsclhvols already partici-
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pating in the school lunch or breakfast program. To delay the approval of funds
needs d for equipment to serve additional needy children either lunch or breakfast
until March 1 simply postposes this operation nutil the following fiseal year. \We
therefore recommend that this amendment he deleted.

We alzo note_ the following objections: (a) the term “grossly inadequate” is
vague; (D) requiring Washington’s approval for expendilure of funds is inappro-
priate and inconsistent with Congressional intent and State antonomy; (¢) re-
quiring the States to work with individnal schools rather than with School Food
Anthorities.

12, Effective dale—~Section 210.19 () states that “no echange in the requirements
for lunches which decreases the maximunm rates of reimbursement shall become
effective less than 60 days after publieation thereof.”” Since the proposed amend-
ments to 210.11 does effect reduee the maximmn rate of resmbursement for free
and redueed price Iunches, we raize a serions gquestion that snch amendments ean
be niade effeetive September 1, 1971, We further protest the issuance of important
new regulations without providing sufficient lead time to State Agencies and loeal
school districts that will allow-mnajor changes of this nature to be put into effect in
an orderly and cfficient manner.

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT DF EDUCATION, SCHOO' FOGD SERVICE COMPARISON—SELECTED SCHDOL SYSTEMS
LUNCH REIMBURSEMENT AT 1370-71 RATES AND AT 5 CENTS AND 30 CENTS

Federal  Reimburse-

Pupi! lunches served reimburse-  ment same

meal for al new
System Paid Free Tunches rates Difference
Lee County. 203,266 585,176  270.518.45  215,355.90  —55,163.55
Little Rock. 1,682,931 802,360  472,604.27  261,975.05 ~—107,629.22

CiTy or STATE: ARKANSAS

1. Tlow mmch did it eost to produce 2 Type A lnnch during the
1970-71 school year? Do not include the valne of USDA

donated comoOdities. oo oo oo oo oo oo oo .42
2. ITow many free or reduced priee lnnches did your State or Scliool

System serve during 1970-71 school year? oo ______.___ 18,873,010
3, How many free or reduced price lunches do you expect to serve

this year (1971-72) 2 e oo e e 22, 703, 962

4. What wonld have been the loss per meal during kst year (1970-71)

if you had received only 35¢ federal reimbursement for free or

reduced price lanehes?. . _____ . 04— 09
5. Iow mueltmoney will your State or School System lose in 1971-72

if You receive only 35¢ federal reimbursement for free or redneed

price hanehes? . . $987, 622

PLEASE RETUGRN TIUS FORM IMMEDIATELY TO!

Louise A, IK. Frolich
American School Food Service Association
4101 L. 1hff
Denver, CO §0222
Please complete this form today. We need this information. Your support
is urgently requested!

AMiNyuaroLis, MiNy., Seplember 9, 1971,
lon. Doxarp M. Fraser,
Represenlative in Congress, Fifth District,
Longuworth Office Building, Washinglon, D.C.

Deanr Dox: There is a great deal of confusion surronnding the federal funding
of school Tunch programs for the present 1971-72 school year. ‘The intent of this
letter is to give you the facts and somne rationale for continning the present level
of federal reimbursement for free and veduced price Junches. Any assistance
you can give us in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Last year the Minneapolis Public Schools added 16 schools to their lunch pro-
gram, bringing the total nminber of schiosls to 60. It has been the intent to con-
tinne expanding the luncl program to include the remaining 25 clementary schools
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with continued assistance from Foederal Nutrition Serviee. In order for us to do
this. it is neeessary that the same level of reimbursement from federal sources be
continucd.

The following changes have been proposed in the federal regulations concerning
reimbursement for free and reduced price lunches for the 1971-72 school year:

Level of taimbursement

1950-7-1- tevel -_New tevel

AU TURCRES... o vneevmmremscenmmnnmmresmamsnammarssnsmarmmsmnamamssnsmasosn s $0.12 $0.05
Free and reduced 48 30

Total......-- e eeomeemsmmecmsesmsmmmsEEEEsesSEESmsmscmTESEaRcImaTCsTTos .60 .35

This would be a reduction in reimbursement under the proposed regulations
of 25¢ per lunch. The followingis an example of the impact such a 1cduction would
have on our lunch program (hased on the 1970-71 school year):

A teduction of

Free 2nd reduced price lunches 2t 25 cents redustion (63 percent of the lunches served

were free of 1educed), e o-xue o eeeeemwmmmeememsmemczeracmmaEersETTaTTTo 2,683,045 $670,761
Regular price lunches 2t 7 cen1s (eGUCtION. o av meenmemmeomenrmomnon evmeememaeonrann. 1,541,916 107,934
L £ 7 IR S P LT e A U 4,224,951 718,695

Lunches in nine additional schools were heing planned for the 197172 school
vear. This would have inereased the participation to an estimated 4,500,000
junches. The proposed regulations will of necessity slow ony expansion of the
tunch program znd curtail providing lunches to many needy children now hene-
fiting from the prograr. 1 believe this was not the intent of Congress in the
passage of P.Js 01-248.

Enclosed iz a brochure deseribing the clementary school lunch program of the
Minnecapolis Public Schools stating the philosophy and goals of the program.
The realization that “you can’t teach a hungry child” has brought abont in-
creased public coneern that lunches beeome available to all school children at
noon. Also cnclosed is a copy of letter dated November 10, 1970, from the
Church Women United of Greater Minneapolis commending the Board of
Lduecation on their action to “provide a hot lunch program for more clementary
school children in Mimeapolis.”

If you wisn further information, please lew me know.

Sincercly yours,
Doxawp D. Bevis,
Associale Superintendent of Schools for Business Affairs,
Al inneapolis Public Schools.
(Tle enclosures are as follows:)

Cuunen Woury UsiTep oF GREATER MINNEAPOLIS,
(A DEPARTMENT OF THE Griater Mixypavonts COUNCIL OF CHURCHES),
Minneapolis, Minn., November 10, 1970
Dr. Joux B. Davis, Jr.,
Superintaulent of Schools, School Admindsiration Building,
Minncapolis, Minn.

Duear Di. Davis: On behalf of Chureh Women United of Greater Minneapolis,
1 wish to commend you and the Board of Iducation on your recent action to
provide a hot lunch for merc clementary school children 1 Minncapolis.

We have been studying, through a series of forums and scminars, the problems
of hunger, health and nutrition in our metropolitan area, and we are convineed
there are niany children in our city who are under fed and under nourished.

Woe feel that this forward step taken by yon and the Board of Jducation will
help to alleviate some of the problems of hunger for our school children.
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We are aware that this brogram will eost money and present problems in
administering, but we wish to assure you that we support vou in vour fine efforts
and heartily approve your action on the hot luneh program, "

Sineerely,
Alrs. Leroy B. oo,
President.
[T'clegram)
S7. Pavn Mixx,, Seplember 21, 1971.
Representative Dox Fraser,
Washington, D.C.

The one thousand elementary sehool prineipals of Minnesota request that
you rejeet the new Agriculture Departinent guidelines that w-uld drastieally
deerease Federal support for the hot luneh program for elementary school ehildren.

Note under the new guidelines that in Ainneapolis over three quarters of a
million doltars of loeal funds will he needed to eontinue the former program. The
faet, Is, the priee freeze, unemployment, and limited income already limit the
ability ot parents to pay the former charge. The new inerease doubles the eost for
a elass A hot luneh. This will deprive many po: and needy ehildren in reeeiving
a hot luneh each day.

Your influence and support is neees<ary MLESMP.A. requests it.

Rousert ArNoLp,
Executive Secrelary M.E.S.P.A.




