
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 078 512 005 078

TITLE School Lunch Regulations. Hearing Before tbe
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United States
Senate. Ninety-Second Congress, First Session on the
School Lunch Program for the 1972 Fiscal Year as
Proposed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
August 10, 1971.

INSTITUTION Congress of the U.S., Washington, D.C. Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

PUB DATE 72
NOTE 111p.

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.65 HC -$6.58
DESCRIPTORS Administrative Agencies; *Breakfast Programs; *Costs;

Economically Disadvantaged; Federal Aid; Federal
Government; *Fe-1.eral Legislation; Financial Needs;
*Financial Problems; *Lunch Programs; Nutrition

ABSTRACT
The committee hearings in this report concern

proposed Department of Agriculture regulations. These regulations
deal with the method of apportioning the $153.2 million Section 32
funds available for the National School Lunch Program for fiscal
1972. Included are statements from school superintendents, food
service representatives, State department of education
representatives, and Senators. The hearings were held to permit
airing of complaints to the effect that, under these regulations,
school districts were not receiving sufficient reimbursement to pay
for the cost of meals. (J1?)



MAR 3 0 16,

SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS

c-'
HEARING

tr,
cc>

COMMITTEE ON
c)

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
W UNITED STATES SENATE .

NINETY-SECOND CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

BEFORE TILE

ON

THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM FOR THE 1972 FISCAL YEAR
AS PROPOSED BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

A.UGUST 10, 1971

SEPTEMBER 10, 1971

Printed for the use of Um Committee on Agriculture and Forestry

S

8.5-;v23

U S. OEPARTME NT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION &WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCAT104
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCE() EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
me PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS 0!- VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

"WASHINGTON . 1972

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY



COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, Georgia, Chairmen

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Louisiana
JAMES 0. EASTLAND, AlWssippi
B. EVERETT JO It DAN,,North Carolina
GEORGE MCGOVERN, South Dakota
JAMES 13. ALLEN, Alabama
HUI3ERT H. HUMPHREY. Minnesota
LAWTON CHILES, Florida

JACK MILLER, Iowa
GEORGE D. AIKEN, Vermont
MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota
CARL T. CURTIS, Nebraska
ROBERT DOLE, Kansas
HENRY BELLMON, Oklahoma

Cons M. MOUSER, Chief Clerk

(II)

4



CONTENTS

Statement of :
Bevis, Donald D., associate superintendent of schools for business Page

affairs. NIinneapolis Public Schools, Minneapolis, Minn 106
Briggs, Howard W., director, Food Services Department, Detroit

Public Schools, Detroit, Mich 28
Brooke, Hon. Edward W., :t U.S. Senator from Massachusetts 9
Ford, A. W., director, Arkan,as Delia' Uncut of Education, Little

Rock, Ark 104
Kelley, Isabelle NI., Assistant Deputy Administrator, Food and Nutri-

tion Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 69
Lyng, 11on. Richard E., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 60
Martin, Josephine, administrator, School Food Service Program,

Georgia Department of Education. Atlanta, Ga., and chairman,
Legislative Committee, American School Food Service Association 44

McGovern, lion. George, a U.S. Senator from Smith Dakota 101
Perryman, Dr. John N., executive director, American School Food

Service Association, Denver. Colo _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ ______ .., .. _ _ 2
Phillips, Dr. A. Craig, superintendent of public instruction, State of

North Carolina, Raleigh, N.0 12-Samter, Dr. Eugene C., assistant superintendent of schools, Buffalo,
N. Y 30

Taylor, Bryan P., superintendent of schools, San Diego Independent
School District, San Diego, Tex 14

Miscellaneous documents:
Letter to the President from the Chairman 2
Proposed school lunch regulations August 10, 1971 4
Allocation of funds to States under proposed regulations 7
Letter to the President signed by 44 Scnato S
Article from the Wall Street Journal 10
Anticipated losses by States in 1971-79 51
School lunch program, 1968-72 77
Number of children served school lunches 85
State apportionments, 1970 -72_ 91

(W)



SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,

Washington, D.C.
The committee 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, El lender, Jordan of North Carolina,
Allen, Humphrey, Chiles, Aiken, Young, Curtis, and Be ninon.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
The committee 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 lunch program of this Nation. Some
members of this committee had a hand in writing the original school
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 committee.
Senator Aiken and the other members of the committee have taken
an active interest in improving the program over the years.

I 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
law eliminated a great number of administrative bottlenecks which
had plagued the school lunch program and it established better
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 that school districts around the country
would make the promise of Public Law 91-248to bring meals to
all the needy schoolchildren in the Nationa reality.

(1)
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Therefore, I was quite shocked with the regulations published during
the congressional recess. These regulations were met with strong
objections from school officials -around the country. These officials
maintain 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 the proposed regulations
apportion the section 32 funds available for the program in a manner
designed to provide such State with:

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

Second, an additional 30 cents for each free or reduced price lunch
served in excess of the number that can be reimbursed at 30 cents
from the regular section 11 appropriation. Under this system it is
estimated that only six States will receive an amount adequate to
provide an average reimbursement 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.L addition, in using section 32 funds to
provide uniform amounts per meal for each 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.

.Vary school districts have complained that the cost of preparing
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 am opportunity to hear
from the people who are affected by these regulations, the local school
officials. Therefore, we will hear from B. P. Taylor, a superintendent. of
a. small town school system in Texas; Howard W. Briggs of the
Detroit Public School System, and Miss Josephine Martin, ad-
ministrator of the school lunch program of the State of Georgia. After
these witnesses have testified, we will hear Assistant Secretary
Richard E. Lyng ffive the response of the Department of Agriculture.

1 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 regulations 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:)

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY:

ashinglon, D.C., September 2, 1971.
The Thu:stonxT,
The Inite House, Washington, D.C.
My 1)I :AR MIL PRESIDENT: In May, 1970, you signed into law a bill which

Congress had pas-:ed to provide lunches for every needy child in America. The
mandate of this law is quite clear. 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, his lunch must be free.

The language of the House conferees emphasizes this point: "While it is the
intent of the managers that every child from an impoverished family shall be
served meals either free or at reduced costnot to exceed 20 cents per mealit 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 charged for their lunches."
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I was extremely proud when you signed this legislation into law on May 14, 1970.
I was proud because I was the original sponsor of this legislation in the Senate and

felt that it would provide the mechanism for good nutrition for every school child
in America.

However, I was somewhat concerned about the administration of the new law
by your 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 they
first year of operation of the new school lunch program. But, even under such
adverse Conditions schools in my own Mate of Georgia made tremendous progress
in meeting their responsibility to provide meals under the mandate of Public
Law 91 -24S.

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

These regulations have precipitated a fiscal crisis in school districts throughout
my state. Because the new regulations provide for reimbursement of free 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 are unable to afford the free
and reduced price lunch program they had planned. The schools in my state Were
receiving reimbursement for flee and reduced price meals at a rate in excess of
42 cents per meal at the close of the last school year.

In order to meet the reduction in funds caused by the new USDA regulations,
the local school districts have no choice but to do one of two things: (1) raise the
price of the school lunch for those children who can afford to pay, or (2) increase
local school 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 districts to
raise additional tax revenue on such short notice.

I consider it highly improper that the USDA should wait until three weeks
before the beginning of the new school year to issue regulations which have such
an adverse impact on the financing of the school lunch program. There is no
excuse 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 money than you requested to fund the Child
Nutrition Programs. However, there was some feeling ,,hat appropriations for
these programs might not be adequate so the Congress approved and yousigned
into law on June 30, 1971 an authorization for an additional $135 million of
Section 32 funds to fund any child nutrition needs which are not mat 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 program. If
additional funding above that already provided, including the $135 million of
Section 32, is needed, I hope that your Administration will so inform the Congress.

I have received numerous communications from my own state and other
states which indicate thtirt 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 GO cents. Therefore, it will be impossible for
many of the Pennsylvania schools to provide free lunches with a reimbursement
of only 33 cents.

Public Law 91-248 was the product of a bi-partisan effort to provide nutrition
for the needy school children of this country. Since the regulations promulgated
on August 13th are clearly contrary to the intent of Public Law 91-248, and
since these regulations will clearly make it impossible to provide meals to all the
needy school children in the nation, Lhope that you will have your Department
of Agriculture reconsider and issue regulations which conform with the dictate
of the law.

Sincerely,
E DM A N E. TALMADGE, Chairman.
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[From the Federal Register, Vol. 30, No. 157, Friday, Aug. 13, 19711

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERvICL: [7 CFR PARTS 210, 220, 245]

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMSNOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

Notice is hereby given that the Food and Nutrition Service, Department of
Agriculture, intends to amend the regulations governing the operation of the
National School 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 lunch programs (7 CFR Part 245). Comments, suggestions, or objections
are invited and may be delivered within 15 days after publication thereof to
Herbert D. Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, or submitted by mail
postmarked not later than the 15th day following publication hereof. Communi-
cations should identify the regulation section and paragraph on which comments,
etc., are offered. All comments, suggestions, or objections will be considered
before the final amendments are published.

The proposed amendments, with the proposed effective date as stated, are as
follows:

PART 210NATIONAL SC11003, MING11 PROGRAM

1. In § 210.4, a new paragraph (f) is added as follows:
§ 210.4 Apportionment of funds to Slates.

(f) Of any funds made available for the fiscal year 1972 from section 32 funds.
(Act of August 24, 1935, as amended) a total of 84,552,220 shall be reserved for
the States of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa. Such
reserved funds shall be apportioned to each of such States in an amount which
bears the same ratio to the total of such reserved funds as the number of children
aged 3 to 17, inclusive, in each such State bears to the total number of such children
in all such States. Such section 32 funds paid to such States in the fiscal year 1972
shall be available as special cash assistance. 'rho remaining amount of any section
32 funds made available in the fiscal year 1972 shall be available for distribution
to State Agencies, other than State Agencies in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and American Samoa, and to FNSRO where applicable in the following
amounts: (1) 5 cents for each Type A lunch served during the 1972 fiscal year, in
participating schools, which is in excess of a base number of Type A lunches
served in 1972. The base number of Type A lunches for each State shall be deter-
mined by FNS by dividing by 5 cents the amount of general cash-for-food assist-
ance funds initially apportioned to the State Agency or initially reserved for
FNSRO for the fiscal year 1972. (2) 30 cents for each 'free or reduced price Type
A lunch served during the fiscal year 1972 in participating schools to children
meeting approval eligibility criteria for free or .reduced price Type A lunches,
which is in excess of a base number of such Type A lunches. The base number of
such Type A lunches for each State shall be determined by FNS by dividing by
30 cents the amount of special cash assistance funds initially apportioned to the
State Agency under paragraph (d) of this § 210.4, or initially reserved for FNSRO
under paragraph (c) of this section, for the fiscal year 1972. Any section 32 funds
paid to a State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, under subparagraph (1) of
this paragraph shall be available as general cash-for-food assistance. Any section
32 funds paid to a State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, under subparagraph
(2) of this paragraph shall be available as special cash assistance.

2. In § 210.5, a new paragraph (c) is added as follows:
§210.5 Payments to Stales.

(c) Any section 32 funds to which a State Agency is entitled under paragraph (f)
of § 210.4 shall be made available by means of Letters of Credit issued by FNS
to appropriate Federal Reserve banks in favor of such State Agency. No such
funds shall be paid to a State Agency as general cash-for-food assistance until
the number of Type A lunches served by School Food Authorities in the State
in the fiscal year 1972 exceeds the base number of Type A lunches determined in
accordance with paragraph (0(1) of § 210.4. No such funds shall be made avail-
able to a State Agency as special cash assistance until the number of Type A
lunches served free or at a reduced price by School Food Authorities in the State
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In the fiscal year 7972 exceeds the base number of such Type A lunches determined
in accordance with paragraph (f)(2) of § 210.4.

3. In § 210.11 new paragraphs (b-1) and (b-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.

(1)-1) Within the maximum rate of reimbursement set forth in paragraph
(b) of this section, in each fiscal year, the State Agency, or 1NSR.0 where ap-
plicable, shall initially assign rates of reimbursement at levels which will permit
reimbursement from the general cash-for-food assistance funds available to the
State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, for the total number of Type A and
Type C lunches it is estimated will be served in participating schools in the State
in such fiscal year. At a minimum, the estimate of the number of Type A and
Type C lunches to be served in a fiscal year shall take into account the estimated
number of such lunches to be served in schools which participated in the pre-
ceding fiscal year and the estimated number of such lunches to be served in
schools which arc expected t apply and be approved for participation in the
Pro° Tam during such fiscal year.

(b -2) Each fiscal year, promptly following the receipt of Claims for Reim-
bursement covering operations for the month of January, each State Agency, or
PNSItO where applicable, shall revise its estimates of the total number of Type A
and Type C lunches to be served in participating schools in such fiscal year.
Based upon such revised estimates, each State Agency, or FNS R0 where appli-
cable. shall make such adjustments in assigned rates of reimbursement from
general cash-for-food assistance funds-as are necessary to comply with the pro-
visions of paragraph (1)-0 of this section.

(c) Any school participating in the Program which is determined by the State
Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, to lie in need of special assistance to enable
it to serve free and reduced-price Type A lunches, may be reimbursed from special
cash assistance funds for 1 vpo A lunches served free or at a reduced price to
children nfeeting; the school's approved eligibility standard for so eh lunches.
Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section, the maximum rate of re-
imbursement to be paid from special cash assistance funds shall be 30 cents for
each such Type A lunch. In assigning rates of reimbursement for such Type A
lunches, the State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, shall base the rate
assigned to a school on the school's relative need for special assistance in serving
free and reduced price Type A lunches.

(d) The State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, may assign a reimburse-
ment rate in excess of 30 cents from special cash assistance funds to a school after
it finds that the need of the school for special cash assistance is relatively greater
than the need of other participating schools within the State for such assistance.
At a minimum, such a finding must demonstratethat: (1) The cost of operating
the school's nonprofit lunch program is higher than is typical in the State; (2) as
a result, the operating cost that would lie incurred during the fiscal year in serving
fully paid, reduced price, and free TYpe A lunches at current levels of participation
would so exceed the balance of funds on hand and the revenues expected during
such fiscal year (including State and local revenues normally expected to be made
available) that the School Food Authority would be financially unable to continue
to serve t he number of free and reduced price lunches currently being served at
a special cash assistance rehnbursement rate of 30 cents; and (3) the expected
excess in operating costs cannot be eliminated by other remedial action. Upon
such a finding, the State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, may assign a rate
of reimbursement from special cash assistance funds which is in excess of 30 cents
and which, together with revenues available from other sources, including general
cash-for-food assistance funds will finance up to 100 percentum of the cost of
operating the school's nonprofit lunch program: Provided, however, That the total
reimbursement from general cash - for -food assistance funds and special cash
assistance funds shall not exceed 60 cents for each free or reduced-price Type A
lunch served to children meeting the school's approved eligibility standards for
such lunches: And provided, further, That such combined rate of reimbursement
shall not exceed 50 cents for each such Type A lunch unless the number of free
Typo A lunches being served in the school represents at least 90 percent= of the
total number of free and reduced -price Type A lunches served. The State Agency,
or FNSRO where applicable, shall maintain on file for review the data used to
support the finding that a rate of reimbursement from special cash assistance
funds in excess of 30 cents was needed.



(d-I) Within the maximum rates of reimbursement from special cash assist-
ance funds set forth in paragraphs (e) and (d) of this section, in each fiscal year,
the State Agency, or PNSRO where applicable, shall initially assign rates of reim-
bursement at levels WhiChl will permit reimbursement from special cash assistance
funds available to the State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, for the total
number of free or reduced-price Type A lunches it, is estimated will be served in
participating schools in such fiscal year. At a minimum, the estimate of the number
of such lunches to be served in a fiscal year shall take into account the estimated
number of such lunches to be served in schools which participated in the preceding
fiscal year and the estimated number of such lunches to be served in schools which
are expected to apply and be approved for participation in the Program during
such fiscal year.

(d-2) Each fiscal year, promptly following the receipt of Claims for Reimburse-
ment covering operations for the month of January, each State Agency, or P1S11.0
where applicable, shall revise its estimate of the total number of freeor reduced-
price Type A lunches to be served in participating schools in such fiscal year.
Based upon such revised estimates, each State Agency, 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 section.

4. In §210.11, paragraph (g) is amended by striking out the phrase "48 cents"
each time it appears in the paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof the following
phrase: "the maximum rate authorized in paragraph (d) of this section."

PART 2NSCHOOI. mirmtP.isr AND NONFOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND sp.iri:
AnmINIsTnATIVI: cxri:xs s

§ 220.16, paragraph (I)) is revised to road as follows:
§ 220,76 Itegutrentents for participation.

(it) Schools drawing attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions
exist that have no equipment or grossly inadequate equipment to operate an ade-
quate feeding program under the National School Lunch Program or the School
Breakfast Program shall be selected for pal ticipation in the Nonfood Assistance
Program on the basis of: (I) The relative need of such schools for assistance in
acquiring such equipment, and (2) the amount of funds available to the State
Agency or FNSIt() where applicable. State Agencies, or FNS11.0 where applicable,
have a positive obligation to inform such schools of the Nonfood Assistance pro-
gram and, within available funds, to work with such schools to plan for the ac-
quisition of any equipment they need to operate an adequate feeding program
under the National School Lunch Program or the School Breakfast Program.
Except when prior approval is obtained from PNS, the State Agency, or PNSItO
where applicable, shall not obligate between July 1 and March 1 of each fiscal
year more than 50 percentu of the Nonfood Assistance Program funds initially
made available for use by schools already participating in the Natiemtl School
Lunch Program or the School Breakfast Program.

PART 245DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOIL FREE AND REDUCED Piaci: buNcitcs

§ 245.6 [Amended]
6. In § 245.6, paragraph (c) is amended by adding the following two sentences

at the end thereof: "Nothing in this paragraph shall be deemed to authorize the
State Agency, or ENS It° where applicable, to make reimbursement from special
cash assistance funds for all Type A lunches served in a school unless a reasonable
basis exists for finding that all children in the school meet the school's eligibility
standards for free and reduced price lunches. The State Agency, or NSRO wkere
applicable, shall maintain on file, or cause to be maintained on file, the data used
to make such a finding.

Effective dale. Except for the amendments to § 210.11 these amendments will be
effective upon publication. The amendments to § 210.11 will be effective for
lunches included in Claims for Reimbursement covering the month of Septem-
ber, 1971, and all subsequent months.

Dated: August 10, 1971.
RICHARD E. LYNG,

Assistant Secretary.
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1971

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Region and State

Percent
tr.crease
in total
lunches

Percent
increase

in free and
reduced

price
lunches

Percent
increase
in total
lunches

Percent
increase

in lite
reduced

price
lanchts

Projected ratesProjected

Without
proposal

Sec. 4 Sec. 11 Sec. 4 Sec. 11

Northeast:
Connecticut +0.1 +49.7 +6.0 +74.9 5.3 23.4 5.3 30.0

Delaware +9.1 +60.6 4.9 +38.1 5.1 28.2 5.1 30.0

District of Columbia +30.1 +65.4 -11.7 +13.6 3.8 16.4 5.0 30.0'

Maine,,, +3.3 +46.8 +17.0 434.4 5.6 31.0 5.6 30.0

Maryland... ..... . -3.0 +51.8 +30.5 +17.0 4.4 29.9 5.0 30.0

Massachuse .1 +4.4 +45.2 +5.2 4.47.3 5.1 32.5 5.1 30.0

New Ilanspnaue +5.8 +46.4 +13.0 12.3 5.0 48.5 0.0 30.0

hew Jersey,. +13.5 +98.2 +17.0 +27.2 4.2 24.8 5.0 30.0

Hew `Fork 4.5 +4.9 +11.4 +8.1 5.0 20.6 5.0 30.0

Pennsylvania +30,8 +76.8 11.2 +22.3 3.8 43.7 5.0 30.0

Rhode Island +11.2 +52.7 +14.1 1.4 4.4 48.0 5.0 30.0

Vermont. +9.6 -6.2 +26.7 +99.8 4.5 30.9 5.0 30.0

West Virginia. +13.9 +92.4 +4.7 -16.3 6.4 35.5 6.4 30.0

Southeast:
Alabama +5.3 +52.7 +11.4 +24.6 G.7 32.1 6.7 30.0

Florida +2.5 -5.1 +6.9 +69.5 5.5 20.4 5.6 30.0

Georgia +1.6 +35.1 +6.3 +19.0 6.2 30.6 6.2 30.0

Kentucky 42.3 15.5 +15.8 +15.4 6.0 42.8 6.0 30.0

Mississippi. .. ... .1-5.3 +36.2 +13.9 422,8 7.5 30.2 7.5 50.0

North Carolina' +10.0 +32.3 4 6.0 +27.5 5.9 36.3 5.9 30.0

South Carolina -1.0 +2.7 +7.1 +20.8 7.2 31.1 7.2 30 0

Tennessee +6.6 +48.7 +10.2 +24.3 6.2 38.7 6.2 30.0
Virginia 4-2.5 +11.9 4.6.3 +25.4 5.6 34.9 5.6 30.0

Midwest:
Illinois +17.8 +39.2 +13.0 +7.1 4.2 27.9 5.0 30.11

Indiana +4.3 +81.0 1.0 +40.0 5.4 54.0 5.4 32.8

Iowa +1.5 +54.0 +7.8 48.8 5,4 52.1 5.4 31.7

Michigan. +21.1 +12.5 -3.3 +52.0 4.5 35.2 5.0 30.0

Minnesota +6.6 +87.6 26.5 +73.2 4.4 29.4 5.0 30.0

Missouri -1.1 +44.2 +8.7 +35.9 5.5 45.7 5.5 30.0

NebrasIa.. +1.2 +57,1 +10.1 +45.0 5.3 33.8 5.3 30.0

North Dakota -.7 +69, 2 +3.7 +21.1 6.9 57.7 6.9 35.1

Ohio...- .. ...... +8.3 +16.3 +12.5 +16.9 4,6 42.1 5.0 30.0

South Dakota +26.0 +40..6 +30.9 52.3 4.2 52.3 5.0 31.7

Wisconsin +.5 -5 6 +14.9 +38.8 5.1 44.7 5.1 30.0

Southwest:
Arkansas +5.0 . 8 +11.2 +23.5 6.8 36.7 6.8 30.0

Colorado +9.4 +8.8 +48.6 5.0 22.4 5.0 30.0

Kansas +3.8 +. .. +18.7 +68.2 4.6 49.6 5.0 30.1

Louisiana -1.9 +69. D +9.8 +23.6 6.6 27.8 6.6 30.0

New Mexico 46.8 4-35,P +1.4 +13.5 e.7 22.3 6.7 30.0

Oklahoma 17.8 +62.9 +12.8 +42.4 5.0 35.2 5.0 30.0

Texas +14.4 +104, 0 +50.6 +107.5 3.6 27.3 5.0 30.0

Western:
Alaska +10.0 +10.5 +20.2 +29.5 4.2 14.7 5.0 30.0

Arizona +4.4 -8.1 +15.0 +30.8 5.2 31.8 5.2 30.0

California +35.4 +137.3 +16.4 +117.6 3.5 II. 1 5.0 30.0

Hawaii +.3 +3.2 +5.5 +13.0 5 3 37.3 5.3 30.0

Idaho +5.2 +73.3 +9.9 +69.8 6.0 41.5 6.0 30.0

Montana +4.6 +35.2 +10.9 233.1 5.7 49.8 5.7 30.3

Nevada 22.6 +132.4 +34.2 +78.7 3.4 22.0 5.0 30.0

Oregon +5.4 +96.1 +12.6 +77.2 4.9 21.4 5.0 30.0

Utah +7.1 +22.0 +5.4 +35.5 6.0 22.2 6.0 30.0

Washington +2.5 +59, 7 +6.8 +27. 9 5.1 25.0 5.1 30.0

Wyoming +4.2 -5.22.7 +11.7 +52.9 5.5 45.5 5.5 30.0

The CHAIRMAN, Also I desire to inc:ude in the record at this point
a letter dated September 19, 1971, addressed to the President, and
signed by some 44 Members of the Senate.

And 1 have also a letter from Senator Edward W. Brooke, the.
Sene,tor from Massachusetts, dated September 14, 1971, with a
statonent which he has requested be inserted in the record at this
point.



And this morning's Wall Street -journal carried an ar:icle entitled
"Nixon's Diet for PupilsAgency Seeks Curb or. School-Lunch
Funds; Stiff QuIv. is Likely by Senate Panel T-alay," which will be
inserted in the record at this point.

(The documents referred to follow:)

The PursionsT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

LTNITI:1) STATI:S SENATE,
Washington, D.C., September 9, 1071.

D Alt PucsnmsT We are writing you out of a deft con4ern regarding the
purpose of proposed seL)ol lunch regulations issued by the Department of Agri-culture on August 1:1, 1971. The proposed regulations concern the use of federal
funds to carry ont t he mandate of Public Law 91-2IS which provides that. "any
child who k a member of a household which has an annual itttulle not above the
applicable family size income level set forth in the income pointy guidelines
shall be served meals free or at. a reduced cost." Thus, the rent test f the adequacy
of the proposed new regulations is whether or not they will tri:die it possible for
the states and localities to meet. the obligations and requirements which Public
Law 91-248 imposes upon them.

After careful study and analysis, it. is our judgment that the proposed regulations
will not meet, this basic test. Therefore, we find otmelves in agreement with the
unanimous conclusion of the State Directors Section of the American School
Food service Association that the proposed regulations in their present, form
pose a very real threat to the continued progress of t he N: tional School Lunch
Program.

if these regulations are not. altered we believe the following events will occur.
Many schools will be forced to eliminate Child Nutrition Programs. There will befurther hardships to the nation's economy through unemployment and reduced
consumption of raw resources such as food and equipment. Absenteeism, dropouts,
and apathetic students will negate the benefits of the multi- billion dollar invest-ment for public and private schools. And finally, and most important, there will
continue to be hungry Andrea in Arerica's schools.

The adverse effeut of the proposed regulations is compounded by the fact they
were aim ounced only three weeks before school was to open, creating chaos in
the Make. 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 instituted by the Department
of Agriculture last. .larch, will run into teillions of dollars. For example, the state
directors have estimated Missouri will lose $4,000,000; California $9,000,000;Massachusetts $3,240,000; Ohio 85,565,000; Oregon $1,479,175; Tennessee
$2,772,000; Georgia $1,100,000; West. Virginia $2,691,300; and Florida $6,916,66S.
The states cannot, make up this loss from state or local funds alld 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 withoutschool lunches.

Certainly, this was not the intent of Congress when it. passed Public Law91-248, nor your intent when signing it. into law on Alay 14, 1970.
In regard to the School Breakfast. Program, ti.,t proposed regulations ha% e

not only placed a limitation on the expansion of this program but. have also
precipitated a situation where several states will be forced to cancel the School
Breakfast, Program this school year. In the past, t he Department of Agriculture
has set a precedent. in that ninny states in 1970-1971 used Section 32 funds for
breakfast expan-ion. These funds were provided as a bloc grant to be used where
needed in the individual states for expanding food programs to eligible needy
children. However, the proposed regulations have made no provisions for con-tinuing the authority to transfer such funds from Section 32 to the SchoolBreakfast. Program.

In addition to this matter of transfer of Section 32 funds, there is another
important question whieh needs to be answered in regard to the Breakfast
Program. According to Public Law 92-32 (Section 2), the Department of Agri-
culture .1", authorized to use $25 million for the School Breakfast. Program. Only
818.5 mi.don, however, has been allocated to the Plates. A memc,randum of
September 1 from the Department stated that. the rem:dab:It StS.5 million willbe allocated only to those states, "demonstrating the need for these funds tomaintain their program at the April level." The response front several state
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directors has strongly indicated that there is a need for this $6.5 million to be
allocated immediately. For example, in the Slate of Kentucky. the Breakfast
Program will need to be cancelled al the beginning of October unless more money
is allocated. In the reality that cancellations will occur, we implore that there be
a reconsideration by the Department of Agriculture to transfer Section 32
funds to the Breakfast. Program and to immediately allocate the remaining $6.5
million of the authorized $25 million to those ,tatt.s who face a possibility of
caneelling their Breakfast Programs

We, therefore, request that the proposed regulations be withdrawn and be
replaced with regulations that would provide for a maximum reimbursement rate
of 48 cents from Sect' II: a maximum reimbursement rate of 12 cents from
Section 4 for free and reduced mice lunches: and guaranteed reimbursement from
Section of 5 cents for generally assisted lunches. We also suggest that the regula-
tions pertaining to the use of Section 32 funds allow an immediate allotment. of
these funds for free ur reduced priced lunches to all slates based on need accom-
panied by transfer authority. In this way we could be certain that the funds
Congress made available to the Secret:try under this authority would be fully
utilized.

We further suggest that before :my proposed regulations are published that
they be submitted to that National Advisory Council, created by Public Law
91-248, and the State Directors Section of the American School Food Service
Association in order that these regulations could be instituted with the greatc4
degree of cooperation so that any further delays in the implementation of the

of Public Law 91-248 may be avoided.
Respectfully,

Philip A. Hart
George. McGovern
'Vance Hart ke
Alan Cranston
Abe Ribicoff

The following Senators also signed
.John McClellan, Arkansas.
Walter Mondale, Minnesota.
John Tunney, California.
Gale McGee, Wyoming.
Robert Byrd, West Virginia.
Quentin Burdick, North Dakota.
Howard Cannon, Nevada.
Claiborne Pell, Rhode Island.
Henry Jackson, Washington.
Frank Church, Idaho.
Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts.
Adlai Stevenson, Illinois.
Frank Moss, Utah.
Edmund Muskie, Maine.
Birch Bayh, Indiana.
Lawton Chiles, Florida.
Harold Hughes, Iowa.

Marlow \V. Cook
Charles Mee Mathias, Jr.
Charles II. Percy
Edward W. Brooke
Richard S. Schweiker

the letter:
Thomas Eagleton, Missouri.
Harrison Williams. New Jersey.
William Spong. Virginia.
Gaylord Nelson, Wisconsin.
Joseph Montoya, New Mexico.
Alan Bible, Nevada.
Hubert Humphrey, Minnesota.
Fred Ilarris, Oklahoma.
Daniel I -e,
Ernest Hollings, South Carolina.
Warren Magnuson, Washington.
Stuart Symington, Missouri.
Clifflrd Case, Nev: Jersey.
William Saxbe, Ohio.
James Pearson, Kansas.
Henry &ninon, Oklahoma.
Mark Hatfield, Oregon.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD W. BROOKE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

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

Last year the Congress passed a bill strengthening and extending the school
lunch 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 an empty or half
empty stomach. Along with affirming the commitment to support state efforts in
feeding those in need, the Congress appropriated funds to implement the plan.
Unfortunately it is becoming 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 au obligation to carry out the mandate of Congress and
the American public.
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It is all too clear that the state and local authorities do not have the wherewithalto fund more fully the courageous and aggressive programs which they have
planned for this school year. With the tremendous spending deficits which most
minor city school systems are sustaining. and the pressure on rural areas just toprovide edreation and facilities, the added financial responsibility which theDepartment of Agriculture %void(' place on these systems to pay additional sinusfor each school lunch provided a needy child cannot be accepted orhonored. Theresult will be another year of hunger for millions of children.

The outcry for more adequate support in keeping with the legislation passedlast year has conic from every corner of the country. From my own in depth
study of the school lunch program in Massachusetts I can speak first-hand of the
efforts being made there, As a result of a law passed several years ago, Massach-
setts is working toward a universal school lintel. program for every child by thefall of 1973. This is an effort, however, which must be suPPorted by Federil
matching funds in order to be achieved. If the free and reduced-price funding isreduced, and if funds in various sections of the law arc restricted as to ii c, thegoal of the Commonwealth will not he met. The estimated loss to Massachusetts
of :'3.2 million for this school year would set the program back to such an extent
that to reallocate and redistribute alone would be a gigantic task and one which
would occupy most of the school year, further reducing the effectiveness of the
feeding program, and greatly hindering the advanced groundwork for the following
3.etni-have received testimony and comments from the :Massachusetts Lureat of
Nutrition Education and School Food Services. I am sure that you will hear more
from them and from muncroas groups in t he state which have thoroughly studied
the matter mid strenuously Protest. the regulations which have been proposed.

I am grateful that hearings have been held on this issue. I am grateful that over
30 Senators have co-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-signers of this urgent request that the regulations be changed so that we can
implement a maximum reimbursement rate of 4S cents from Section 11, 12 cents
from Section 4 for free and reduced-price lunches, and 5 cents for generally
assisted lunches, and that Section 32 funds be released immediately for all states
which are pre utly unable to fund free or reduced-price lunches. These recom-
mendations would fully implement the law which Congress passed and which the
President signed. They should be put into effect immediately.

[Front the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 10, 1971)

NIXON'S DIET FOR PUPILSAGENCY SEEKS CUM'S ox Smoot -Inset' FUNDS;
STIFF QUIZ IS LIKELY BY SEXTE PaNEL ToDAY

(By Burt Schorr)

WashingtonThe Nixon administration is planning to pull the drawstring on
Uncle Sam's school -lunch moneybag far tighter than local program administrators
ever expected.

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

The financial curb is contained in a set of bewilderingly complex new lunch-
funding regulations that the Agriculture Department proposed just three weeks
before classes resumed this month. The state Mtol food service directors, unit of
the American Food Service Association charges that the regulations "are bringing
the school-hutch programs to a screeching halt . . . and preclude any expansion
to reach the additional estimated three million to five million hungry children inAmerica."

That may be overstating the case somewhat, but it's true that the Nixon
administration doesn't want to spend as much money for lunches as the state
directors and their congressional allies, mainly libel al Democrats, believe is needed.

State and local officials are especially peeved because until now Washington's
school-lunch rhetoric did't give any hint that federal money to feed poor kids
wouldn't be ready when needed. President Nixon, signing liberalizing amendments
to the school-htch statutes back in May 1970, said the legislation 'Swill assure
that every child from a family whose income falls below the poverty line will get a
free or reduced-price lunch."

But now the Agriculture Department proposes, in effect, to cut the estimated
federal contribution to each such lunch to about 37 cents from the 42 cents being
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contributed la,t springout 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 even if Congress
should appropriate money to pay for the lunches. (Eighteen million other young-
sters get lunches at higher prices.)

Agriculture Departme»t officials face a tough confrontation today when they
are due to appear before the 'Senate Agriculture Committee, which has direct
legislative responsibility for the lunch program, to explain their position.

Initially ihere hadn't been any reaction on Capitol Hill, apparently because it
took several weeks for local school officials to decipher the ical meaning of the
proposed iegulations. "But now they're really screaming, and a number of Senators
are concerned," says an Agriculture Committee staffer.

resterday, Aliehiga» Sen. Philip A. Hart, a 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 funding rate will
leave "hungry children in America's schools" and produce "absenteeism, dropouts
and apathetic students."

Certainly, Agriculture Committee Chairman Herman Talmadge isn't pleased
by the proposed regulations. Earlier this month the Georgia Democrat wrote
Mr. Nixon that the rules already have "precipitated a fiscal crisis in school
districts" of his home state. Waiting to hold some hearings of his own is Rep.
Ctrl Perkins, Democratic chairman of the House Ethicatimi :mid Labor Com-
mittee, which keeps watch on the school lunch program from the other side of
the Capitol. Mr. Perkins' home state of Kentucky seems to have school lunch
WOOS even muse than those Georgia schools face.

AN SSO MILLION JUMP'

Agriculture officials, for their part, argue that the $615.2 million appropriated
for Washington's direct 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
Congiess voted. (Overall, the federal share collies to approximately S1.1 billion,
including special milk funds and donated federal commodities. It's expected to
help feed sonic 25 million youngsters this year, including around seven million
from needy families. But it won't, help roughly seven million other youngsters
attending the more than 20,000 schools still without any lunch program, many of
them serving low-income populations.)

Under the Natio»al School Lunch Act Uncle Sam is obliged to contribute a
minimum of five cents toward every school luncheven those for children not
classified as ncedyand 30 cents toward those offered free or at a reduced price.
In practice, though, the contributions have been considerably greater.

The food service administrators, through a survey just completed by their
Denver-Intsed organization, respond that the appropriated funds actually are
some $170 million shy of what low-income students will need by the time the last
lunch bell tolls next spring. Moreover, the administrators argue, the proposed
regulations are written in a way that prevents schools 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 $18 million in the 1971-72 school year, largely because cities like
East St. Louis and Chicago have been expanding their leach programs into older
schools by means of newly installed kitchens, cold meals delivered from a central
kitchen and other teclmiques. "We have the poverty pockets right here in the
larger cities and that's where the hungry kids arc," says Edward F. Gaidzik,
director of Chicago's school-lunch operations.

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

The missing dollars portend an even grimmer human deficit. The nine school
districts serving the Phoenix metropolitan area face a 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
lunch program participants), estimates Norman Mitchell, food service director
for Phoenix's Isaac School District No. 5.

In Detroit, public schoqls lunch chief Howard W. Briggs reckons that a sub-
stantial number of the 45,000 kids of the free and reduced-price-list in his district
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better than half the total youngsters getting lunches this yearare threatened
with loss of their prepared midday meal. Mr. Briggs worries that this will "worsen
communications" with poor parents, many of them black, who only lately havebeen persuaded to enroll their children in the program.

For Nebraska's school food services 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 30
schools to the lunch programs, but now local school boards indicate the increasewill total only "10 or less," he says.

NO FOREST TO HIDE IN

There's nothing to prevent states and localities from increasing their own
school-lunch funding in lieu of federal aid, but school officials almost to a mandeclare that alternative out of the question on such short notice. One particularly
hard-hit state, Kentucky, has a common problem: Its legislature won't convene
until January, and then to begin work on the budget, for the two years starting
next .July 1. Furthermore, state governments and local school boards never havebeen overly quick to grab the school-lunch cheek; last year their share of the82.8 billion total cost for midday school feeding came to only 21%, against the
36% picked up by Uncle Sam and the 43% paid by youngsters themselves.

The new rules do grant states the right to tip federal aid toward the neediest
d:striets within their borders, but the prospect of breaking such news to better-off
districts, whose funding share would decline in proportion, fi i.,htens administra-
tors. "They're asking state directors to be Robin Hoods, but the directors don'thave a fore.st to hide in," says Detroit's Mr. Briggs.

The underlying issue, of course, is just, how bigand firmUncle 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 Secretary Richard Lyng. But his reading of thelaw and the intent of Congress does seem open to question. Section 11 of the
National School Lunch Act, though it sets a minimum of 30 cents a lunch, plainly
authorizes "such sums as may be necessary to assure access to the school-lunchprogram . . . . . .c h i l d r e n of low-income 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. Hart sought unsuccessfully to amend Section 11 by adding
specific authorization figures for the 1971-73 fiscal years. Arguing against thewisdom of the Hart proposal, Sen. Dole, who often reflects Nixon administration
thinking and who has since become Republican national chairman, asserted: "AsI recall the deliberation of the (Agriculture) Committee when we had the hearings,
and following the hearings, after consultation with the Executive Branch, wefelt we should leave it (the money authorization) open-ended so that there couldbe provided whatever might be necessary.. . ."

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from North Carolina.
Sena tor JonoAx. Mr. Chairman, before you begin with the witnesses,

may I have a statement from the superintendent of public instruction,
State of North Carolina, inserted in the record at this point?

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is recognized, and without objection
it will be inserted in the record anti any other statementat this
point,.

(The statement referred to follows:)
STATE OF' NORTII CAROLINA,

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
Raleigh, N.C., August 30, 1971.To: The Honorable B. Everett Jordan

From: Dr. A. Craig Phillips
Subject: Telegram Concerning Amendments to the Regulations Covering the

National School Lunch Program
As a matter of information, I am transmitting to you herewith a copy of my

August 26th telegram to Herbert 1). Rorer, Director, Child Nutrition Division,U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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TEIA:GRAM

"The school administrators in N.C. are very much concerned about the amend-
ments to the regulations concerning the National School Lunch Program. These
proposed amendments would reduce reimbursement for free lunches in N.C.
from 455( in FY 1971 to Ai during Y. 1972. The reimbursement for paid meal.:

would be reduced from 6 and 12 cents for FY 1971 to 5i; in F V 1972.
School administrators in N.C. feel that any allocation less than this State's

need assistance rate of 6.4 cents would prohibit fulfillment of the objectives
of the National School Lunch Act. In order for the N.C. schools to serve a Type
"A" lunch to all needy children, a minimum of 405( from the special cash assistance
funds will be required. The average cost .per lunch based on FY 1971 statistics
has shown that funding lower than the above rate will be mown:tie 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 Nat ional
School Lunch Program is unrealistic because summer activities were planned
early this summer and the activities have been partially completed under agree-
ments with the State. These agreements were based opon FY 1971 require-
ment rates since the continuing resolution is based on h Y 1971 funding level.

N.C. school administrators are also concerned about the costs of food and
labor which have risen while la ices which may be charged for lunches at this
time have been frozen.

Your attention to these concerns will be appreciated."
(Signed) Ilox. A. CRAIG Pana.u.s.

Senator HumPintEv. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to report that I
have 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 front St. Louis county schools
and the superintendent of schools in Duluth, where there will be a
drastic reduction and even an elimination of the school lunch program
in that major city,

And this hearing is not only timely; it, is absolutely essential to our
school lunch program. Our school lunch program is in shambles in the

State of Minnesota, I just came back last night, Mr. Chairman, and
I was out and met with some of our school officials. They are up in
arms, and rightly so. So am I.

I have communicated my distresses, may I say, to the !)roper' public
officials without, as yet, as much as the courtesy of a reply.

Senator Joarms. Mr. Chairman, may I make one further comment?
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from North Carolina.
Senator JoitoAx. I was in a good part of North Carolina in the last

week and the week before, and I ran into this problem about this pro -
graIn most of the places I went. It, is a serious problem, and I am very
much concerned about it, myself, and I am delighted 3-ou called this

hearing, because I think something must be done immediately on this.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other comments?
If there are no further continents, the first witness will be Mr. B. P.

Taylor, the superintendent, of schools, San Diego, Tex.
Mr. Taylor, are you here?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Conic around and have a seat and proceed, will

you?

85-523-72-2
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STATEMENT OF BRYAN P. TAYLOR, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS,
SAN DIEGO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAN DIEGO, TEX.
Mr. TAYmi. Thank you, .1-N1r. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.
My name is Bryan P. Taylor. I am superintendent of San DiegoIndependent School District in San Diego, 'Pox. I have been superin-tendent in San Diego for some 13 years. For those who might notknow, San Diego is located in deep southwest Texas. Our schooldistrict, consists of some 400 square miles; 1,700 students, of whichsome 99 percent are of Latin-American descent.We are a poor school district, from the standpoint of taxableproperty. Some 00 to 70 percent of the students conic from families

that have incomes of less than the poverty guidelines and consequently
will qualify under the guidelines set forth by the U.S. Department ofAgriculture. These students, of course, qualify for free meals.We have been participating in the national school lunch programfor many years, and I think the records will show that-we have gladlyparticipated in this program knowing full well that it is a good one.When it was possible to serve breakfast under this program, we wereamong the first to serve, in the Nation, not just a breakfast consistingof dry cereal, toast, and milk but a breakfast consisting of bacon,eggs, hot cereal, homemade bread, fruit juice, and milk.For the past 18 months, we have been serving three hot meals aday to all our needy children in the school district. I think that, weare probably the only school district in the Nation doing this. Partof the money for the third meal comes from the Vanic Act, which isadministered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

I am sure that the San Diego Independent School District is uniquein that we sincerely believe that hungry children should be fed andthat the proper meeting place for the hungry children and goodwholesome food is the public school cafeteria. We have not said "'No"to 'anyone under any circumstances.
For many years 1 have been a supporter of the national school

lunch program. All school people strongly believe that, food is certainlyan important factor in a child's ability to learn. No one will denythat a hungry child cannot be taught. Only a child that receivesplenty of food and nourishment can be educated to his or her utmost.have made the foregoing statement, to show the committee what wehave been doing and are doing in the realm of food services for ourstudents. Our services reach much further than just food. The foodprogram is an important part, of our educational system. It is notenough to try to feed and educate the needy child; we must feed thehungry child and educate him. Support in the past has been coiningfrom the U.S. Department of Agriculture and title I allotments.We have put aside some $00,000 out of our title I allotments to sub-sidize the feeding program in our school district. These funds werenever enough, but some schools for some reason did not recognizethat they had the obligation of feeding the needy students.Our school district and many more public schools will lose moremoney than ever before by giving food services this year. The U.S.Department of Agriculture mandated all public schools to feed hungrychildren. This I completely agree with. I do not think anyone has theright todeny a child food. But to tell a school district this and then not
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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 should assure the school districts that its meal cost will be

reimbursed regardless of the amount. With the help of title I money,

the 'U.S. Department of Agriculture and theVanic Act, we, at the San

Diego Independent School District. have been contributing some

$30,000 to 540.000 a year to our food services in a school district this

size and have done so for the past 10 years. We strongly believe this

is an investment in hungry children. We think it has. in fact, kept. them

in school and our records will so verify; it not only has kept, them in

school for an extra year and has kept them in school until graduation

time, but by the same token it puts them in colleges or in vocational

areas.
Our dropout 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, you can figure those

percentages.
However, without the title I moneyas the administrators of the

Elementary and Secondary Act have said that this money should not

be used to purchase complete lunchesand with a reimbursement

rate of only 30 cents plus 5 cents from the national school lunch pro-

gram or 35 cents total, we will look at an even larger deficit this coming

year to the point that we may not be able to continue. In addition to

this, Mv, Flicks, State lunch program director, informs Inc that. no

additional schools wanting to participate in the breakfast program can

be added at. this time. lie also informed me that at the rate. we are
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 a direct relationship to a child's

learning ability. This is the reason we, at San Diego Independentndependent

School District, serve 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 schedule 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. Eyerything 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. Everything is going up in price and people

in general are, so conscious of taxation. We, at San Diego Independent

School District, like all school districts, are dedicated to the cause of

education, but we also know that without good nutrition and good

health, a child cannot achieve academic goals,
I might insert, right now that our per meal cost is a relatively low

one. ] t is 49 cents, which is complete cost of the meals that we serve.

It scents that the new regulation set down by the U.S. Department

of Agriculture not only hurts schools that want to be included in the

lunch program for the first time hitt punishes schools like out's who

have been doing the right thing for so many years. I hope that some

part of the above statement will clarify just what is happening on the

local level in our public schools today.
We have more schools participating in the lunch 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 years. andI should think that the federal Government should be pleased andhonored to participate fully in this kind of a program.
The CHAntmAN. Mr. Taylor, what, rate of reimbursement wereyour schools receiving for free lunches at the end of the last schoolyear?
INf. TAmoR. At end of the last, school vear, we got somebonuses. We got 40 cents for lunches and 13 or 14 on the other; so,really, we got some bonuses. Prior to that, it was 30 and 5 cents, andin the last, 3 months we got 41, I think, and 14.
The 011AnorAx. You mean 41 plus 14?

TAvt.on. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Making a total of 55?
Mr. TAYLOR. Somewhere in that neighborhood for the last 2 or 3months of the year.
The CHAIRMAN. What, rate of reimbursement did you expect foryour free lunches when this school year began?
Mr. TAyLon. Well, I expected two things. I know with our broadprogram that we are not going to get reimbursed the full cost, anddo not expect to do so. But rdid expect a reimbursement of around41 or 42 percent on the average.
The CHAIRMAN. YOU mean`"cents" not "percent?"
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
The CAntmAN. What rate of reimbursement will your schools re-ceive under these new regulations?

fr.'l'AYLon. Thirty-five cents.
The CHAIRMAN. How large a deficit, will your schools face underthe proposed regulations?
Mr. Timm Close to 860,000.
elle CHAIRMAN. in other words, you will not have that money soyou will have to curtail and restrict the program?
Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir; no, sir. Let me, for the record, say that wewill not restrict this program. We just will not do it, no matter what,happens. We will arrange for the money some way, somehow, in theschool district,.
The CHAIRMAN. How will you arrange it?
Mr. TAmon. Well, we will just rob

arrange
Peter to pay Paul.

CHAIRMAN. In what way?
Mr. TAmon. rom within the budget of the school district,.
We believe so strongly in the meal program that we will do that.The CHAIRMAN. YOU mean by that that you will restrict thenumber of teachers or perhaps transportation that is necessary, tomake up the deficit?
iNfr. TAYLOR,. No, sir. We will restrict the amount of money wespend on some of our academic areas; we would restrict the numberthere and not restrict the number of teachers or transportation butsome of the academic areas. You see, without the children being inschool we cannot teach them, and we think this keeps them there.The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Young?
Senator YOUNG. Yes, just a couple of questions.
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Are you actually receiving less money for your school lunch and
school breakfast, programs this fiscal year than you did in the previous
fiscal year?

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

Senator YOUNG. You are receiving the same amount?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator YOUNG. Under the new law, you feel you should receive

more?
Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir; we would not 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 Mr. Hicks, told me
that, will not be paid this year, and we will be out of breakfast-
reimbursement money in March.

Senator YOUNG. 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. TAYLOR. Well, we certainly need it. Some of the big school
districtsand I was talking to a large school district in our State just
day before yesterday, and they are looking at, a deficit in t his program
of $200,000 for this year by feeding 20,000 children just, lunch.

Senator YOUNG. There is a difference between States. My own
State does not seem to hare much of a problemor, at least I have
had very little in terms of complaints. At least part of this is because
we have always had a good program. Maybe there are sonic areas
where they have not, had much of a program. I can see where they
require a lot more money.

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

Senator YOUNG. I agree with you.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan?
Senator JORDAN. Did you say you run your breakfast, lunch, and

dinner for 12 months in the year?
Mr. 'TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator JORDAN. Do your children go to school 12 months a year?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 swimming pools and the
little leagues at the particular school districts, and the teachers work
for 12 months a year. And we kind of keep them there on the campus.
We think there is the place for the students, on the school campus,
for as many days as we can keep them.

Senator JORDAN. How far apart are your schools located?
Mr. TAYLOR. They are all in one town. The district is 400 square

miles.
Senator JORDAN. The schools are all in one town?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator JORDAN. I thought you probably had the schools scattered

pretty well around over the district, but you have them all in one
place there?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
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Senator JoanAx. You are operating a very ambitious program
there. If I am not mistaken, not many schools run a 12-month program.

TAmott. Well, not very many run their cafeterias 12 months.
There are 12-month schools, .1 think, in the country. Academically.
1 think they are broken down to three and four semesters, but 1 do
not think many open their schools 12 a year. And, of COM'Se, we do
this in the school year, and when school is out at 3:30, everything
else opens up at night.

Senator JORDAN. This is the grade school and the high school?
Mr. TAYLOR. Everything from the kindergarten to the 12th grade.
Senator Joui)Ax. You have a very fine program down there. You

certainly need help, if you continue that program as it is.
How much additional money do you think will be required overwhat you got last yearand, now, per lunch, 1 am talking about?
Mr. TAYLOR. Per lunch? Then, it would take the differencebetween

35 cents and 49 cents.
Senator JORDAN. That is quite a gap.
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir. Now, it was not as bad last year, because

we could subsidize the program', if we wanted to from the title I 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis?
Senator CURTIS. HOW much money did you receive from the Federal

Government for school lunches, the total dollar. for the school year
that began in the fall of 1969?

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

Senator CURTIS. And how much did you receive from the Federal
Government for the school year which began in the fall of 1970?
Mr. TAYLOR. I would guess about the same amount..

Senator CURTIS. And how much do you anticipate you will get for
the school year beginning, this fall, 1971?

Mr. TAYLOR. About the seine amount.
Senator CURTIS. It will not be reduced?
Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir; I do not think it will be reduced, except for the

2 months' rehnbursement on the breakfast program.
Senator CURTIS. If the total dollars are not reduced, explain for the

record a little bit more what the problem is.
Mr. TAYLOR. All right. The problem is this: Most school districts

when the U.S. Department of Agriculture mandated to the schools 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
people that did not have to add a student; I was already doing so.
But 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 centsYou 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 to feed them. We justwere already doing so. But when
other school districts that were not participating m this program were-
mandated to do so, at that particular time they started losing from 8-
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to 15 cents a meal at a reimbursement rate of 35, and this is the
problem.

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

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

Senator CURTIS. Yes.
Mr. TAYLon. Where the other school districts and most schools

were not.
Senator Oulu's. Now, what has happened in the other school dis-

tricts that affects yours?
I am not arguing with you; I just want to get it clear in my mind.
Mr. TAYLoa. My cost on my food has gone up from 44 to 49 for this

coming year, and, consequently, I had to cut out a bunch of money
from title [ that 1 was putting in the program. So, will lose about
$20,000 more this year than I lost last year.

Senator CURTIS. By reason of the increase of your costs?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 Owns. Well, now, relating to the Department of Agricul-
ture, the $40,000 does come through the Department?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, it comes from the Department of Agriculture.
Senator Cunns. You say that the order to feed all of the children

did not affect your school, 'because you were already doing it?
Mr. TAmon. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. And they anticipated sending you the same dollars

they have in the last 2 or 3 years?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 CURTIS. So, you did get more in dollars the last 2 years?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir; we will get more in dollars the last 2 years.
Senator CURTIS. You have not gotten it yet?
Nil% TAYLOR. No, sir; we have not gotten it all yet.
Senator CURTIS. Who pays for the third meal?
Mr. TAYLOR. The Value Act, the act. that was attached to the U.S.

Department of Agriculture national lunch program whereby, if you
run a recreational program 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 CURTIS. What is your total enrollment?
Mr. TAYLOR. 1,700.
Senator Currms. And how many of them are certified as in poverty

or in need?
Mr. TAYLOR. ni to a thousand.
Senator CURTIS. What do the others pay?
Mr. TAYLOR. 40 cents. You see, I am losing 9 cents on their meals

from the beginning.
Senator CURTIS. Who Sixes that price?
Mr. TAYLOR. We do.
Senator CURTIS. 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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and do not iqualify, that at 40 cents, it is really too much. But we
charge them 40, and really the meal, to break us even, should cost
49 cents.

Senator Cuarts. The freeze did not affect you?
NEI T.mon. Well, we could not have gone up on the price of meals,

but we were not going to, anyway
Senator Cuans. We have one school district that got frozen at a

cost of 20 cents.
.1r. TayLon. Yes, that is very possible. We had some in Texas that,

had planned to go up and did not and were caughtsure were.
Senator Cum.'s. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Nfr. Taylor, what effect do you think the continua-

tion of the Department's present policies with regard to the lunch
program will have on the program there in your system?

\1r. TAYLOR. f think one of two things, Senator. I think either the
program will be dropped in some school districts or they will not par-
ticipate in the national line,h program or they will participate in the
national lunch program and will not fulfill their obligation to feed all
of the needy children.

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

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator ALLEN. And you were doing that prior to the mandate?
Mr. TayLon. Yes, sir.
Senator ALLEN. Now, what would you recommend then that the

Department, do to set, the system in proper order?
fr. TarLon. Well, of course, I would think that just, basically

that there would have to be a reimbuisement rate at. least, as much
as the cost of the meal to the school district and f think that that could
be reached on an overall average in the given State. I do not think
that anybody would get upset, in the countryor the schools would
get. upset, if New York got, reimbursed at GO cents for the cost of the
meals and Texas got a rate of 32, for instance.

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

Mr. TAYLOR. 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 ALLEN. What, do you think of the school lunch program?
Does it aid 3-on in the educational process of the children?

Mr. TAYLOR. 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. I think the school lunch program, personallyand when they
added the breakfast prograin they took a stride in a real direction
that it should have been going in. In fact, I personally think that the
breakfast program is a much more important meal to children in
school than a lunch program.

Senator ALLEN. 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 ALLEN. They have the breakfast, and the lunch both?
TAmon. And the dinner at night.

Senator ALLEN. Yes. those that stay that long?
All. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator ALLEN. 1 see.
Mr. TAybon. We will keep about two-thirds of them that long.
Senator ALLEN. Well, you recommend, then, that the Department

reimburse the systems for the actual cost of the meals?
Mr. TAYLon. Yes, sir, and not necessarily on an individual school

basis.
Senator ALLEN. Yes. I understand.
Mr. TAvLon. 13nt a State average basis; yes, sir. That is what I

would recommend.
Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Ilellmon.
Senator IlEmzioN. Thank you, Nfr. Chairman.
Mr. Taylor, you have said you have 1,700 studentu,about?
Mr. TAnon. Yes, sir.
Senator BmmoN. And that a thousand of them qualified for the

free lunch?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir; a thousand or so.
Senator BELLAioN. Can you give us briefly how von separate these

students? How do you decide which ones get. free lunches and which

ones pay?
Mr. TA vi.on. By their incomes.
Senator 13ELLxioN. Income of the funnily?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir. We do not. separate them. I mean nobody

knows who gets a free lunch at our school district and who does not,

you see. We spend a lot of time to keep us from doilies this, and when

we have to fill out the questionnaire that was imposed upon us to
qualify these people, outside of just our own questionnaire, this put

a. lot of difficulty in keeping these needy from being pointed out. by

other.
Senator BELbmoN. How much of a job is it to decide which of the

1,700 students are eligible?
Mr. TAYLOR. Not, much of a job in my particular Case. We have

around 100 faculty members and 75 percent, of them were born and

raised there. They know their mothers and the grandmothers and

their fathers and their fathers before them. it is really not much of a

job.
Senator BELL:mos. It is the faculty that decides?

Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir, it goes through my office. But I thought you

were asking: "How did you decide and who decided?" 1 actually put
the final decision on them, but lots of times I have to verify income,

and I can do so without going to the employers where many other

people cannot go.
Senator BELL:MON. This question is not necessarily pertinent to the

purposes of the hearing, but I am (Anions to know how you would
feelor whether or not you would recommend all students be eligible

for free lunch?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir. I -would not charge a student a dime for a

meal. I think that is as important, as English, and history, and math,

I think they can sit, down and eat with each other and talk things over

in the cafeteria and stay out of the automobiles at noon.
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Senator BELLMON. You would furnish a free lunch if the studet's
parents were illiculaires?

NEI% T.m.on. Yes, sir. I would think that it is important that they
eat at the cafeteria. Just because a child comes from a family that is
a millionaire does not prove that he has the proper food; does it?

Senator BEr.r.moN. I am asking you. Then, what you uould like. to
see is a free lunch program for all students?

Mr. TAYLOR. es, sir; sure would as a part of the total school pro-gra.
Senator P ITow abLut the breakfast?
Mr. TA v? Tes, sir.
Senator Bk. For all students?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator Biustox. You mentioned in some of your other testimony

that you furnished dinners?
Mr. 'Payton. We do.
Senator BzuzioN. All students?
Mr. TAYLOR. No sir. All of the needy children.
Senator BUNION. Now, I come from a rural area also, and do yourbuses run at 4 o'clock or thereabouts?
Mr. TayLon. They are supposed to, but you do not have to run the

buses at 4 o'clock if the children are hungry. You can wait until 5 or
5:30.

Senator Bumios. And give them a meal before they get on the
buses to go home.

Mr. T.m.oa. Yes. sir.
Senator But.rox. You have said that the costand I do not know

whether it is a lunch or a mealis 49 cents. Is this the cost of the
breakfast?

Mr. TAybon. The breakfast runs a little less. Breakfast will run
30, 31, or 39. We lose on that, and get 15 cents.

Senator Bet.t.mox. Fifteen cents for breakfast, and it. costs 30?
Mr. TAybon. Yes, sir.
Senator Your lunch costs 49?
Mr. TA.yr.on. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLNION. I know you cannot do this completely, but in

your testimony you told us the kind of breakfast you give: bacon,
eggs, hot cereal, homemade bread, fruit juice, and milk. That is apretty good breakfast.

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator BELL:MON. What kind of a lunch?
Mr. TAYLOR. Fried chicken, roast beef, shrimp, mashed potatoes,

gravy, green salad, a dessert, these kinds of things, and galletas.
Senator BErAztoN. That is for 49 cents?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLMON. What kind of a lunch could yoa serve for 35

cents that the USDA wants to reimburse you for?
Mr. TAYLOR. Well, not the kind of lunch that I WO want my

children to eatand I have five. And if I did not wan; my childrento eat it, I would not want any needy children to eat it.
Senator BELLMON. You do not feel that you could run a decent

program and serve an adequate meal for 35 cents?
Mr. TAYLOR. Well, I think I could run a decent. program and I

probably could serve an adequate meal, speaking from minimal
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standards, for 35 cents. Yes, sir. But I do not believe I could serve
them the kind of meal that children that age would take to and cat.

Senator BELLMOX. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Humphrey.
Senator HUMPHREY. Mr. Taylor, first of all, do you have any disci-

pline problems in your schools?
Mr. TAYLOR. NO, Sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. I did not think so.
You consider the school lunch program a part of the total school

establishment?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir; without a shadow of a doubt, I do. Yes; sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. You feel that a school lunch program is cafe-

teria oriented, and that brings people together inside of the school
rather than out on the playground and in cars and it aids your effort
to provide an orderly school?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Improves your sense of discipline?
Mr. TAYLOR. No question about it.
Senator IIMIPIIREY. Do you have the special school milk program?
Mr. TAmon. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Do you have adequate milk?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Under the present situation?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Now, this morning I 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 curtail part of their special
school milk program. I (10 not know whether this was just a local
situation or not. You have not had that problem?

Mr. TAYLOR. NO, sir.
Senator HuairmtEr. You mentioned bonuses. On what basis did

you get those bonuses?
Mr. TAYLOR. I do not know. I think it was excess money we had in

the State of Texas, because of the participants in the program.
Senator HUMPHREY. SO, it was the bonuses that were granted by

the State director?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. We ll, it was money that was originally coming

from the Department of Agriculture, but I think the State has the
right to grant some bonuses like that if they see fit.

Senator HUMPHREY. Have you had any information this year that
'would indicate that those bonuses would not be available this school
year?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir, we have had some illdic^.tions that they
would not be available.

Senator HUMPHREY. That they would not be available?
Mr. TAYLOR. Would not be available; yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Is that because more of the schools are taking

*in more of the children?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir; yes, sir. I am sure that is the reason. The

is doing what is supposed to do, I think. I do not disagree with
all of the children that are needy being fed.

Senator HUMPHREY. The reason I asked this question is that you
-noted that this year you think you will get about as much money as
you got last year with the exception of your title I, the use of title I.
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Mr. TAmon. And the breakfast program.
Senator HU:1IPHREY. And the bonuses.
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. And you also indicated that a number of

other schools arc now putting in school programs for needy children.
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 willmore participants?
Mr. TAYLOR. That is right.
Senator HUNIPHREY. So, actually, this year you will get less money

than last year if you eliminate the bonuses?
Mr. TAYLOR. Right.
Senator HUMPHREY. You get the same amount of money under the

regular allotment of 35 cents?
Mr. 'TAYLOR. Yes, Si!..
Senator HUMPHREY. But you will get less money in terms of

bonuses?
Mr. TAYLOR. And title I, in the total-picture, correct, sir.
Senator IIumPuttEy. So, your deficit, or the moneys you have to

pick up from other areas of your school program, will be larger this
year than last year?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator IIumpitEr. Drawn down, in other words, from other

educational resources?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator llumputtEr. 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 HUMPHREY. And you know the new legislation provides
for reimbursement, prepaid?

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, s.r.
Senator HUMPHREY. And that we increase these sums of money

appropriated by the Congress?
Mr. TAYLOR. To the States?
Senator IlumPIIREY. For the total program.
Mr. TAYLOR. Well, our breakfast program certainly does not have

that much money available in it.
Senator HUMPHREY. You arc going to get less this coming yearthan the last year?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Well, somebody has the bookkeeping fouled

up, because we added $25 million to the school breakfast program.We have $6.5 million that was set aside in reserve pending determina-
tion of need.

Would you say that you had some need for the breakfast program?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir, we certainly do. We need to expand the

program. That is what the program is all about, I think. We need toexpand it, like the national lunch program has been expanded. It
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should be mandated that they eat breakfast if they do not have it
at home.

Senator HUMPHREY. 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 needy children. We have
said that we were, but this has not been done in all cases. So, the
Department of Agriculture took a 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. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. And e.o I understand that after mandating

this, they did not provide you with the funds necessary for the total
reimbursement of these feedings 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Chiles.
Senator CHILES. Mr. Taylor, how long have you been feeding the

three meals a day?
Mr. TAYLOR. For 18 months now.
Senator CHILES. For 18 months; so, you actually had started that

before.
Now, before the three meals a day, were you feeding all of your

needy 'children two meals?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator CHILES. First, two meals a day?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator CHILES. How long were you doing that?
Mr. TAYLOR. We started the minute the breakfast program went

effect. It was, I guess, 3 years ago.
Senator CHILES. Three years ago?
Can you tell us what kind of result? Did you notice any difference

or any results in your schools' dropout'rate, or, you know, in anything
tangible? Were there any tangible results that you noted?

Mr. TAYLOR. Oh, yes, sir. The real tangibles were in regard to
academic achievement 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 care
of their health needs, you know.

Senator CHILES. So, it actually did show up in a survey?
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Mr. TAYLOR. 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 CHILES. Retainers? You mean "repeaters?"
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator CHILES. What about dropouts?
Mr. TAYLOR. Well, we had less than 15 a year.
Senator CHILES. Less than 15 a year?
Mr. TAYLOR. In number, yes. Last year, we had 12.
Senator CHILES. Can you remember the prior years, prior to the

time you were feeding them?
Mr. TAYLOR. It would vary between 20 and 22 percent.
Senator HuMPHREY. Percent?
Mr. TAYLOR. Percent. Now, I am talking about 20 percent of 1,700

is 200 andwhat? Three hundred and something.
Senator CHILES. SO, that figure has gone from somewhere in the

neighborhood of 300 to less than 15 a year?
Mr. TAYLOR. That is right.
Senator CIIILES. After you started feeding?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir. And another thing that has come forth,. as

you can see, is that our migrant problemWe had 450 migrating 6
years ago. Now, with this program we have less than 100 migrants each
year. They stay there.

Senator CHILES. They are staying there to get the food?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir, and to go to school.
Senator CHILES. They are no longer being pulled out of the system

and traveling?
Mr. TAYLOR. No, sir. Their daddies and mothers sometimes I 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 CHILES. Have you done any studiesOr from your obser-
vation, how do these kids compare now with the children that are not
needy in their grades at school?

Mr. TAYLOR. Well, I can only give you one comparison that we
made last year. People have said that if you can and the SRA did
thisif you can take kids who come from 65 to 70 percent poor fami-
lies of Latin-American descent and pull them up on the average norm,
educationahviseWe tested the second and third graders last year,
and we are at the average norm with the second and third grade chil-
dren.

Senator CIIILES. Are the kids in your schools, having 65 percent
poverty 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 your jobs?
Mr. TAYLOR. Of course, we are working ourselves out of business.

We do not have much of a 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, when 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 investment.

Senator Gnu, Es. Are some of these needy kids going on to college?
Mr. TAYLOR. Oh, yes, sir. In our last 2 years, our needy children

well, as an example, 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. I 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.

Senator CIULEs. What kind of a drug problem do you have in your
area?

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

Senator Onn,Es. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Aiken?
Senator AIKEN. Have you had a school-feeding program for the 13

years you have been superintendent, in San Diego?
Mr. Timott. No, sir. We started 2 years after I got there,
Senator AIKEN. You have had it for 11 years, since 1960?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator AIKEN. When did you get the mandate to feed all needy

children?
Mr. TAYLOR. Last year. It has always been there in the regulations.
Senator AIKEN. The first time that it has been forcibly called to

your attention
Mr. 'TAYLOR. Yes.
Senator AIKEN (continuing). Was last year?
Mr. TAviJoit. Yes.
Senator AIKEN. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator CURTIS. I have a couple of other questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator CURTIS. Were there some schools receiving school lunch

Federal money and not using it for the needy prior to this last year?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 CURTIs. Were they using the money for anything else?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 Owns. They cut down the number?
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, sir.
Senator Cutars. How did they arrange to do that? Do you happen

to know?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 Gowns. This 35 cent reimbursementis that based on
your cost, in your case, or is that uniform?
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Mr. TAYLOR. That is uniform.
Senator CURTIS. That is uniform? Are there schools in Texas that

serve a lunch for 35 cents?
Mr. TAYLoR. Yes, sir, there are some schools that I au sure can

serve a lunch for 35 cents.
Senator CURTIS. Do you know what they serve?
Mr. TAYLoa. No, sir. I know they meet the minimum standardsI

am sure they meet the minimum standards.
Senator CURTIS. How much money did the State of Texas get last

year, the total amount?
Mr. TAYLOR. I have got that in my briefcase, exactly what they

got last year. In the 1970-71 school year the State of Texas was
allotted in all of the categories, $40,117,000.

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

Mr. TAYLOR. 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 allotment for the 1971-72
school year is now $822,569. That is published in this paper.

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

Senator CURTIS. So, that $33 million is not final?
Mr. TAYLOR. 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 CURTIS. I see. 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 am prepared
to say that these are the starting figures.

Senator CURTIS. I see. That is all.
Mr. TAYLOR. As I understand them.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Taylor.
The next witness is Mr. Howard W. Briggs, director, Food Service

Department, Detroit Public Schools, Detroit, Mich. I believe with
him is Dr. Eugene Samter, assistant superintendent of schools,
Buffalo, N.Y.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. I take it you are Mr. Briggs?
Mr. BRIGGS. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And you are Dr. Samter?
Mr. SAMTER. That is correct, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Proceed, sir.
Mr. BRIGGS. I am Howard Briggs, director of Food Service, 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 imich, 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.

Last spring, as chairman of the major city directors section of the
American School Food Service Association, I sent, out, questionnaires
to 75 directors regarding rates of reimbursement, value of commodities
et cetera. Of the 42 replies returned there were 1.0 districts that were
receiving 12 cents reimbursement from section 4 on some of their
lunches and 30 cents additional or more, for free lunches. Recently
contacted six of these districts including Detroit to determine what
information they had received regarding reimbursement for the cur-
rent year. Of the districts contacted only Detroit and Boston had been
advised that we will be reimbursed 12 cents for each lunch 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, 1\ finneapolis, and St. Louis. All of these districts are
currently considering the effects of this cutback in reimbursement
rates and ways that -their programs can be 1110dified 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 Mann directly involved, but I have contacted the State
director in Michigan. 1 have been advised that Michigan will be
apportioned less under the proposed formula than we received 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
assistance 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 average reimbursement of 5 cents, for each
lunch reimbursed at 10 cents, one must be reimbursed at zero cents 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 program
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 sonic points.

33 -323 i 2 -3
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In closing, we submit the following recommendations for your
consideration:

1. Tina the U.S. Department of Apiculture be requested to widi-
draw the proposed changes in regulations immediately and to reinstate
last, year's regulations.

2. That the Department of Agricultnre be requested to establish a
conunittee with diversified experience in school feeding programs
including, operation of programs at State and local levels to rewrite
the regulations.

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

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

(c) The comments should be reviewed by the Department
Agriculture and members of the committee, with final
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
Departmen t of Agriculture.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Samter, do you have a statement also?
Mr. SANITER. Yes, sir.
'Phe CIIAIIIMAN. Proceed, please.

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

NEI% SA.ITHR. Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the com-
mittee, I thank you for the opportunity, and thank you so much foridentifying me correctly, 1 began to doubt my own ideality. 1. am
Eugene C. Samter.

1)r. Joseph NI anch intended, until 2 days ago, to show up, but he
became embroiled in some serious financial difficulties, school diffi-
culties, with the board of education with which he is meeting today.
Dr. Manch then asked our deputy superintendent, Mr. Claude Clapp,
to come down. Ile is my immediate superior, and late last night
received a telephone call from him saying that he, too, was involved
in this same closed-door board session. The financial difficulties of
which 1 nut speaking. One of the components is the very topic which
we are discussing today.

At the outset, let me make clear our supports, not only of the free
lunch program but also of a more comprehensive program of proper
nutrition and nutrition education for all schoolchildren. Consistent,
with this goal, our superintendent, Dr. Joseph Manch, has gone on
record as favoring the expansion of the free lunch 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
economically disadvantag,ed. 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 direct, and indirect educational
value, therefore, the feasibility of a universal free lunch program
merits serious consideration.
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operate its schools, as do all but five of more than 700 school districts
in the State of NOW York. We must, rely on an appropriation irom the
municipal government. 'We asked the city of Buffalo for $S9.3 million
for the operation and maintenance of our schools in 1971-72. We 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 to meet, it mandated increases and to carry
out its contractual obligations: This last, is important.. As a matter 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 been 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 6S cents to put a hot, free lunch before a needy
child, our revenue for that lunch totals only 39 cents, 35 cents of which
represents Federal support and the remaining 4 cents a contribution
by the State of New York.

In spite of the fact that the Buffalo public schools began the fiscal
year some $14 million short, or the funds requested, a. shortage which
required a reduction in teaching, administrative, and noninstuctional
staffs, 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 reaffirmed its commitment, to the
free lunch program by allocating $205,000 of its own funds to that
effort.. Tt is recognized that $265,000 is only sufficient to permit the
program to operate for about a third of the school year. And this will
be one heck of a Christmas present to 23,000 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 make
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 Ivant to end my statement with a maudlin,
sentimental appeal, lint it is a fact that, the future of the free lunch
program in Buffalo rests with you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Briggs, what rate of reimbursement were your schools in

Detroit. receiving for free lunches at the end of last year?
Mr. BRIGGS. 12 cents for each lunch that we serve plus an additional

40 cents for each free meal.
The CHAIRMAN. 52 cents?
Mr. BRIGGS 52 cents.
The CITAIRNIAN. Would you answer this same question, Dr. &Mier?
Mr. SAMTER. Yes. As 1. mention in my statement, 39 cents, 35 or

which was Federal money.
I Ile lAIAIRMAN. Now, first, Mr. Briggs, and, then, Dr. Sauter, I

will ask you to answer the same question.
What, rate of reimbursement. did you expect that your schools in

Buffalo would receive for free lunches during this school year?
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NEI% BRIGGS. I had thought, before the change of regulations, in
talking with our State directorand we had determined the weighted
average cost, of lunches at 55 cents. We had agreed that 55 cents would
be needed this year as total reimbursement for the free lunches.

The Cumin' As. What did you anticipate in Buffalo?
SANIER. We expected full funding, which meant up to 00

cents reimbursement,.
The enAntm.m What rate of reimbursement will your schools

receive under the new regulations?
Mr. l3riggs?
NEr. BRIGGS. 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 distinct possibility that this rate
of reimbursement might have to be changed at some future date.

The CHAIR:4 As. And what do you anticipate under the regulations
as they are promulgated?

Mr. 13mGcs. From all that seems to be happening in other States,
I would assume that it would be difficult for anybody to pay more than
5 cents and :30 cents, even though the regulations permit it. The schools
that are administered by the Department of Agriculture, the Detroit
Archdiocese, for example, I received a phone call Alonday, and they
had been notified that they would receive 5 cents and 30 cents. Last
year they had received 00 cents.

The Cumin Lks. 1)r. Sanger?
NIr. SAMPER. As do all 740 school districts in New York State,

Buffalo will receive the same reimbursement as last year, a total of
:39 cents.

The enmintAs. And how large a deficit will your schools face under
the new regulations, Mr. Briggs?

NEI.. BRIGGS. Under the new regulations, I 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. We
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 around $30 million or $31 million.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the new nutrition program only?
Mr. Biuccs. No; that is the total education program.
The CHAIRMAN: Well, 1 am trying to get at the nutritional pro-

gram. This committee does not have jurisdiction on the total educa-
tional program, but we do have the nutritional programs.

Mr. BRIGGS. The problem is this: It would be as nice as it could be
for the district to say that we will make up the food service 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 afford to operate
with a deficit in the food service program and add further deficits to
the school district.

The CHAtintAx. What would be your anticipated deficit, Dr.
Sauter?

Mr. SAMTER. $700,000 in the nutrition programs alone.
The CHAIRMAN. NM, (lo your schools have any means of making

up the funds needed to make up this deficit in your schools, Mr.
Briggs?

Mr. BRIGGS. No; we (10 not.



The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Sam ter, does your
N1r. SANITEn. Sir, we am 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
program. This still leaves a deficit, of course, of $435,000.

The CHAIRMAN. You feel you can carry out your requirements of
the law, NIr. 13riggs, to provide a free meal for every child who cannot
afford to pay for under these regulations?

Bum GS. Under the new regulation, no, sir; we do not,
The CHAIRMAN. Can you, Dr. Sam ter?
NIr. SANrp.n. Pardon the hesitation, sir. I am trying to frame an

answer to that. We do; we feel we can carry out
The CuAntmAx. The law to provide a free meal to every needy

child who cannot afford to pay for it under these proposed regulations?
\Ir. SAMTER. Only to the extent that funds are made available.

Prei,ent funds will last until just before Christmastime. The quality
of the food and the numbers of children Hill remain the same. That is:
every needy child will receive a type A lunch as long as the money
lasts.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, will these regulations provide the money?
That is what. 1 am asking you. Can you answer it?

NI r. SAMTER. No, sir; the regulations themselves will not provide the
money.

The CuAntmAx. Your answer is negative; is that what. you said?
NI r. SAMTER. Yes, sir.
Senator TAINIADGE. Senator Curtis.
Senator CURTIS. How much money for this purpose did you get in

dollars in Buffalo for the last full year?
NIr. :Winn. Approximately $2 million last year came from State

and Federal sources.
Senator CURTIS. How much from the Federal?

r. SAMTER. Approximately $1,400,000.
Senator Cuirris. And how much do you anticipate the Federal

Government will provide this year?
NIr. SAMTER. The same amount, Senator.
Senator CURTIS. The same amount?
NI r. SAMTER. Yes, Sir.
Senator CURTIS. Are there changes in regulations as with regard to

nonfood costs, equipment; does that enter into your problem at all?
Mr. SA NITER. I understand that there are some changes made. There

was more liberality extended for equipment last year than there is
this year.

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

Mr. SAMTER. In the city of Buffalo, sir?
Senator CURTIS. Yes.
NIP. SAMTER. To my knowledge the reimbursement for equipment

will remain the same in New York State. I believe that is 75 percent,
but I would add that the largest part of our program is noncafeteria.
The free hot lunches are prepackaged, prepared and prepackaged by a
vendor and brought into the classroom.

Senator CURTIS. What (10 you have to pay that vendor?
Mr. SAMTER. We are still advertising for bids for the current. year,

Last year it was 57 cents per lunch.
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NEr. SAMTER. As I understand it, the provision for special financing
in an special needy school district is there in the regulations. however,
as I also understand it front our State school food service bureau chief,the USDA regulations are restricting reimbursements to the Stun? (0no more than an average of 35 cents per free lunch. There is notenoughif all 730 school districts outside of New York City andBuffalo, voluntarily or otherwise, dropped out of the school lunch
program, our State chid estimates that there will still not be enoughto fund fully the programs in New York City awl Buffalo.

Senator Etaxnut. Well, to what, extent, has the cost increased to
the local people? Ilas it been in the same proportion that we are now
dCintlInfing or requesting from the Federal Government?

Mr. SAMPER. The local cost in Buffalo was about $331,000 last
year and now that local cost. is sonic $731,000.

Senator Ei.i.ENntn. You mean in 1 year it has doubled?
Mr. SANITEn. Yes, sir.
Senator ELENnEtt. What caused that.?
Mr. S.orrEn. As 1: mentioned, thz, increased labor costs, fringe

ibenefits, food supplies, and nonfood supplies, food supplies in our
cafeteria schools, and nonfood supplies.

Senator ELLEsimit. Well, would you be able to tell us about what
proportion of the entire cost of this program in Buffalo is paid for by
the State, city, and local prople; that is at all levels, in contrast to the
Federal Government, i;ereentagewise? Would you say that the
Federal Government puts up about 26 percent and the rest is put upby the State and local people?

Mr. SAArrEn. I was just running down the figures, sir: and the
percentages appear to be approximately GO r Ireent Federal for lunchesalone, I mean. And then, in addition, Federal money for brefilfast,
special milk program. Approximately 25 percent local and the re-mainder State.

Senator ELLExnit. Than,z you.
The OnAinAtAx. Senator Minion.
Senator Bubmox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr &tinter 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 he wasgiving us the estimates from?

Mr. S.tNrrr.a. Yes.
Senator BEraziox. Supply a copy if you can. He has it, and if it

would be easier, let. us have it.
Mr. SAMTER. I think that would be better because E realize nowthat I inadvertently left out one major local contribution, and that is

the lunches that are paid for. Mv apologies for doing that.
Senator BELTAION. If you will give us the complete figures.
Mr. SANiTrt. I can give you the only copy I have, or I can cite

them into the record.
Senator BELLAiox. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question

lwre that, does not bear directly on what we are hearing here today,
but Dr. Sainter in his statement says that in view of this direct and
indirect educational value, the universal lunch program deserves
serious consideration. When you say "universal school lunch program,"
you mean the school furnishes a lunch to everyone?

Mr. SANrrEn. Yes, sir.
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Senator BELLMON. Regardless of financial ability of the faultily to
pay?

M. &NITER. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLNIOX. Would you care to enlarge upon that? Why

have you come to this conclusion?
Mr. SAMTER. In the less than 15 months that I havehad supervisory

responsibility for, among other things,- the school food service, a
number of things have come to my attention. One is that improper
nutrition is found at all levels; in fact, I believe that we find it more
oftenand this is not research by my officebut. I believe we find it
more often at the two extremes: among the more-affluent and among
the least so.

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

Mr. SAMTER. Yes, sir.
Senator Oulu's. Would yon yield there? Does P follow that that

lunch has to be free? Can it not be provided in the schools; could not
the school still make requirements that the kids stay there at noon and
eat, and not go out in their cams, but still if they %%ere able to pay for
their own lunch? I am not talking about the-borderline cases; I am
talking about, those that are clearly able to pay.

\k. SAMTER. Logically. sir, I would have to agree with you, but,
one does 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 could assure public education is by
supervising it ourselves and paying for it publicly.

Senator BELLmox. Now, you, in your statement said that by 1970
you were serving 1,700 pupils daily a free lunch.

Mr. SAMTER. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLMON. And 1 year later you were serving 23,000 with

free lunches?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bellnion, would you yield at that point?

The Senate is now in the process of having a live quorum at the
moment, and I understand that. the majority leader is going to 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 distinguished 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 Minion, and if you feel it necessary
to go to the floor of the Sena te, of course you can.

Senator BELLMON. Can yon give the committee briefly the reasons
for this, what, seems to be this huge jump in services to the needy
students? What. happened?

Mr. SAMTER. The advent, of Public Law 91-24S is of major impor-
(awe : the mandate that all needy children receive a free- or reduced-
price meal. And the board of education in Buffalo, meeting there,
adopted a, policy recognizing, adhering to, and complying with that
mandate. Prior to that, the free hunches, as I have mentioned, were
being given to a very minimal number of children, 1,700.

Senator BELLMOY. Do you expect another jump in the current
school year?

Mr. SAMTER. No, sir.
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Senator BELLON. As T understand this problem %dial, has hap-pened is that you are getting the same amount of dollars roughly forthe 1971-72 year as you have the the 1970-71?
Mr. SATER. YCS,

Senator BELLNION. You are not anticipating any increase in thedemand for free lunches?
Mr. SA:itTrAtt. No, sir.
Senator BELLAON. 'HIM what is the problem?
Mr. SAMTER. Increa.Ied costs.
Senator BELIZION. Costs hire gone up. How much is the 4.reasedcost; what percentage?
Mr. SATEt. Excuse me, sir, two things: increased costs and oneother factor that, until this point I had not mentioned.
Last year, in 'order to support a part of our deficit the New York

State Education Department allocated to us just short of $400,000from State-urban education funds and informed us at that time that
that was the last time that they were going to do it.

Senator BELLMON. So, it is a withdrawal of State support?
Mr. SATER. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLNION. Now a withdrawal of Federal support, Now, in

your statement you come to the conclusion it is going to be up to
the Congress to take the necessary action to make additional funds
available. Our previous witness was critical of USDA. You do notfeel the problem is with the USDA, but rather with the hick

yon would add on 9 cents?

of appropriations?

State man. It is his opinion that what is available in the way of

under 9 cents.

hundredths of a cent from what we had received the year before,
commodities are important, but they fluctuate.

are aborting the intent of Public Law 92-148, and.as I understand it,

will have to take the necessary action to make additional funds
available. Do you feel there is a shortage of money and if the regula-
tions

would be sufficient.

Do you give any value to the commodities you receive?

for each hutch from the Federal Government?

the regulations are written in the department..

each free meal will provide most of the States with sufficient funds.

talking about 52 cents plus 9.

were changed would you need any more money?

that you do not feel that the average of 5 cents and the 30 cents for

Senator BELL:110X. But you say in. your statement the Congress

Senator BELLNION, It gives you a value, then, of about 44 cents

Senator BEtt,mox. Mr. Briggs, in your statement you mention

Senator BELLMON. So, ill addition to the 30 cents and the 5 cents

Mr. SAMTER. No, sir; I would concur that the regulations are what

Senator BELIZIOX. If the regulations

Senator BELLNION. And properly drawn?

Mr. BRIGGS. In the case of Detroit, which was down a couple

Mr. SAmma. I am not really qualified, but I did check with our

Mr. SAMTER. If the regulations were changed.

Mr. SANITER. Yes, sir.

Mr. BRIGGS. Yes. The value of commodities last year was slightly

Mr. Butoos. More than that in our case for a free lunch. We are
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Senator BELLMON. 61 cents?
Mr. BRIGGS. Right.
Senator BELIZION. What are the lunches costing you?
Mr. BRIGGS. When we put the value of the commodities into the

cost, on the weighted average, it would be 64 cents.
Senator BELLmox. You are 3 cents short on each lunch?
Mr. BRIGGS. Yes, sir.
Senator BELLMON. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator HUMPHREY.
Senator IlumPintEY. Mr. Briggs, were the school authorities con-

sulted by the Department of Agriculture before the regulations were
issued?

Mr. BRIGGS. Yes and 110. Actually. I served on a committee that
was formed by the Department of Agriculture that included some
school people, two school people, State directors, department people,
to review those changes in the regulations last March and early April.

Senator IlumminEv. Did you concur in these proposed changes?
Mr. BRIGGS. The proposed changes that came out are not neces-

sarily those recommended by the committee, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. That is what I would like to know.
Mr. BRIGGS. There are very few, and I do not have them so it is

bard 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. BRIGGS. For the free and reduced-price meals as a minimum.

That would be a base.
or HUMPHREY. 40 cents now. And what is the base?

iiRIGGS. Thirty.
Senator lIumPinum The base is 30?
Mr. BRIGGS. 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 section 32 transfer funds where it was apportioned
to the States last year. The Department is now going to control 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 nonfood 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 use mininunn 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
perhaps 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 cold lunch program, that the money could be spent to furnish
equipment to provide a hot lunch before March.

Senator HUMPHREY. You speak of these different sections, vouknow: Sections 11, 32, all of these different section funds. Would itnot be a whole lot simpler if you just got an appropriation for school
lunches?

Mr. BRIGGS. Yes, I am sure it would be appreciated by most State
directors, at least, in tryino. to keep track of what is going on.Again, the needs in each State are going to vary. The apportion-
ment should probably just as well include a cost -of- living index with
a per capita income index in that certainly this is a factor. The 60cents, 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 costs. 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 financially than Detroit or most of our largeschool districts.

Senator HUMPHREY. You heard Mr. Taylor from San Diego testifyhere, and he stated that it was his view that most school authorities
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 oreven 70.

Is that your view, that there would be no particular resistance tothat?
Mr. BRIGGS. Right. What really I think we are looking for wouldbe an amount, of money to cover the cost of providing a free meal.We are not trying to make money on the program. Our goal wouldbe to break even, and for the most part, sometimes we are able to andother times we are not. Detroit, over the last 2 years has accumulated

in the food service operation a deficit of a half million dollars. Now,
this year we were fortunate. The most current figure I have is that wehad a profit last year of $S,000 on our total budget for food service
operations of approximately $10 million. This $S,000 profit quickly
goes to lower the deficit in excess of 11211f a million dollars.

But, at least, in trying to present a program to the board we have
got that much 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, year, laying off
sonic 200 teachers to save money. This is a difficult decision for a
board of education to make, to cut into their educational program. Ido not know if we are more fortunate or less fortunate than Buffalo,
but we are not connected with the city government. We, in a sense
are; our income is based on State aid, and the electorate and whatthey vote, what millage, and the board of education of the city of
Detroit is going to seek an increase of 2% mills for next year to keep
going and this is really holding the line. They are not really making
'that much progress.

Senator HUMPHREY. Do you think that if the Federal Government
fully funded these programs it would lend itself to waste, or to put it
another way: if you have to participate at the local level with all of



your own funds, do you think that this promotes greater care and
better administration of the school lunch program?

Mr. Boc:Gs. I would say with the staff of people like we have in
Detroit, that it would not promote waste. Actnall,, again, we are
fortunate. We have a dedicated group of people in the food service
program. I think they perhaps may be the most dedicated employees
of all of the educational people.

realize there is a degree of partiality in that statement. But, for
the most part, bad weather, cold weather, whatever the troubles are,
our people are there. We have had blizzards in Detroit. Vie had food
ready, but no students to get there. Our people braved the storm and

got there. got to the school and started preparing food.
Senator HumrintEv. Do you have a breakfast program?
Air. 13Ittoos. We have a breakfast program in about 12 secondary

schools and we had a pilot breakfast prograill during the seemed
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 you a
total. Well, no; the average cost was 47 cents.

Now, it is a very simple breakfast. it is not a hot breakfast it is
just cereal, milk, juice, and it meets the minimum requirements. And
basically

Senator 1 lumrnasY. For 47 cents?
Mr. BRIGGS. Yes,
Senator Ilummtunv. What kind of cereal are you giving them?
Air. I3urcas. The little packs of cereal.
Senator liumPintEv. 47 cents for a glass of juice and cereal and a.

glass of milk?
Air. BRIGGS. And the labor involved.
Senator IllmtvIlltEV. I say that that is pretty high priced.
Mr. BRIGGS. I agree. The problem, you know, really with this is

that it is a school program. We never estimated that it would be
cheap. We came fairly close to our estimated cost to the board,
roughly 21Y, cents.

Senator HumrnaEr. Is this why you do not expand your breakfast
program?

Air. Butcos. I 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 area schools or not.

Senator IhntrintE. I will jOst ask the gentleman, Dr. Sainte'. from
Buffalo: were you consulted on these regulations?

Mr. SAArrmt. No, sir; nor was my director of school food services.
Senator Ilummunv. Yet you have the second largest, program in

New York State.
Mr. SAMTER. That, is correct, sir.
Senator Huan,nuF,y. Do you have a breakfast program?
Mr. SAMTER. Yes; we have a pilot breakfast program in six schools.

We are hoping to increase that because it is self-supporting.
Senator HumPnaEy. What, do you mean by that?
Mr. SAMTER. That, support, of the program comes entirely, almost

entirely, from nonlocal funds. T have to hedge on that one because I.
have to also admit, that sonic of our nonfood supplies that we ,mrchase
generally: straws, napkins, and things like that, we ascribe as a cost, to
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the school lunch program, and yet use it in the breakfast program. I
have not yet done an analysis of those items.

Senator Hummt REY. Do yon have a third meal, such as Taylor?
1\1r. SAMTER. No, sir.
Senator Hummutnv. Do you, Mr. Briggs?
I\ Ir. Bums. No, sir; but it would be nice, really. 1 think Mr. Taylor

has a very nice prozram, and he should be complimented on the
breakfast and the three-meal concept.

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

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

SAMTER. T would say a categorical "yes."
Mr. Butacs. I would have to say I think breakfast. is perhaps one

of the most impert ant meals.
Senator HUMPHREY. Is thatnotoften the meal that is most neglected

for children, pariicularly from some families?
Mr. Butacs. I think it, is very important; yes.
Senator HuNtruaEy. Thank you.
The CHAIRNIAN. Thank you VCP.N7 much, gentlemen.
The next witness is Miss Josephine Martin, administrator, school

food service program of the Georgia Department of Education,
Atlanta, Ga. Miss Martin has been before this committee several
previous times and I am sure all the Senators are familiar with her
and the outstanding reputation and record she has earned for herself
in Georgia.

Have a seat, Miss Martin, and you May proceed as you will.
Miss MARTIN. Thank you, sir. I have Dr. John Perryman, executive

director of the American School Food Service Association, whom I
would like to have make a brief statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine. You may come around.
Miss MARTIN. I would like for his statement to precede mine, please,

sir.
Senator TALmAnGE. You want Dr. Perqman to go first?
Miss 'MARTIN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed as you see fit, Dr. Perryman.

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

I\ Ir. PERRYMAN. manic you, AIr. Chairman. T am John Perryman,
executive director of the American School Food Service Association.
I did not know until yesterday, sir, I was to have the privilege of testi-
fying today, therefore, T do not have a Nvritten 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.

I 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 Nvill be in their individual States.
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Thus far 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 anticipated major losses if these regulations went into effect.

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. 1 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 saying across the Nation that they anticipate a loss
of somewhere between $150 and $180 million, if these regulations are
put into force.

Nov, 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 lunchroom
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 to 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 bud get.

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

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

That statement was made 2 years ago.
In Boston last year, again the same representative of the Secretary

of Agriculture spoke to our national group with pride of accomplish-
ment of what had taken place in the past year, and he spoke 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 same 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 Agriculture
regarding, the breakfast programs, which states flatly that we are not
now thinking in terms of outreach; NC are not now instructed to move
ahead. We are told that we must stand still.

I had occasion 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 to 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
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education have launched their prognints for the year. This is analogous
to being in a football game; 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 conies out
on the field and says to the officials: we have to stop and come up with
a new set of rules.

The timing, it seems to us, sir, could not possibly have been worse.
The CliAntm AN. Miss Martin.

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

Miss MARTIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee, my name is Josephine Martin, and 1 am the administrator Of
the school food service program in Georgia. I ant here today because
of my concern for the schoolchildren in my State and for all the school-
children in the Nation. I believe their nutritional Nvell-being is going
to be harmed if the USDA adopts the amendments to the regulations
which they have proposed as mandates under which we in the States
must administer and operate the national school lunch program.

I welcome the opportunity to describe in detail how these regula-
tions will adversely affect the school lunch program in Georgia. These
proposed rules have been described as a "breakthrough" in program
funding. I would describe these proposals rather as a "breakdown" in
Federal assistance to the States in the programs to end hunger and
malnutrition in America's schoolrooms.

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

-Government for each free and reduced price lunch served to needy
children. Last week, for example, Assistant- Secretary 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 to maintain a statewide average rate of 5 cents under section 4
and a statewide average rate of 30 cents under section 11."

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

The USDA has sought to emphasize the need for a "high degree of
management integrity," as Secretary Lyng told us last month at the
annual convention of the American School Food Service Association.
Ile said the department would show "proper concern and demand
proper responsibility for prudent decisions and for good management."
I will describe for you how the USDA's own actions fall short of this
rhetoric, and in fact, efeate an environment in which the States are
unable to carry out this laudable goal.
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Let the emphasize that our disagreement, with the USDA is not
over the goals which the words portray; rather, it is with the actions
the department. proposes to take to help us carry out those goals.

I ant a State director, responsible for the child nutrition programs
which are operated in 99 percent, of the public and private schools. in
Georgia. School administrators, school food service directors in each
school district, and the State department, of educa tion together are
the operating and administrative personnel who will determine the
success or failure of the national school lunch program :Ind in fact all the
child nutrition programs.

The CHAIRMAN. Miss :Martin, will you suspend temporarily?
Unfortunately the Chair has all appointment which will demand his
departure for the Democratic Policy Committee meeting at 12:30.
If Senator Humphrey and Senator Ellender can preside until you have
completed your testimony, and then if it is agreeable to the rest of
the witnesses, and Dr. Lyng, and members of the committee, we will
reconvene at 2 p.m.

Is Lila agreeable with Senator Ellender and Senator Humphrey?
Senator Humrnanv. Yes, sir.
Senator ELI! N HER. I will try my best, Chairman.
Senator 'PAL:HAM& E. And who wants to take the Chair temporarily?
Senator Humpliam The most distinguished chairman.
Senator E LLEN ER. You go ahead.
Senator TALmAnGE. Senator Humphrey. Excuse me, and J will see

you at 2 p.m.
You may proceed, Miss
Miss NIAlmx. Thank you, sir.
In the nature of the federal Vstemief 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 committee room, nor
on the floor of the Senate or the House. There are no hungry children
in the office of the Secretary 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 (lone by last Thanksgiving. I along with the
other 50 school lunch 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 doneif the-rhetoric is
to become a tangible re ,city 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 service 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 fiscal years 1970,1971,
and 1972, and the pupil participation in those years. Is it any wonder,
in looking at those charts, that State directors are alarmed over the

85-523-72--4
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proposed funding pat tern? Chart 1 reflects an increase of $10,400,000
in 1971 over: 1970 and tentative allocations for 1972 reflect $4.5 million
decrease in apportionment. Chart 2 reflects an increase of 12 million
free and reduced lunches in 1971, and with full implementation of
Public Law 91-248, we project 63.8 million free and reduced lunches in
1972. But how will we, can we ever reach that goal with only 35 cents
ncr 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 section 32 funds.

And I would insert, here 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 authority.

In Georgia, for example, a school lunch cost 44 cents, on die average,
last year; 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 rear or about three times as much as the
Congress requires under the State matching provision. As Georgia is a
large State, the State funds will provide only 2 cents per lunch.

Thus, with 35 cents from the USDA and 2 mats from the State
funds, the cost, of a lunch will be about 7 cents higher than we sup-
posedly can pay, on the average. Jf we serve all the needy children we
can reach in Georgia, then we must operate the program at a $6 million
deficit. We could try, I suppose, to get the local school boards to as-
sume these costs. However, their budgets are set, and revenues are
down. Title I and 0E0 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 because of deficits, and at least two
low-income schools in Lincoln, Nebr., have canceled plans for school
lunch programs. School operating costs already are high, and com-
munities do not have additional tax dollars available to pick up these
program costs.

Georgia figures have been used as an example to describe 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 each 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 1971-72 for all the States based on the survey by American
School Food Service Association is $187 million. It would be a shame
if national policy and national rhetoric were to combine in such a way
as to deny better nutrition to all children.

We, however, have not, been able to get to these arguments in a
memiingful way with the USDA, and therefore to the Congress, be-
cause we first must contend with the fact that the 35-cent floor which
the USDA promises is it fiscal mirage.
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The USDA regulations, as opposed to the USDA claims will ac-
tually require me to set, 2111 averge reimbursement rate of about 15
cents from USDA funds for meals served to needy children, or about
20 cents less than Secretary Lyng told the Congress I will receive.

I will be required to take the funds allocated to Georgia for helping
needy children and determine the amount, 1 can pay local schools by
this formula: Divide the dollar amountwhich is $9.7 millionhy the
number of free or reduced price lunches I plan to serve this year.
Some 63.S million.

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

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

I 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.

(I 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 be a contradiction,
and to omit. the cumbersome bases, but nothing as yet has been
fort lioming.)

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
section 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 a needy child. The harsh truth, however, is that unless I
can reimburse local districts at least 40 cents for a free or reduced
price lunch, from the start to the finish of tlp, school year, then I
may not have to worry about trigger points, base figures or anything
else the department may devise.

Now the USDA will say that I can give individual schools morc,,

than 30 cents from special assistance funds if that is necessary to
insure the needy child is fed in a particular school. 'Rat 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 management and promote unsound business practices).

Higher reimbursements are allowed only. where a lunch program is
costing a school more than is typical of the State as a whole, and chere
the operating costs would exceed its lunch program revenues, and where
remedial action will eliminate a deficit. This regulation only makes
it harder, if not impossible, for me to respond to the many varying
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-
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 example, spent $1% million from section
32 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 ws by the transfer
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of funds from other child nutrition program activities. Unless thetransfer authority is extended, Kentucky breakfast, programs will
collapse by late September. The Congress authorized the transfer
authority nt Public Law 91-248 as a way to give the States increased

in the managen.wIt of funds; as a way for the States to
determine greatest needs of their Stale.

Overall, the States last year spent $20 million on the breakfast,
program, even though the appropriation from the Congress was $15
million. This indicates, 1 believe, the wisdom of permitting the State
to adjust, programs to local needs.

This authority will no longer be available to the Slates, however, not
because the Congress has repealed any authority, but because the
USDA has directed that States will earn section 32 funds only forfree or reduced lunches served, and has made no provision for transfer
of funds front any programs. In reality, this is a double blow.

On the first of this month USDA informed the Stales that breakfast
program funds would be restricted to $18.5 million even though the
Congress had appropriated $25 million. With another $3 million
carryover from fiscal year 1971. the USDA actually has $2S million
available for breakfast, or over $10 million more than the Department
now proposed to spend. In effect, the breakfast program will be
sharply cut, back in order to fit into the smaller spending level set bythe USDA.

The regulations also propose to rewrite the legislative policy another
way. Last year the States spent nearly $3S :nion to modernize old
kitchens and equip new cafeteria facilities, even though the Congress
appropriated only $10 million directly. The Congress authorized 83S
million under Public Law 91-248. However, the Department, only
asked for $16 million. The difference was made up with the transfer
authority.

The bepartent, in addition to cutting off the transfer power, has
proposed that half of the $16 million available for nonfood assistance
equipmentbe spent after larch 1 unless spent in schools without
facilities.

Permission for Stales to spend those funds in schools with facilities
even after March 1 negates legislative intent that half the nonfood
assistance funds would be used exclusively to expand programs to
schools without facilities in schools, regardless of the meager nature of
those facilities. Meagerness or adequacy are not considered in allocat-
ing half the r ads. 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'tray.
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 5 cents
average. The Department now proposes to guarantee 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 earned
more than 5 cents. By using section 32 funds to supplement section



49

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 early 1960's,
so we arc pleased that the Department has recognized that need.
We wonder if it is within the prerogative of the Department to provide
a regulation that has the effect of changing the formula for earnings
funds in the National School Lunch Act,. The goal of 5 cents could
have been achieved had additional sectioi. 4 funds been requested by
the Department in the budget request and if Congress had approved
the request, of course.

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

This year, however, was expected to be different. The Congress
completed action on the appropriations for the child-feeding programs
as the fiscal year was beginning, more than 2 months before school
was to begin; the Congress provided authority for the Secretary of
Agriculture to spend $100 million from section 32in addition to the
increased amounts in the child nutrition appropriationsfor school
lunch. And, further, the Secretary announced in June the national
eligibility standards for children who are eligible 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 Fedend
support. That sense of hope is rapidly disappearing, and the 1971-72
school year is beginning to parallel the confusion and disorganization
which 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 school children. Rather than start from that plateau. it
appears that the sehool lunch program is headed in the wrong direction.

if the 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 sustain the school
lunch and breakfast program operating in April and May 1971 nor
the objectives contained in the State plans of operation;

2. It 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. It will mean the efforts to restrict the funding availability will
create unworkable and undesirable administrative procedures;

4. It will mean the intent of Public Law 91-248 and Public Law 92-32
cannot be fulfilled.

1-r. Chairman, school food service people are committed to fulfill
the intent, of Public Law 0l -24S; school food service people are re-
sponsible for administering the program at State and lo. al levels.
Reasonable regulations and adequate funding are two prerequisites
to implement child nutrition programs in accordance with congres-
sional intent.

The specific comments relating to proposed regulations prepared
for American School Food Service Association by an ad hoc commit-
tee of State directors and major city directors were transmitted to
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lierbert Rom in accordance with USDA. instructions. I iowever,
I v_rdi to summarize the recommendations which American School
Food Service Association believes necessary if we :WC to fulfill the
commitment:

(1) Increase level of apportionment to States from section 11 and
section 32 funds for free and reduced meths must be increased to
W111111 of 40 cents per meal.

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

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

(4) We would ask they rewrite criteria 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.

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

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

(1) To involve program administration (CSSO, SD, FSD) in iuenti-
lying needs (funding and procedural);

(2) Thut they be urged to present realistic bmIget, proposals which
reflect opportunities for growth and exptinsion, and;

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

Ninny additional children received improved nutrition in 1970-71
in spite of difficulties encountered in late funding, restrictive regula-
tions, and uncertainties in fund utilization. The history of school food
service success has been built on cooperation, meaningful dialog,
and uniformity of purpose. We, the school food service practitioners,
earnestly seek to put an end to hunger in American schoolrooms for
all children, and we know that such a goal will only be achieved
through cooperation, uniformity of purpose, and dedication to the
American School Food Service Association theme, "Always the Child

I 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 districts that a level of ['Hiding
will be available (even if it means asking for more money) to continue
the progress we have begun to make in child nutrition programs. 1
would hope that this committee would insist, that, the 1)epartMent
establish reasonable regulations that reflect :thowledge of the prob-
lems involved in food service administration at State and local level.

Our concern is "Always the Child First." Will you ask the Depart-
ment to place a high priority on the future of our countryits 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.

1 thank you for the privilege of appearing here today.
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(Thc attachments to Miss Martin's statement are as follows:)
SUMMARY REPORT, Rd AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCHEON PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 1971-72

State or school district

Number type A
lunches
served.
1970.71
(Free or

reduced)

Number type A
lunches to
be served.

1971 -72
(Free or

reduced)

Anticipated
loss in

1971 -72
at 35 cents

Alabama
Birmingham

Alaska: Anchorage
Arizona

Phoenix (Isaac District No. 5)
Phoenix
Tucson

Arkansas

35.749.305
2.606.563

234.001
7, 434, 443

52.220
42.220

930.889
18. 873. 010

40, 050.000
2.668. 812

277.200
10.000.009

75,000
50.000

1, 000, 000
22,703.9 62

55, 250. 000. 00
373,633.63
85.100.00

1.416,159.00
8.775.00

17.700. 00
150.00 0. 00
987. 622.00

California 89.001.000 133, 500. 000 9,000.000.00
Oakland 3. 455. 5:0 4.00. 000 724. C00.00

Sacramento 1, 245. 411 1, 542.493 116.927.31

Palm Springs 43.246 57.000 11.400.60

Colorado 8.580.287 11.000.000 550.000.00
Littleton "---Tri71,*.+. 2$.435 31.000 29,4 50. CO

Denver 3, 094, 057 3.50.030 ....... .. ..
Connecticut 4, 829, 218 5.312. 139 700,000.00

East Haven 72.282 72.000 22. 320.03

Delaware 1.724. 159 2.500.00 ( )
Florida ....... 35, 674, 477 43, 067, 674 6. 916. 663.00

Miami 5. 37C. 195 5.659.1E0 412.358:0
Broward County 2.653.354 3. 00. 000 722.300. 00

Bay County 418.890 561.265 67.710.90

Baker County 100.897 101.197 13.356.03
Hillsborough County 3.660.067 4.323,600 367. 536. CO

Palm Beach County 2.513.226 3.000.000 150,001.00
Georgia 44.293. 239 63.859. 511 6, 002.795. CO

Columbus (Muscogec County School District) 1.050. 517 1.075. 517 75.2E6. 39

Atlanta 7.005. 696 7.461.066 500 003.09
De Kalb County 756.851 800.000 80.000.00
Macon 1.311. 42.5 3,861,559 145.156. 90

H await 1.945. 713 2.288.000 456.600.00
Idaho. Jerome 35.634 40,000 1,600.00
Illinois 47. 255. 707 52.272.000 19, 000.000.00

Chicago (A rchidiocese ot) 1.374. 559 1,700.000
Indiana 9,832.652 27.068.940 5.251. 104.00

Indianapolis 1.915.463 2.563. 733 307.647.60
Iowa 6,783. 939 9,900.000 352.44100

Ames 18.941 20.000 3,509.00
Kansas 4,766.830 6,595.865 659,586.50

Shawnee Mission 90.727 95.267 20,000.00
Dodge City 76. 188 77.688 8.500.00.00
Wichita 643,000 I, (00. 000

Kentucky. TodiCounty
Louisiana I.

78.031
37.346.845

93. 690
48.600.000

12.
0

179.70

New Orleans 72.000 77,000 0

Maine 4,677.677 6,630. 000 1.326.000.61
Maryland 14, 533.803 15.587. 180 3.986.795.60

Montgomery County 475. 235 1.110.000 388.500.00
Baltimore County 327.162 500.000 103.000.00

Massachusetts 11, 677.391 16.200.000 3.240.000.00
Boston 988, 027 3.554. 040 243.783.00

Michigan:
Detroit 5,800.657 7,000.000 1.400.000.00
Lev° nia. 32.585 6.800 01,402.14
Midland 44,100 50.000 6, 500.00

Minnesota 13.563.160 14.919.476 2.154. 000.00
Minneapolis 2,683. 045 3,000.010 750.000.00
Crosby
St. Louis County

36.058
159.709

50, 000
165.000

6,500.00
21.450.cfrx-P,was,'

Mississippi 34,715.547 33.187. 101 1, 140. 000. 00

Greenodle 709,885 735,000 30.000.00
Missouri 15,44 9, 143 20,000. 000 4.000, 000.00

St. Louis 3.500.003 6.000.000 750,000.00
Kansas City 2,114.997 2,326, 496 465. 299.00
Hazelwood School District 10.648 10. 648 44,000.00
Kirkwood 10.932 12.071 2,400.00

Montana 1.573, 014 1,844. 460

Great Falls 170.404 200.000 60.000.09
Nebraska 5.166. 556 6.202. 803 496, 2 24.00

Omah- 1,602.318 2,052, 300 420, 000. 00

Nevada: Las Vegas 479, 935 , ,

New Hampshire 1.907.254 2155. 187 215. 518. 70

New Jersey 17.154,000 24,300,000 E 019, 000.60
Patterson 522.381 525,341 ....... ... . ..
Newark 5,495, 241 64.000.000 1,936.00.00
Elizabeth 738,717 838, 323 159, 281.37

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

State or school district

Number type A Number type A
lunches lunch es to
served, be served, Anticipated

1970-71 1971-72 los- in
(Free or (Free or 1971-72

reduced) reduced) at 35 cents

New Mexico
Albuquerque
Gallup
Sante Fe

11. 187,023
2, 151, 923
1, 230, 312

500, 686

12.000, 000
2. 582. 308
1, 275 000

756, 000

1,200. 000. 00
82. 375. 63

185. 000. 00
604, 800. 00New York 95, 000.000 110.000.000

Sweet Home Central School District 7,000 12.000 3. 600, 00Buffalo 4. 082. 758 3.750,000 950. 000, 00florin Carolina 44. 229.463 48.652. 409 3. 259, 711. 00ei- Winston -Salem 1.096.757 1.276. 757 293, 654.00North Dakota 2, 286, 001 2, 500, 000Ohio 24, 419, 524 26. 500. 000 5, 555, 000,00Cleveland 3, 388, 359 5, 312, 199 1,965, 513. 63Lima 201,303 215,000 55,000.00Columbus 1.327, 691 1, 600, 000 320, 000.60Cincinnati 2, 866, 733 3, 000, 000 210, 000,00Akron 1, 467, 415 2, 000, 000 380, 000.00Dayton 1, 263. 972 2,000,000 500, 000.00Toledo 289.857 450, 000 47, 000.00New Philadelphia 26, 946 30, 000 5,658.45Oklahoma 12, 892, 752 14, 697, 737 1,000, 000.00Tulsa 927, 558 1,159. 448 200. 000.00Oklahoma City 1, 645, 000 2, GOO, 000 317, 027. 00Oregon 5, 926, 467 8, 473, 249 1, 476, 175.54Portland 1, 473, 112 1,732, 500 361, 471. 56Pennsylvania 22, 442,315 23, 400, 000 5, 000,000. 00Elizabeth 29.847 39, 000 10, 000.00Pittsburgh 4. 188. 618 3, 587, 580 748, 203.00Cheltenham Township 6.790 10,620
Philadelphia 4, 809. 661 8, 447, 400 777,161. 00Monongahela 54,000 60.000 12,960.00Murrysville 22,832 25. 000 10. 000. 00East Allegheny School District 299.460 389,298 52.764. 94Marrietta.. 13,395 17,525 6.200.00Legonier 19.800 30,000 10,000. 00Shaler Area School District 6,000 47, 840 9, 568. 00Plymouth Meeting 31,477 34,624 10.387. 20Fort Washington 11,965 14,000 4.900.00South Carolina 31, 794.679 52. 800. 000 9,891, 200. 00South Dakota 2,900,000 5,525, 000 828.750. 00Tennessee 29, 179.653 31.500, MO 2, 772, 000.00Memphis 7,000, 000 7,500, 000 975, 000. 00Knoxville 656, 214 750, 000 26. 250. 00Kingsport 110,561 135,000 34,750.00Nashville 1. 617, 503 2, 644, 800 259,190. 00Texas 50, 930. 126 88, 500, 000 8, 850, 000. 00Austin 1,337,71) 1, 515, 960 197, 177. 00Dallas 3,787, 408 4,700,000 569,466.00El Paso 1, 333, 543 i. 500, 000 750,000. 00Corpus Christi 1, 061,150 2.500, 000 125, 000.00Houston 3.720,979 5, 437, 440 652, 493.00Fort Worth 1,090, 532 1,658, 432 331.686.40Utah 4, 095, 241 4, 259, 050 468.495.00Grant School District 603.000 660,000 6, 600. 00Davis County 318, 380 100, 000 15, 000. 00Vermont 1, 454, 000 1, 900, 000 600, 000. 00Rutland 85,565 90,000 16, 650.00Virginia:

flewport News 739.856 813, 842 48, 000.00Arlington County.. 180,000 230,000 77, 001 00
:Tairfax County 476,989 524,688 5,246,88Washington 10, 245.426 12,59? 000 2, 668,000. 00
Northshore School District 85,888 10( '70 13, 939.40West Virginia 19,799, 891 28,360,060 2,661,300. 00Wyoming 455,676 501,244 45,823. 93Wisconsin 7, 427, 518 9, 900, 000 1, 435, 500.00

ADDENDUM INFORMATION REVIEWED TOO LATE FOR TABULATION

San Diego, Calif 2, 147. 260 2,301, 000 345, 150, 00Michigan 16, 440, 549 25, 000, 000 3, 500, 000.00C:swell Courty, fl.0 282,379 300,000 27,900. 00Sanderton, Pa 1,725 1, 743 0

I 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

Sec. 4. 97. 583. 774 $10,018,000 99, 792. 918 5225,972

Sec. 11 2,345.755 8, 630, 000 9, 689. 669

Sec. 32 4, 578. 506 6.321,685 0

Total 14, 508, 035 24, 969.685 19,482. 587

Nonfood assistance 326,402 372.386 372. 386

Breakfast 280,291 466,563 740,020 1 36, 304

I Projected deficit.
CHART NO. 2

PARTICIPATION 'DATA

Projected
1969.70 1970-71 1971-72

Total lunches 146.452.482 152,055.403 157, 784. 940

Free and reduced 32.494,780 44.307. 188 63, 899. 911

Average daily participation (percent) 79 83

Free and reduced (percent) 22 29

Senator HUMPHREY (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 for your very constructive recommendations. There are a number
of questions which Senator Talmadge was asking each of the witnesses,
which f will take the liberty of asking you.

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
at the end of the last school Year. This was made possible after we
received authority from the USDA in March.

Senator HUMPHREY. So, there were some bonus payments involved
in that?

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

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

Miss MARTIN. We projected 42 eel.,3 for free lunches.
Senator Hum mulEy. What rate of reimbursement will your schools

receive under the new regulations?
Miss MARTIN. 36 cents.
Senator HUMPHREY. You will be down 6 cents from your projection?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. What will be the degree of deficit on the basis

of a 6-cent reduction? That is aggregate deficit?
Miss MARTIN. This will be approximately, if you take it on the

basis of the aggregate deficit, $6 million.
Now, just as the Secretary and the Department wants us to have

wise fiscal management, we study each school's operating practices
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and the operating balance, and assign rates according to 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 Hum ',filmy. Do you think that you operate an efficient,
program?.

Miss MARTIN. 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 analysis. We provide the local
school superintendent with this information, (n) on the individual
schools in his school district, (b) on his school district, and (e) on the
State in order that he may compare what is happening, in his district
with what is happening in other school districts throughout the State.

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 to
eliminate poor management practices rather than arbitrarily increasing
level. of assistance.

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

Miss MARTIN. No, sir; I do not see how these regulations will help
the Georgia food service program in any Wily. But, they will hurt,.
Yesterday I was talking with a school superintendent who said "we
arc 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 HUMPHREY. Does your school system have any means of
securing the funds needed to make up this deficit?

Miss MARTIN. No, sir. As I 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
tendency is to reduce State spending rather than to increase the
spending. I -.OW I 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 HumpunEy. Do you feel that you can carry out the require-

ments of the law to provide a free meal to every child who cannot
afford to pay, under these regulations?

Miss MARTIN. No, sir; 1 do not.
Senator HuNtrintny. In other words, you are saying that these

regulations do not phase into or tic in adequately with the require-
ments of the public law?

Miss MARTIN. No, sir. As the superintendent who called my office
yesterday said, "We will have to change our free and reduced price
lunch policy."

Senator HUMPHREY. Were you consulted on these regulations?
Miss MARTIN. No, sir; I 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 March 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 selection of people, and the
committee came up with some excellent recommendations.



But, as Nfr. Briggs has indicated, these regulations do not reflect
the recommendations of that committee with, I believe, the one
exception of rescinding the 12-cent rule.

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

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator HUMPHREY. Is that your statement?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir; and I did take a look at the recommenda-

tions of that committee 2 days ago, and l belklve the only one was the
rescinding of the 12-cent rule.

Senator flimflam Do you hawe a breakfast program?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir; we have a breakfastwe had breakfast

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 prograun. 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 since we
cannot use other resources to transfer into the school breakfast
program.

We have been working with the Atlanta school people diligently
for 2 or 3 years to try to get a breakfast program started in that city,
and we are very hopeful that this year they have worked out a funding
arrangement with another agency take care of the labor costs.
They mean to bring 5,000 or 6,000 children into the breakfast pro-
gram, from Model Cities area. I simply do not have the heart to tell
them 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 91-24S and 9232.

Senator HUMPHREY. Now, the administration requested $12 million
for the breakfast program, and we increased that to $25 million. I
offered some amendments hero that provided for prepayment for the
cost of the breakfast program, so we tried to remove sonic of the
difficulties 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 need as compared, f believe, with SO
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?

:Niss MARTIN. Our allocation has increasedas shown on the
chart---from $466,563 in 1971 to $720,000 in 1972.

Senator HUnPIIREV. For this coming year?
Miss MAirrix. 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 HUMPHREY. Do you know why they withheld that? Did
they give you any reason for it?

Miss MARTIN. It is my understanding that, the appropriations
billand I have not seen itdid instruct, the Department of Agri-
culture to withhold $6.5 million from the allocation to make a study
to determine the need for the breakfast program.
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Senator numuniEv. So, there is a possibility that this could bereallocated?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, this is a possibility., except on September 1

we received a memorandum from the Department of Agricultureindicating that breakfast program expansion could take place only
within the framework of the allocation that we had been given.

Senator HUMPHREY. Can you use section 32 funds this year for
the breakfast prop.ani?

Miss MARTIN. No, sir. Under the present arrangement there is no
arrangement to transfer section 32 for the breakfast program or forequipment uses.

Senator HuAnuinEv. Is that by law or regulation?
Miss MAirrix. Well, 1 am reluctant, to say it is by regulation. It is

by silence on their method of apportioning the section 32 money. ASlate will only receive section :32 money for free and reduced-price
lunches, sir.

Senator HwunntEy. And not for breakfast?
Miss MARTIN. And not for ,hreakfast, 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 1 indi-
cated earlier, a contradiction in the regulations which could or couldnot provide section 32.

Senator HUMPHREY. Finally, when did you get these regulations?
Miss MARTIN. Well, the proposed regulations were published onAugust 13, and a copy came to my desk, I believe it was on the fol-

lowing Monday, which would have been about August 16.
Senator Hu minium When you expect regulations to come like this

that would revise the program in this dimension?
Miss MARTIN. 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 eight chief school officers in Southern
States, and at that time they asked the Department of Agriculture to
promulgate regulations by May 1 that would affect us the followingyear.

Senator HuNIPITREY. Thank you very much.
Senator Ellender.
Senator ELLENDER. Miss I am going to compliment you on

your statement 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 to curtail expenditures on
the part of the Federal Government on this program?

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir; I do.
Senator ELLENDER. Well, have you figured out the amount that

they hope to save, or do you know? Have you got information on thatsubject?
Miss MARTIN. Well, I think that the figures, Senator Ellender, thatDr. Perryman used was somewhere between $150 million and $180

million, and that seems to be the shortage that the States are project-ing.
Senator ELLENDER. Now, that amount that you speak of now has

been provided for by Congress.
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Miss MARTIN. Now, with the amount authorind under section 32
and the additional 87S million, I believe, in the appropriations act, it
has almost been provided. 1 think with the carryover from the last
year, which 1 do not know :thou

Senator ELLExnua. Well, it-is-my__understanding that the program
presented and enacted by the Congress provides for sufficient 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 MARTIN. Yes, sir. 1 think they will prevent the money from
being used because there are many school districts with high operating
costs that simply will get out of the business because they cannot
operate for 35 cents per meal.

Senator ELLnxnuit. Is the State of Georgia contributing as much
this year as it has?

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator ELLHNDER. In the past?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator ELLENDER. Alld the local communities as well?
Miss MARTIN. 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 I 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 ELLENDEn. But both of us have been long connected with
this program, as you know.

Miss MARTIN. 'Yes, sir; and we appreciate all you have done for us.
Senator ELIA:Not:R. 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
Government with the local people.

Mr. MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator ELLENDER. Only then can you provide a good program.

There is no doubt about that in mind, is there?
Miss MARTIN. 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 Law 91-
24S, and as I recalled it, the discussions around 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 of section 4 money could carry out the
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program in 1971-72 (hut was needed 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 (lien we would
project probably a 9 or 10 percent increase this year. So, I really
could not understand how you could make 225 million adequate for
both years. But, 1 really felt that the Department of Agriculture had
projected their section 32 request and their section 11 request on a
reasonable level of funding that would permit us to continue the
level of payments that we liad last year.

Senator ELLENDInt, Well, I do not know whether T can come back
to the meeting this afternoon because I have quite a bit of other work
to do: but we do have another appropriation Willing 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, well, 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 way the
Congress intended, rather than these new rules and regulations.
That is the point I would like to have thoroughly explained by the
Department. If you have any more information to furnish on the
subject it would be very helpful.

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

Senator HUMPHREY. I think we are all indebted to Senator El lender
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 achievement. Public
recognition, Mr. Chairman.

Senator E MAI N ER. Thank you. Thank you.
Senator HUMPHREY. Did you have any further comment?
1)r. PERY MAN. Senator Humphrey, may I answer your question

regarding Whittier, Calif.?
Senator HUMPHREY. Yes.
Dr. PERRY MAN. The school lunch program and the school milk

program have both been eliminated completely on Aligns(' 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 Hum Plmy. Well, as I have listened to the testimony this
morning--we are going to have the Department of Agriculture here
later on this afternoonI began to think that this program of hot
lunches has turned to cold promises, and I am very upset about it,
1 will tell you. I am burned up about it, to be honest about it.

When I go home to Minnesota and find out that we are going to
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 wlult the Department to know, and the people
that are here, so that there will be no secrets. If you did not get enough
money from the Congress, as Senator El lender said, you should tell us.



And if you are being forced to pennypinch 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 k.now about it. because it is the
general view of this committee, that these programs should be properly
funded and fully authorized.

So, you heard the chairman, Mr. Ellender, say that if 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 talking seriously; namely,
that every child would have adequate food. I forget the bealtdiul
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 Departine 1. of fo Agriculture to come back here this after-
noon, not, only to attempt to justify \\lint they have already proposed,
but I want them to conic 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 out how much
we need to take care of the school feeding problem: breakfast, and
lunch, and in some areas where it is needed, the third meal. Let us
find out what it takes. Let us conic in here with sonic figures that
show us what we need, and let us quit going around playing games
with the appropriations we have through regulations.

And as I understand, these regulations prevent transferability
that you had before. Well, I would :like an explanation of that when
the Department witness collies 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 MARTIN. Overall costs increased and increases 5 percent,
each year, so the national average last year was 52.56. 1 suspect it
will be 55 this year.

Senator llwirunEv. So, about 5 percent?
Mit> MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator 11101PitilEY. I want to know if the Department, has calcu-

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 can 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 mum 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 given
or we are going to OK funds; one or the other. We are not going to
have hypocrisy, because you cannot have the President of the United
States say one thing and the Department of Agriculture mandating
that every child be fed, and then conic around with some kind of
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 Department did not ask for them,
we have got, to know that. We need some help here, and with that
we will conclude.

Dr. PERRYAIAN. We have, 50,000 members around the country to
help.
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Senator llummutEY. I Idp us out.
(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the hearing was recessed to be resumed

at 2 p.m. this da).
AFTERNOON SESSION

The CumamAN. The committee will please come to order.
The last and final witness is 11.. Richard 14.vng, Assistant Secretary

of Agriculture, and he has several of his associates 1\1(11 him. If von
will please have scats, you may proceed as you see fit, Ir. Secretary,

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

Mr. LYNG. Mr. Chairman, I have with me today Miss Isabelle
Kelley, who is Assistant Deputy Administrator for the Food and
Nutrition Service and .N1r. Ed Ilekman, who is the Administrator of
the Food and Nutrition Service.

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

Those proposed amendments deal with the program's funding
structure for 1972 specifically, with the method to be used to dis-
tribute the special section 32 funds to States.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you Jnind if I interrupt at that point?
Mr. LYNG. Not at -a11.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendments to the school hutch program were

issued for public comment on August 13. have you adopted them?
Mr. LYNG. We have not, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. It is proposed legislation?
Mr. LYNG. These are still proposed regulations.
The CHAIRMAN. No finality about them?
Mr. LYNG. Absolutely not, :NEI% Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. That is what I wanted to ascertain.
Excuse me for interrupting.
Mr. LYNG. Surely.
They represent, our 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 yearthe initial year of operation under Public Law 91-248
resulted in substantial program progress. In September 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 er reduced-price lunchup 82 percent over
September.

The total number of school lunches served last, year increased by
7.7 percentfrom 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 eight 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 yearfrom 852 million in fiscal 1970 to one billion in
fiscal 1971. Again, the growth rate varied among the States. In 10 of
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the Stale agencies, the grcwth rate MI5 111re than double the national
overage. ln 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 Federal governmental units, thousands of dediated s pool
officials, and concerned citizensbacked by the traditional combina-
tion of Federal, State, and local financial support.

There has been a Shan) increase 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 1undsmost of which was
intended for free and reduced-price lunches. In :3 years,the amounts
made available under section 4, section 11, and in special sectisi :32
funds increased from $204 million in fiscal 1969 to just, over $300
million in fiscal 1970, and to over double that amount m fiscal J971.

States have raised a question as to whether part progress in the
program can be maintained in 1972much less additional progress
obtainedunder 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 innount, of Federal funds available
to provide special assistance for free and reduced price lunches in
1972about $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 uncertainties of last year. At that time, fund
shortages in some States were threatening the continuatkn of their
prcgrams while other States had millions of dollars in excess funds.

Third, for the first time in the history of the programa State
pealing 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 1;,vels of assistance to already participating vhools
and children.

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

The National School Lunch Act authorizes two annual appropria-
tions for the programone under section 4 of the act and one under
section 11. The act also specifies exactly how each 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. For fiscal 1972, the apportion-
ment formula uses the number of type A lunches served by each State
2 years agoin fiscal 1970. Section 11 funds are apportioned on the
basis of the relative number of school-age children in households
with annual hwomes below $4,000 that reside in each of the States.

The section 4 funds are used to help schools buy food for the
lunches served to all childrento both children who pay the full price

S5-523-72 5



62

price of the lunch and the children who receive free and reduced-price
lunches.

The section 11 funds are used to provide additional specialassistance for lunches served free or at a reduced price to children
who meet a school's eligibility standards for such lunches.

Both the section 4 and 11 funds are actually disbursed to schools bythe State on the basis of an assigned per lunch reimbursement rate.
The section 4 rate is applied to all the lunches; the section 11 rateapplies only to the free- and reduced -price lunettes.

In the program regulations, the Department of Agriculture estab-
lishes maximum reimbursement rates that a State may pay under
section 4 and section 11. Thns, the actual rates of assistance a State
pays an individual school under section 4 or section 11 depend upon
three factors: (l) The amount of funds made available to the Statefor section 4 and 11 purposes each fiscal yearthe statewide averagerate that can be financed; (2) the maximum per lunch rates of
assistance 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 rate.

Many people first interpreted our proposed regulations as requiring
a reduction in the maximum rates of assistance that were in etfeetduring the last school year. This is not the case.

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 section 11. with a proviso that the neediest schools
could receive up to GO cents for each free-and reduced -price lunch.If a State deilrmined that a school needed in excess of 30 cents for
a free-and reduced-price lunch, our regulations require that such a
school receive section 4 assistance at the maximum rate of 12 cents.
The section 1_1 rate could then exceed 30 centsup to a maximum of
4S centsor a total of 60 cents in combined funds.

This latter provisocalled the 12-:!ent rulemet opposition amongthe States. They felt it. endangered the total program because section
4 funds had to be diverted from the more affluent schools in order to
pay 12 cents in section 4 funds to the neediest schools. They felt allthe extra assistance for free and reduced-price lunches required by
the neediest schools should be financed out of funds available for
section 11 purposes.

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

The maximum rates of assistance we have authorized in the proposed
regulations remain essentially unchanged from the 1970-71 rates. AState is still authorized to pay its neediest schools up to 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-price 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 tobe paid on a statewide basis, not with the maximum rates.
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The 1971 appropriation act contemplated a national average section
4 rate of 5 cents and a national average reimbursement rate of 30 cents
iu additional assistance for free and reduced-price lunches.

The following amounts were provided in the 1971 appropriation act
to finance those contemplated rates: A direct appropriation of $225
million in section 4 funds and a direct appropriation of $204.7 in
section 11 funds. The use of $154.7 million in special section 32 funds
also was authorized in our appropriation act of 1971.

As! indicated earlier, the National School Lunch Act specified how.
the section 4. and sec ion 11 funds are to be divided among the States.
The use of the special section 32 funds is at the discretion of the De-
partment but the appropriation act contemplated that most of the
special section :32 funds would be used to supplement the section 11
appropriation for free. and reduced-price lunches.

Without tiy experience on which to judge the impact of Public
Law 91-24S, the Department decided last year to use the special
section 32 funds as follows:

The entire amount, $154.7 million, was apportioned to States under
the section 11 apportionment formula. The section 11 formula was
selected because most of these section 32 funds were expected to be
used for section 11 purposes for free and reduced-price lunches.

We did give States flexibility in the use of these section 32 funds.
In addition to using them for free and reduced-price lunches, they
were authorized to use the funds to augment funds appropriated for
the school breakfast. program and the funds for equipment assistance
for needy schools, especially for "no-program" needy schools.

however, as we gained operating experience under Public Law
91-248, 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
exhaust, their funds; other States reported they had a surplus in funds.
By mid-April, under the cumbersome aid tune-consuming reappor-
tionment method, we were able to transfer over $30 million from
States with a surplus to States with a deficit. But during the period
we were effecting those fund transfers, the deficit States had to operate
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 accordance with expected participation at the beginning of
the school year.

This exploration led us to another conclusion; one that, in our view,
represents a real breakthrough in school lunch financing. We concluded
that we needed to go beyond the funding level planned in the 1972
appropriationa national average reimbinsement 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
each State that, no matter how much it expanded its program, it
could be assured that it would be able to maintain a statewide average
rate of 5 cents under section 4 and a statewide average rate of 30
cents under section 11.
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There is $78.8 million more available for special assistance for free
and reduced-price lunches than was spent in 1971$390.2 million
compared to $311.4 million.

I might insert here in this testimony, Mr. Chairman. that in addi-
tion to that ea-411, we are spending money for the special milk program
in the amount of $104 million in 1972. and I think nearly 8:300 million
in commodities. The total in our child nutrition programs is .q1 billion
in 1972.

The second chart shows the statewide average section 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 without our po-
posed change in the use of the special section 32 funds; and the
projected average rate under our proposal:

number of States

1971

1972

Without
revision

With
revision

Statewide rateSec. 4:
7 cents end above
6 to 6.9 cents
5 to 5.9 cents
4 to 4 9 cents
Below 4 cents ,

6
9

22
12
2

2
II
21
12
5

2
11

38
0
0

Total 51 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 fivu of
these were faced with an average rate of less than :3-eents. 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
ratesthe special assistance for free and redueed-price lunches: Tile
average statewide payments out of the $311.4 million expended for
this purpose in 1971; the projected rates that would have prevailed
in 1972 if we had not proposed a hare in the distribution of special

P.tion 32 funds; and the projected rates under our proposal.

Humber of States

1972

1971
Without
revision

With
revision

Statewide rateSec. II:
40 cents and above II 15 0
35 to 39.9 cents 9 8 1

30 to 34.9 cents 15 9 50
25 to 29.9 cents 12 7 0
20 to 24.9 cents 2 9 0
Below 29 cents 2 3 0

Total 51 51 51

If we had continued last year's method of dktributing the 8153.2
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 ,could have been between 25 and 29.9 cents. In an
additional 12 arm, the average rate could have been below 25 cents,
and three of the 12 could haye faced an average statewide rate of less
than 20 cents for each free and reduced-price lunch.

Our proposal 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 year'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 distributio;i of available
funds, I want to comment, on a second part of our August 13 pro-
posalsthose that affect the equipmem- assistance funds.

Section 5 of the Child Nutrition Aet authorizes Federal equipment.
assistance for schools which draw their attendance from areas in
which poor economic conditions existin short, needy schools. The
funds can be used to help needy -leltools which have "no, or grossly
inadequate" food service equipment.

In 1971, a total of 815 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.equipment 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
"grossly 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 seek outand work with
needy "no-program" schools. And, we are proposing that at least
half of each State's equipment funds be held in reserve for "no-pro-
gram" schools until March 1unless the State can demonstrate that
the fureklb should be released for already participating schools at an
earlier date.

Returning to our August 13 proposals on the distribution of cash
assistance funds to the States, we would 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 appropriation act.

Second, we t nve not reduced the maximum rates of assistance
that were authorized for last year.

Third, we will be placing a floot under section 4 and section 11
rates on a statewide basis for the first timea floor that is guaranteed
no matter how much expanbion a State is able to achieve.

Fourth, we do not believe that we should have qntinued a method
of distributing available funds among the States whichbecause of
the vagaries of statistical apportionment formulasallowed some
States a "funding feast" while other States suffered from a "funding
famine."
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Finally, we want to reemphasize that the National School Lunch
Act contemplated that, the funding of the program wonld be a joint
Federal, State, and local responsibility. This principle was reaffirmed
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 section 4 of the :let. But, Public Law 91-
245 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.

.1r. Chairman, that concludes my testimony.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, if things are so rosy in the school

lunch program, why :ire 3S State administrators out of 43 opposed
to them? That is the testimony we had this morning of the secretary
of school food people Dr. Perryman, f believe his name is, executive
director of American School Food Services .Association, Denver, Colo.
You heard his statement. 1 believe he sent out an to all of
the State adminiAratos-43, as I recall, and 38 of those 43 had
responded that they are very unhappy about these regulations.

\lr. LYNG. 1 think. Mr. Chairman, that the State people are gen-
erality tliSSASiied with the amount of Federal funding. So I am not
surprised that Dr. Perryman would find that 3S State direetors.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 out as proposed renlationsto get comment on them.
We have had considerable comment.

The CHAIRMAN. Why did you wait until August 13 to put them
cm"

LYNG. We put them out, \lr. 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 unofficial 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 app:opriation bill had been passed
but prior to its being signed by the President.

The CHAIRMAN. fart of your statement, of course, points with pride
to the vast amount of progress that was made in the program last
rear and I share that pride in the iogress that was made. The De-

artmevt 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.

Bow do you explain that? Why does Miss Ma Lin say she got 42
cents last year and will not get but 35 cents this year, reimbursement?

Mr. Lv u. Well, as 1. pointed out in my testimony, there are some
States that, because of the way the apportionment formula works out,
actually did receive more than many other States. Those States had
high participation, high relative participation in the period 2 years
be-foreI think Georgia can be proud of her high participation rates.

The CHAIRMAN. We are. 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. LYNG. It certainly was not our intention to penalize any State,
Mr. Chairman.

What we were trying to do 15 apportion the available funds in as
fair a way as we possibly could. it did have the effect of reducing the
payments to some States.

The CuAntmAN. Let us see if we understand each 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 correct?

Mr. 1,rxG. if they are going to participate in the national school
lunch program, that is right.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe they are mandated to participate, are
they not?

Mr. LYNG. No, they are not, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. It is still elective?
Mr. LYNG. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Most of them have elected ,to participate?
Mr. LYxG. Yes.
The CnAntmAN. And if they do, they must provide a free or reduced-

price lunch to every needy individual.
Mr. LaYxG. That is correct.
The CummIAN. And for the first time, the States must make

cont ribution?
Air. LYNG. That is correct.
The CIIAIMIAN. Assuming every district in the country elects to

participate, has the Congress appropriated available funds to do the
job?

Do you have all the money you need for this fiscal year? That is
what 1 ant tryino. to ask.

\1r. LYsa. Na 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 sufficieut lands. we think, to have a reimbursement rate of 30
cents for free and reduced-price lunches, plus 5 cents for all lunches.
This gets to the very root of the issue, it seems 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 CHAIRMAN. Now, you requested, I believe, for this fiscal year,
a total appropriation of $5S1,435,000, did you not, for the school
lunch program?

Mr. LYNG. That is correct, yes.
'Ile CHAIRMAN. As a budgetary request, as I recall.
Mr. LYNG. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, Congress increased this amount, as I recall,

to 5615.200,000 more than you request. Is that not correct?
Mr. Lvxa. Yes, the Congress transferred from section 32 com-

modities to section 32 cash grants $33 million. This brought it up to
$615 million.

The CIIIRMAN. Now, is there any problem about haying adequate
funds to do the job, to provide this free or reduced-price lunch?

1Vhat tun trying to get at is, if you do not have the money, there
is the chairman of the Appropriations Committee sitting right there.
He 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. I want to find out what is pinching
the foot. if it is regulations that are impeding this program, we want
the regulations changed. If the Congress has not (lone their job and
provided adequate money, I feel that the Congress will respond.

Now, what is necessary to get the program moving?
r. LYNG. Well. Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of opinion, I presume,

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 CHAIRMAN. But the act states how much contribution the
States have to make, :NIL Secretary.

Mr. LYNG. This is true, Mr. Chairman, and it speaks to the fact,
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 CHAIRMAN. I agree with that. My State, I think, appropriated
three or four tunics 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
42 cents a lunch and this year we are not going to give you but 35.
The inflationary spiral has been 5 to 10 percent, so you are reducing
the price, so they cannot go forward. What are we going to do about it?

Mr. LYNG. Well, there is some question of the actual apportionment
in Georgia. 1 am not absolutely sure that it is correct that it would be a
maximum of :35.

Would you say that is the way it will work out, Miss Xelley?

STATEMENT OF ISABELLE M. KELLEY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMIN-

ISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT

OF AGRICULTURE

Miss KELLEY. I 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.

Mr. LYNG. Because their apportionment of section 4 would be high
enough. But it would still be less than it was last, year?

Miss KELLEY. Absohitely, yes.
The CHAIRMAN. What was it last year?
Miss KELLEY. Our data shows for Georgia that section 4this is out

of the apportionment of $225 millionGeorgia paid an average rate
of 6.8 cents. For all of the funds that were used for free and reduced-
price lunches, for the year as a whole, it averaged 31.7 cents.

The CiL Let me see if i. understand you. Miss Martin stated
that last year we received about 42 cents for each free and reduced
price lunch. This year the regulations cut that to 35. Is that right, or
not?

Mr. LYNG. That is not correct. WTc guaranteed that there would be a
minimum of 5 cent, on a statewide average in all States. but it could be
higher than that, based upon 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 30 to 37 cents, simply be-
cause --
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The CHAIRMAN. Let's see if we can understand each other. I seeMiss .!Nfartin back there.
Would you step up here now?
What, is your version of it? This seems to be the nub of the issuethere. -1 on have the appointee saying one thing and the Slate admin-istrator saying something else.
Miss Marmx. Senator, as I calculate, when we project the numberof lunches to be served this year, we would have approximately 5.9

cents from section 4 funds. If f 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 dividinur the total amount ofsection 11 money allocated to Georgia earned under the formula by 30cents. That would give us a base.

Then, for each free and reduced-price lunch served in addition to hebase, we might be eligible for section 32 funds.
lsthis correct?
Miss KELLEY. You would be eligible, yes.
Miss Maims. So under no circumstances could we have more than30 cents for free and reduced-prico lunches and we would ha ye, becausewe are a low-capita income State. 5.9 cents under section 4 based on theprojected and total number of meals we expect to serve this year.Is this correct?
Miss RELLET. Yes, I would assume it at your section 4 rate wouldbe someplace in the area of 6 cents.
Mr. LYNG. 5.9 or 6 cents.
Miss KELLEY. And 30 cents for free meals.
Miss MARTIN. We have gotten a little better olf in the last couple ofyears so our assistance need rate decreased from 6.1 last year toabout 5.9.
Miss KELLEY. I am looking at just your projection of total lunches

divided into the apportionment. It is someplace around 6 cents or-30, plus 6, to make 36.
The CHAIRMAN. What is your total meal
Miss MARTIN. This year we will be able to pay no more than anaverage of 36 cents. If our total participation were to increase, thenthe 6 cents would be diluted down to 5 cents. The USDA has estab-lished a base of 193 million meals for Georgia. We will not earnadditional money for section 4 purposes until we have exceeded that

base of 193-plus million meals, which is impossible for us to do.
The CHAIRMAN. What did we get last year?
Miss INfairrix. We served 152 million meals, I believe.
Miss KELLEY. 146 million.
Miss MARTIN. Oh, last yearyou have it. We had 6.8 cents per meallast year from section 4 money.
The OnantNraN. What was the total?
Miss MARTIN. The last month of the year we reimbursed 42 centsfor free and reduced-price lunches. Prior to that time, we did notreimburse that high because we had restrictive regulations that did

not permit the higher reimbursement.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, what you are saying then iS youhave 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 MARTIN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. How much have meals gone up in Georgia?
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Miss MARTIN. We spent 44.4 cents per meal last year. We expect a
5-percent increase in that this year, which would make it around 46%
cents this year. We get 2 cents State money, so we would need some-
thing in the neighborhood of 44 cents for each free and reduced-price
lunch.

In addition to that, we have lost our title I money that we had in
the lunch program last year.

The CirAIRNIAN. So the meals will be greater and the funds will be
less?

Miss MARTIN. Unequivocally.
The CHAIRMAN. 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 ,bow much do you

ialticipate tins year?
Miss MARTIN. There iS a chart that was attached to the back of my

statement. This will be approximately four and a 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 S t9.4
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 CURTIS. But that is not final?
Miss MARTIN. No, sir; but this is one of the problems. You k now,

we do not know what we are going to .get.
Mr. LYNG. The $19 million that Miss Martin is referring to is the

total of section 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 roughly $25 million,
or $24.9 last year, 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 amount 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 MARTIN. The Secretary has said that for each free lunch that
we serve this year, we would get 30 cents and it would requrie a 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 CHAIRMAN. What you are saying is you cannot provide the

lunch at that cost.
Senator ELLEN DER. That is because of high cost?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Last year you '4 cents for each meal, did

you say?
MiSs-MARTIN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. This year you anticipate it will cost about 49

cents?
A.fiss MARTIN. Forty-six or forty-seven.
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Tile CHAIRMAN. So the reduced rate will put you out of business ina hurry, will it not?
Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Mr. LYNG. To put this in persPective,sir, I thin, we should pointout it is more than 30 cents. We arc putting m 30 cents plus 5 cents forall lnches, which is 35, plus about 7 cents iu commodities, or about42 cents in total.
We have offered to do this regardless of how many lunches theyserve in the State of Georgia.
The $9 million is a projection of 63 million free and reduced-pricelunches, which is a substantial increase over last year. Based on lastyear's figures of 44 million, that would be cut down to. about $6millionroughly $6 millionin which case with the same number offree and reduced-price lunches being as were served last year,Georgia would still be gaining about a million dollars in Federalfunds.
The figures that Miss Martin is comparing with 42 cents, as she haspointed out, were not average figures for the year, they are the figuresduring the last couple of months of the year.
1 think an average figure on an average basis would be lower thanthat.
Miss MARTIN% Unequivocally lower, but we had many schools end-ing up the year with a deficit, and many schools would probably haveclosed their lunch program in late Mardi or early April had you notgiven us the authority to go higher.
I think it is unfortunate that we are looking at average rates of

reimbursement for the 1970-71 school year.
The averages should have been based, in my judgment, on Apriland May, because this was the time when the States could really paythe local school districts the amount of money they needed to fulfill

the commitment to hungry children.
Senator EI.I.ENDER. SIr. Chairman, I wonder if we could find out.from Miss Kelley how much more money you have appropriated for

this program for 1971-72.
Mr. JJYNG. The total program for cash grants, the increase was$78.8 ---
Senator ELI.BSDER. That is increase?
Mr. In-xo. Yes.
Senator at,EsnEn. What about commodities? Food?
Mr. LYNG. Commodity estimate would be about the same, not muchof an increase. We had an increase there but the Congress transferred

it to cash grants in the amount of $33 million. I think it is slightly
higher in commodities t his year.

wilds. Now, you deny that.

expenditures.

have just. been talking about, the change that has been made, you

that was the purpose of the promulgation of these rules and regula-tions, to save funds appropriated by Congress.

then expect to spend all of the funds appropriated?

,gulations were promulgated was that it was done in order to save

Senator Euxsnft. It, has been stated that, the reason why these

Mr. Chairman, I do deny that eharge. We did not do this to reduce

Senator EuxsuEn. It has been said this morning by sonic that

Mr. Lysu. Yes, sir.

Mr. I,YSG. I am afraid I must disagree with that statement.
Senator EtA,Esumt. Well, you expect under the formula that, we
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Mr. LYNG. We do, Senator.
Senator &LENDER. Now. who is at fault if there is a shortage of

money as has been alleged by Miss Nlartin?
LYNG. Well. if (here is an insufficient amount of money in our

appropriation. I presune that inasmuch as the Congress appropriated
the amount that the administration requested, and as a matter of fact,
added thereto

Senator &LENDER. Added to it.
Mr. LY NG. Then you can blame the administration for failure to

request a sufficient amount. if there is to be blame placed.
I would point Out that in the period from fiscal 1968 to fiscal 1972,

Federal appropriations for free and reduced-price lunches has gone
up almost a hundedfold, from about $4 million in Federal grants
for free and reduced-price lunches to 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 expenditure by Mr. liekman's Food and Nutrition Service this
fiscal year will exceed $3.5 billion.

That compares to about $800 million phis about a fourth that
amount, in fiscal 1969.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have made some vast increases here.
Senator &LENDER. I understand that, but we are not talking about

the food stamp program. Let's not mix all these other moneys that
are bein!, provided. What I 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 you promulgated th

Mr. LYNG. Well, one of the witnesses this morning, Mr. Clapp,
suggested that the Federal Government should pay the total cost.

Senator ELLENDER. Of what, the program?
Mr. LYNG. Of the program. If we were to do that, it would cost

about $4 billion, so we would be about $3 billion short.
Senator &LENDER. Well, I think the real advocates of the school

lunch 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. 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 prograin? What per-
centage is now being paid by the Federal Government?

Mr. LYNG. About a third.
Senator &LENDER. And that is an increase of S percent in the

last, 10 years?
Mr. LYNG. Yes.
I think that actual] -anticipation rate , as not gone up as

fast as the cost of lur. a everyone, but in the area of tree and
reduced-price lunches, i. gone up a good deal faster. So we are
paying a much bigger share, of the free and reduced-price lunches
(man we are the lunches to nonneedy children.

:senator &LENDER. In putting this to the budget committee, did
you take into consideration these increases that have occurred and
will occur in the future as to the cost of these lunches?
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Mr. LYNG, Yes, Mr. Chairman; we did.
Senator ELLExonn. Why is it you fell short? Were there more

lunches provided or has the cost, gone up, or what?
Mr. LvxG. We hare had an increase in the prograin, Ali. 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, 1 prestnne it would be something close to
double the amount of money we now have on a national basis for free
and reduced-price lunchc..

Senator ELLExnEn, Under the program now provided, does the
law now giving authority for this program, would you be able to state
to us HOW or in the near tut me what additional funds are required from
the Federal Government in order to carry that program 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 increase 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
the present law?

Mr. We think, Senator, that the present appropriation will
carry on the school lunch program in accoi lance with the law. It
maw not be satisfactory to the school lunch directors in 38 States, but
it will carry on the program.

Senator ELLENDER, Is it your view that they expect the Govern-
ment, to put up more money and less on the part of the States? Is
that it?

Mr. firxo. 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 difficulty in getting money at home in local school
districts or from the States.

Senator ELLENDEn. 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. LYNG. 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,
this program could be carried on as provided by the law?

Mr. L x G. Yes.
Senator ELLENDER, Well, that is one point, Mr. Chairman, that

we will have to develop.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Aiken?
Senator AIKEN. 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. LYNG. I understand it is a number of different things. The
cost of the raw food product, does not vary tremendoifs1Tbut tho 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 school lunch can be very high.
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Admittedly, there is sonic saving, too, in the 111\Y product, just the
freight saving of getting it front the rural areas to urban areas. But I
think the labor cost, is the major variable.

Miss Martin; who is an expert in this field, knows better than I what
the cost, variations would be.

Senator AIKEN. But the increased cost has not conic entirely in
the urban areas, has it?

Mr. LYNG. I think generally the higher costs are in the urban areas
or those areas of the country in which wages and salaries tend to be
high.

Senator AIKEN. And administrative cost, that is allowable?
\[r. LYNG. That is another factor and there are various ways of

accounting for adminis, rat i ve 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 school lintel' programs, has there been any?

Mr. LYNG. I am afraid I could not comment on that. Perhaps Miss
Kelley or Mr. llekman could.

Senator AIKEN. What do von think?
Miss KELLEY. 1 think it, might increase it or decrease it, sir.
To the extent, that it enlarged the operation and you got economies

of scale, you might better utilize your labor.
On the other hand, there might be other situations where this con-

solidation might, mean that you would have to bring more prepared
meals into the school and increase the cost. r doubt that there is a
generalization on that score, sir.

Senator AIKEN. Well, does the consolidation of school result in
higher participation in the school lunches?

KELLEY. I am not sure that we have information that would
show that.

Senator AIKEN:.What you are saying, you could feed 500 scholars
at a lower per capita cost than you could feed 25, probably, is that
right?

Miss KELLEY. 1 think there are economies of scale.
Senator AIKEN. I do not want to take up any more time, Mr.

Chairman. I. (10 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 Pederal supervision and
guidance which feel is necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN.- Thank you, ..vfr. Chairman.
Mr. Lyng, I believe you appeared before our committee in connec-

tion with the school lunch bills earlier this year, did you not?
Mr. LYNG. Yes, I, did, Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. I believe at that time you stated that the amount

of money requested by the Administration would_be sufficient to
finance the program.

Mr. LYNG. 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 3.2 funds was not necessary or advisable?
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cents for a redued-price lunch. We would then be paying 35 cents in
c:i,11 phis commodities.

Senator ALLEN. Well, under those ciretnnstances, then, the system
would !ref 50 cents; is that correct?

Mr. LYNG. The system woldd get 55 cents plus commodities.
Senator ALLEN. 50 cents under section 11; yes.
NIr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator ALLEN. 3(1 cents and then the 20 cents.

r. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator ALLe.N. Now, you speak of guaranteeing this amount, 35

cents total, on a statewide basis, to all school systems in any particular
State. Now, that is based on the Department's projections of the
possible expan,ion of the progeam.

Mr. LYNG. Ves; t hat is correct.
Senator ALLEN. Vet I heard you say that irrespective of the ex-

pansion of the lunch program, you Ironic! have 35 cents per meal; is
that correct ?

Mr. LYNG. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. What expansion have you projected, then?
Mr. .I.YNG. 1 1, is a substantial figure. I do not have the comparison

of munbers of )), licipation alt the tip of my tongue. 1 will be happy

to submit, that for t he record.
Senator ALLEN. 1, wish you would.
(The information is as follows:)

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAMNUMBER OF LUNCHES SERVED, TOTAL AND FREE AND REDUCED PRICE

Percent Free and Percent used

Total lunch increase prior reduced price over prior

(million) year (million) year

fiscal year:
1968

3.217.9 +2,3 417.1 +8.4

1969
3.368.2 +4.7 537.7 +21.7

1970
3,565.1 +5.8 738.5 .145.5

1971
3,841.2 +7.7 1.001.4 +35.6

1972
4,335.8 +12.9 1.364.1 +36.2

fiscal year 1972 data are based upon the number of lunches that could be Sewed in 1972 if States maintain

the levels reached in the spring of 1971 and expand tire program into additional schools in fiscal 1972,

Senator ALLEN. Now, the escalation in the program, the number of
children being covered or receiving lunches, both paid for and at a free

or reduced rate basis, has been much higher than the administration
or the Department contemplated through the years, is that correct?

Mr. LYNG. Actually, we did not get quite the increase in participa-
tion last year that we had anticipated. As a matter of fact, this is one
of the reasons that the per lunch payment of Federal funds came out as
large as it did in some localities. Where we had allocated a block of

funds, if 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-
gram, would go up faster than it has.

Senator 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?

SG-523 -1 2---G
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Mr. LYNG. Only slightly last year, .there was an increase. Prior to
that time. it remaineL, 1 think, 1.cl:thy* 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?

:\ Ir. LYNG. There has been a sharing, but there is no question about
it that the increased cost of school lunches has created a burden forloel and State sources.

Senator ./..thux. And it has not been the theory of the Department
that it would share in this inflationary escalation or spiral?

Mr. LYNG. Well, we have made an effort, Senator, to increase our
participation rate and to share in it; yes.

It would be incorrect 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 year, then, for a meal for free
and reclined price lunches?

Mr. LYNG. The annual nationwide average is 31.1 cents in section

S,Inator ALLEN. All right, under section 4, then?
Mr. LYNG. The annual national average was 5.9 cents. That was the

highest it had ever been.
Senator ALLEN. Well, taken together, then.
The CHAIRMAN. And section 32.
Senator At,r,E.N. What about section 32, then?
Mr. 1.vsG. Section 32 is included in the 31 cents. 'Phat is a combina-

tion of sections 11 and 32.
Senator ALLEN. That would be more last year than this year?
Mr. 1.asc. On an avera,-,e basis, it n :Olt be slightly more, yes; that

is correct.
Senator ALLEN. I believe you ,Lid 31 cents was under section 11?
Mr. LYNG. 31.1 cents.
Senator At,r, m. 'Then under section 4?
Mr. LYNG. 5.9.
Senator ALLEN. That is 37 cents, then, is it not, as against 35 cents

proposed for this year?
Lvso. The 35 cents, Senator, is a minimum figure that we are

guarant-seing as a State average. We think that the full figure will be
higher than that because, as we have discussed in the ease of Georgia,
the section 4 figure there will perhaps be 5.9 for the coming year.
fl'here will be other States that will receive more than the minimum.
So it should be something between the 35 and the 37 cents.

Senator ALLEN. That is, if more do not participate, more sy ants
do not participate, then it could be just the 35 cents?

Mr. -LYNG. The more that participate, the lower the average
probably would be, particularly if we get increased participation in
those States that have high section 4 allotments. however, in any
case, it should remain above the 35 cents total.

Senator ALLEN. If there is more escalation in the use of the free
lunch 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
deficiency appropriation, supplemental appropriation?

Mr. LYNG. We would have no alternative, Senator, but to do that,
in my opinion. It would be absolutely essential that if it appeared

11
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that the participation rate so far exceeded our estimate that we were
going beyond our appropriation, we would ha to, of course, come to
the Congress and ask for additional funds.

Senator ALLEN. Well, now, what about the school breakfast pro-
gram? Is that; being escalated throughout the country'?

Mr. LYNG. Not heavily. The budget for a school breakfast program
is a much more modest program than the school lunch. '['he total
Federal funding oh ..chool breakfast this year %%ill beis $2:5 million
in the appropriation, I believe. That compares with 312 million in the
appropriation last year and then we permitted some section 32
transfers last year, which made the program about S20 million. This
year, with a proaram of perhaps a maximum of $2S million, it will be
able to provide only for an annualization of the breakfast program
as it existed toward the end of the last school year.

Senator ALLEN. Well, are any funds being held back for that
program?

Mr. LYNG. In the Appropriations Act, as I recall, it is spelled out
that 86.5 million would be held back from the apportionment in older
to take care of needs. There are no funds being held back by the
ad ministra lion.

Senator Ahu.N. I see.
Well, now , as I understand he position of the vartment, and I

assume the administration, it .s your policy to provi.ie the 35 cents
per meal for the free and reduced price lunches and you take the
position that anything to suppkment that should come from the local
governments, is that correct? This is as far as you want to go?

Mr. LYNG. Yes, that is our proposal. That is the figure that we
have in these proposed regulations, b.snator; yes.

:Senator ALLEN. Well, you would not look with favor, then, upon
having a larger appropriation so that a larger basic amount could be
allocated by the Government to the States?

Mr. LYNG. Senator, it would certainly make my life a good deal
more pleasant these days if we had a lot more money in that program,
so my personal view- might be that it would be very nice to be able to
give the States and the local school districts a lot more money. But

asyou-can-perhaps imagine, the needs for funds in this whole nutri-
tion area 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 war, a proposed way, o
allocating the resources we have available this ,ar in the Appropria-
tions Act.

Senator ALLEN. Well, now, is this not essentially a form of revenue-
sharing on the part, of the Federal Government with the local go -
ernment?

Mr. LYNG. ft is a grant. In that sense, it is; yes.
Senator ALLEN. Can you think of any use to which shared funds

might be put that would be better than providing lunches for needy
children?

Nfr. fiYNG. Well, I work very closely with this program, Senator, so
I have to give it a very high priority. But there is a tendency for all
of us to think the programs with which we are most involved have
the highest priority. Others set the priorities.

Senator Autlx. Well, the administration is committed to the con-
cept of revenue-sharing.
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Mr. 1.1".NG. 11131. IS true.
Senator ALLEN. 1 believe that is all, thank you very much.
The ClIAIRMAN. Se WIWI' Curtis?
Senator Cc ims. Mr. Secretary, the problem before its today has

*.:used a number of questions. I think your statement has been mostnelpful.
I would like to make sure that I understand the charts that youpresented. Chart No. 1. 1 understand that for the last shoot year,the grand total made available for the Federal Government was$5315.4 million, i--. that correct?
Mr. LYNG. That Is correct, that is the p-rand total maths available

in cash grants to the States for school ItmehIn-alltlition.4o-this wouldbe other programsthe commodity programs, the special school milk
program of a hundred million dollar.--

Senator In the second column, for this school year, that
filyure is raised to $615.2 million, is that Sight?

Mr. Isxc. That is correct,.
Senator (.'[runts. Is that the cash figure?
Mr. LYNG. That is again the cash figure.
Senator CURTIS. Will the commodities be any less than they were?
Mr. LYNG. No, .they will be no less.
Senator CURTIS. NOW, does the Department expect to make full useof the entire $615.2 million'?
Mr. LYNG. Yes. we certainly do.
Senator CURTIS. Is there r=ay part of it being impounded by the

Department of Agriculture?
Arr. LYNG. NO, there is none.
Senator Ounms.. I- there any of it that is withheld by the Office of

Management and Budget.
Mr. LYNG. No. there is nothing being withheld by the Office of

Management and Budget.
Senator CURTIS. Now, I have some questions about chart No. 3.

As I view the second column, if you had not issued a new regulation,
there would be 15 States where they were spending more than 40
cents or more for a lunch that would have fared better if you had not
made the proposal, is that right?

Mr. LYNG. There would have been 15 States which would have
received 40 cents or above. had we stayed with the previous system,
so they surely would have fared better, yes.

Senator Cunns. And eight States that were spending from 35 cents
to 39.9 would have fated better if you had not made any such
regulation?

Mr. LYNG. Yes; there will still be one State, we estimate, that will
be in that category.

Senator Cutrrts. 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 cents a meal, 20 cents or less?

Mr. LYNG. Yes, that is correct, Senator Curtis.
Senator CURTIS. Now, under the regulation that you have promul-

gated, those three States will be raised up to where they can have at
their disposal 35 cents, or 35 cents, possibly plus?

Mr. LYNG. Yes, with
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Senator CURT.S. And there were nine States. if you had not made
your regulation, that are being reimbursed from 20 cents to 24.9
for a meal (!.at will be raised up to 35 cents plus?

Mr. LYNG. Yes.
Senator Crwris. And seven States that were beinf, reimbursed from

25 cents to 29.9 will likewise be raised, up to the 35 cents plus?
Mr. LYNG. To the 30 cents plus: yes, Senator.
Senator Crirris. It is 35. is it not? Fur the needy?

LYNG. ''hi: is just the Seethal tow.
Senator Ut.lrrts. sec.
.Mr. LYNG. 53 it would be the 30-cent figure: yes.
Senator CURTIS. So 28 States will fare ty well or better under your

regulation than if you had not made the regulation?
Mr. LYNG. Substantially. that is rorret.
Senator CURTIS. Then, what your regulation does is raise these low

ones up to the average'?
Mr. LYNG. That is right. That is what it does.
Senator CURTI:- Atul inasmuch as the cost of food, it does not vary

as much as the labor cots and the other things over the country, do
you feel that your proposed regulation then helps to meet the objec-
tive of gettino- this money to the poor and the needy?

Mr. LYNG. Yes; we really believe that it does just that. Senator.
Because while there are some problems in 23 States. there arc 19
States that would have really suffered by this. And if it were done on
a population basis or on a cost-per-lunch basis. we would find that
the figures would be even more unfavorable. and would appear to be
more unfavorable had we left it the way it is.

Senator CURTIS. Now. some of the correspondence that I have had,
some of the problems were related to the freeze on prices and wages.
Is that true?

Mr. LYsa. I think that has complicated this in sonic localities: yes.
Senator Cuirrts. Has the Commission on Cost of Living straightened

that out yet?
Mr. 141sc. No; they have not. in the sense that they have not

permitted au increase in the price of school lunches.
Senator Cuterts. 1 do not have the letter before me right now; I

recall that one school district wrote to ;tie and for some reason, 1 do
not recall the details. they closed the school last year supplying
lunches for 20 cents. Of course. that was. under what they had pro-
posed to do tbis fall, this created a problem. That is something the
Cost of Living Council could well give sonic, attention to, is it not?

Mr. LYNG. As a matter of fact, they did take it up in the Council
and it is my utulerstanding that they dhl not make any exception for
school lunches, that they took action but (lid not give any relief.

Senator Cuterts. .1 realize that that Council has a great many
issues before it and every group feels that time is of the essence. Do
von have an opinion as to whether or not they had an opportunity to
make an exhaustive study of this particular thing?

Mr. LYNG. I have been sitting On occasion on that Council as an
alternate for Secretary Hardin and I do not think they have had
time to make an exhaustive study of the problems involved in this.
As you can well imagine, the pace has been rather hectic in the past
3 weeks.



Senator CURTIS. -Yes.
Now. was there any change in the law or the requirements with

respect to the portion they could spend on equipment that may have
frustrated the plans of some localities.?

Mr. LYNG. It is possible. although I think unlikely that we have
frustrated them seriously. The (+tinge that lies been made has simply
been to say that 50 percent of the amount of money for equipment
should be reserved until March for sehoqls that ilo not have program-.
Now, if there is some real hardship there. we world be willing to
listen even beyond that.

The only other possible problem would be if they were planning to
use more money than the total al.:omit that would be allocated.

Senator Cuicris. I was thinkin.* that there was a change sonic
plaee, either in the law or the regulations, phieino, a limit on what the
pa tieular local school. how much of this money they could use for
nonfood purposes.

Mr. LYNG. Miss Kelly, you say that we had a problem in Nebraska
that has since been cleared

Miss KELLY. Yes. sir.
Senator. the problem dint was directed to our attention was a

problem involving last year's funds. The State had some equipment
obligations we did not know about. Because the State demonstrated
that they had the funds obliaated before June 30 for a series of schools,
we were able to pull back sonic unneeded funds from sonic other
States and have resolved that problem in Nebraska.

Senator Cuims. That could well have included these schooI4 where
they said they ordered some equipment and it was to be delivered
and they did not. Jr ve the money?

Mr. LYNG. Yes. sir; those have been cleared up and the funds made
available to those particular schools because they were obligated last
year.

Sentor CURTIS. I got in here just a. moment late after you started
to present your statement. Where in your statement does it refer to
the enlargement of this program nationally over the last year or two?

Mr. LYNG. 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, it gain of 82 percent.

Senator CURTIS. I think that is all I have.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator ITumphrey?
Senator Hum mum 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 hint before from

the Secretary with that that was presented by Miss Martin from
Georgia this morning.

I want to go back to chart No. 1 for just a momentno, 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?

Mr. Yxu. Yes, sir; that would be a minimum.



83

Senator.I IumrintEr. And there arc 23 States that have been lowered?
Mr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator nummtnEY. Now, according to the American Food Service

Association, a survey conductedthis is front Miss Martin's testi-
monya survey conducted by the American School Food Services
Association, which is sunumirized in her report. the report shows the
amount of projected deficits 1.ncTaelt State and certain school districts
within t he St a tes. The national average cost of prod ticinga meal. exlud-
in.- USDA foodstaat is, the commoditieswas 52.6 cents per meal.
Do you dispute that figure?

Mr. LYNG. No; I think that sounds very much like a reasonable
fiffure.

-Senator HUMPHREY. SO, what you are saying is that yon are going
to provide up to 35 cents of that 52.6?

Mr. LYNG. Tha t is correct, Senator.
Senator HUMPHREY. And for the needy, how much of it do you

provide?
Mr. LYYG. That would be the figure for the needy meals. For the

nonneedy, it is 5 cents for everyone plus 30 cents for the needy. So.
it is a total of 3:5 cents for the needy.

Senator I fultRunny. So. then the States would have to pick up the
17.6 cents?

Mr. LUNG. The States or the local
Semitor ift-mPifttE1-. Or localities?
Mr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator HUMPHREY. Vou are aware. of course. that most of these

programs ran into deficit last year? I mean at loc:d levels, they had a
hard time funding them.

Mr. 1.1-xa. Yes; the program has been very difficult to fund on a
local basis because thecosts have gone up.

Senator HUMPHREY. So, what you have really done to 23 States
who were haying a chance to get. a littleI think my State of Minne-
sota was one of themyou have just said we will cut you down. I
did not come here to get my State cut, back. I assure you of that.

There were 23 States that went down and 19 States that went up
under the chart.

Mr. LYNG. Minnesota. Senator, would ve been one of the 19
States had we gone ahead with the former formula. Minnesota-would
have been oPe of those that. would have come out with a lower figure
our estim9t, would be that they would get 4.4 cents for all means and
29.4 from section 11. So, Minnesota is one of those 19 States which
gains by this proposal.

Senator HumPunEY. Except, they do not think that out there. That
is not the way they evaluate it at all, I can assure you of that. T just
came from there yesterday, from a meeting with our people. They feel
they are getting a first-class whipping under that system. Sonic of
the schools in the northern part of the State are going to hay e to
close up their school lunch programs. Up in Duluth, up in the St.
Louis County area, in Minneapolis, there are some schools that are
not going to be funded.

Mr. LYNG. Based upon our estimates there is certainly some mis-
understanding.

Senator INMPIIREY. I think there is and I would suggest the au-
thorities get together on it.0 0



The point is anyway that 23 States are !min!! lowered. I fow much
dod it cost to prepare a school lunch in the State of Nlich: at? We
bad the man from Meld; -it here, the school food service representa-
tive. Detroit is in serious financial difficulty. In Philadelphia, Pa.,
they are having to cutout all kind of activities.

Does this program meet those costs that you have?
Mr. LYNG. Senator, it does not meet the total cost. We think it

is a sizable Federal ,rant. It is a question then of whether it is asking
too nuteit of the local communities or the States to make up the differ-
ence. We do not think it is. We think that this is a substantial amount.
Obviously, there is strong disagreement on that matter.

Senator HumrintEY. you mandated every school to take care
of every needy child.

LYNc. The Federal law says that if you are going to participate
in the national school lunch program, you must give a free or a reduced
price hutch. a lunch costing no more than 20 cents. to children who
come front families with income below the poverty level.

Senator HU*W.'1,11{EY. And von are trying to get more schools to do
that job. which is commenaable. But when you tried to get more
schools to do that job. did you contemplate what the difficulty would.
be in light of the incredibly difficult times the school districts are
baring to finance themselves? Secretary, you and I both know
these school districts are in a terrible financial !ibid. They cannot

pay for their teachers. much less their lunches. You ordered them
t the one hand under the Federal law to say if you are going to
participate in this program. von have to feed every child that is needy.
which is surely commend:dile. Then on the other hand, you do not
fund the program.

Mr. LYNG. It is not fully funded federally- that is correct.
Senator IlumPlittEy. It is not only not, fully funded; a large part of

is is not funded in several States. \viten% There is real poverty. That is
the thing that has caused great discouragement around the country.

Is it not true that title I and OEO moneys are no longer available
for this?

Mr. . I am not thoroughly familiar with that.. --nator, but
I heat'. t testimony this mornint, which indicated dm tat is true.

Senator HumeintEy. Title t and OEO moneys have aeen used to
kind of supplement. sweeten the kitty, so to speak.

Mr. 1;rso. In sonic localities.
Senator Iumrmuw. So that money is out.
1Vhat about transferability lucre, which we have had testimony

today on?
LYXG. We hove limited to some extent the transferability

front one fund to another, although 1. do not think it is the major
point of disagreement.

Senator IlumennEv. But it does cut back again on the flexibility
which a State has to take care of certain numbers of, some of these
programs.

Mr. LYNG. 'Phis s correct.
Senator II um man-. So what it really boils down to is nobody seems

to dispute the fact that, there is a national average of producing a
meal for 52.6 cents and you are providing a minimum of :35 cents. And
really, that is what you are providing, 35 cents.

Mr. LrxG. That is right.
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the quality of that testimonythat is why I am quoting it, also
propose, quoting now front page 7 of the testimony of Miss 'Martin:

* * * to rewrite the legislative policy another way. Last year, the States spent
nearly $35 million to modernize old kitchens and equip new cafeteria facilities,
even though the Congress appropriated only $16 million directly. The Congress
authorized 53S million, however, the Department only asked for $16 million.The difference was made up with the transfer authority.

The Department, in addition to cutting off the transfer power, has proposed'
that half of the $16 million available for non-food assistance (equipment) bespent after birch first unless: spent in schools without facilities.

Nov, when you take on more children for more lunches, particularly
in many of the poverty areas that have inadequate facilities, doe: this
not, in it sense, slow down the program?

Mr. LYNG. Yes, Senator, except that what Ive are trying to ac-
complish here is actually to have this money spent in those schools
where they do not have programs.

Senator HUMPHREY. '.es; I see the purpose here, to try to promote
facilities in the schools where you do not have the programs. But, on
the one hand, you are encouraging facilities in the schools that do not
have the program in order to get a program started, and, on the other
hand, you do not provide the money.

Mr. LYNG. We are providing this 35 cents.
Senator HUMPHRY. But the 35 cents in most of those places is

inadequate.
This list, you had here of 19 States that would be.raised, there were

19 below the line-. Some of these States were already in deficit even
at that !ow figure on their school lunch program.

Mr. LYNG. I ant sure that it has been a problem in many of them,
Senator.

Senator IIrmintnEY. On the breakfast program We have provided
you with some additional funds. There was a carryover, I believe, of
about $3 million?

Mr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator IltimPmtrx. You appropriated $25 million. You have made

available $18.5 million, which is an increase front last year, even though
the program itself will involve a substantial number of new people.
But you hive $10 million left over. Do we have any 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
program, when you carried over $3 million?

Mr. LYNG. I am quite confident, Senator, that we will use all of
the funds, because it will take all of them, we think, to maintain the
program at about the level that it, was at the end of the last school
year. The amount, of funds that we have for the school breakfast pro-
gram will permit almost no expansion during this fiscal year.

Senator IlumnutEY. So, you are really just holding at about the
level of where you ended the last, school year?

Mr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator uAtrunEY. That does not take into consideration your

summer feeding program
Mr. LYNG. NO; that conies from another fund.
Senator HumennEY. So, what we are saying now is there is no ex-

pansion contemplated in the breakfast program?
Mr. LYNG. That is correct.
Senator HUMPHREY. As compared to what was available last year?

'Or
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.1.r*. LYNG. Tha righ t . ft will be an expansion on a early average,
but it is not an expansion over what, the particip.aion level was at the

end of the school year.
Senator FIrm.Pitam-. Mr. Secretary, if you were to be asked by this

committee, how much money' does your school feeding program ---I am
talking now about breakfast: and the regular school lunch and the free

lunch or the reduced -price lunchhow much appropriation ;could you
a.-: for? What is the figure you would give to tins committee? Not that

we arc the Appropriations Committee, I"t what were you authorized
over what you asked for, how much more than what you got?

Nit. LYNG. Senator, as explained earlier, it is not my role to -zet
priorities for the administration. We make request.; as to where we
think the program level should be, but obviously, those who have to
weigh the various things have some problems.

Sena tor IlunPIEREY.Right.
Mr. LYNG. So, I would have to say that based upon the conditions

in the school lunch program as I found it when I came on this job 21

rears ago, we have made great progress. I think we could be doing
better and I would be hopeful that fiscal conditions will permit us to
(Ire more resources to the program. But 1 do not Li ink that today I.
am prepared to give von a dollar figure as to ;viler_ that ideal figure
would be if we had all the money for "II the programs and we did. not,

have to worry about priorities.
Senator Ilumritam-. How much funds were added by the Congress

over and above the budget request in that total figure?
Mr. I.vxG. For the school lunch, in the cash figure, $33 million. It

was transferred front section :32 commodities, to section 32 cash. This
figure does not reflect the commodities that we : giving the schools.

Senator Iftr.urmiEv. Does it reflect section 32 funds?
Mr. LYxc. It, does, yes. The special section :32 figure is $3:3 million

higher because_of the action of the Congress.
Sena for IltiAtrintEr. Would you think that in light of the increase in

numbers which the Department, is encouragingmay .1 suggest most
respectfully that I heartily approve of that encouragement., and T

think the country has come a long way, as has the Government, in

terms of taking care of the needy. f think we have had an awakening
in this country. We got the stamp program beyond the wildest dreams
of people hero 10 years ago, because I think 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 dealing with the hard reality of the

local condition of financing of the schools.
I just have to bear down on this, Mr. Secretnry,- because I conic

from a reasonably prosperous community out in our part of the

country. But we are just up against it on financing our schools. We

1; ally 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 sonic of those school programs out there

under this formula. And that is not a happy experience.
Therefore, while I know you do not set priorities, I 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 learningthe evidence is
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overwhelming-, from the medical profession, to the psychiatrist, to thenutritionist. This is one of the most wonderful programs we have hadin education, just, for education itself. We know that to be the case.Then what would you think would have to he added In (ha( $615million over there to provide reasonably close to that 52 cents that isan average? Fifty-two cents will not provide a meal in New York.The man from Buffalo this morning indicated that and I think theyhave a pretty good program.
13ut if you were to provide 52.5 cents?
Mr..bvso. Each 5-cent increase in the amount of free and red aced-

price lunches costs in the area of $70 million. So, if you inacased itby 20 cents
Senator HumenREY. Or 15 cents.
Mr. LYNG (continuing). Or 15 cents, you would be talking about,$210 million.
Senator flumennEv. If you ili.a-eased it by 15 cents, there would be

a national average of 50 cents, is that right?
Mr. LYNG. That would be correct.
Senator HUMPHREY. $220 million?
Mr. LYNG. Something ill that area, Senator. Miss Kelley, amabout right?
Miss KELLEY. Yes.
Senator 1117MPHHEY. So for another $225 or $220 million, we couldhave a pretty good nationwide program, could we not, under thepresent situation?
Mr..ficxo. As far as free and reduced-price hutches, you would bepaying a rather substantial portion of the cost of free and reduced-

price lunches, yes, sir.
Senator HummitEv. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Ellender?
Senator &LENDER. What, would that bring the percentage of the

cost of the Federal Government to if we provided the funds?
Mr. LYNG. On the free and reduced-price lunches, it would bringthe Feu al Government's share tooh, L think we would be gettingclose to, if the average cost of lunches is 65 cents, nationwides that

about right?
Miss KELLEY. About 60, T believe.
Mr. Lvso. About 60. They figured that 5S.6 on this survey withoutcommodities. If you add commodities, we would be paying 90 percent'of the cost.
Senator Humrina.v. For the free lunch for the needy?
Mr. LYNG. For the free lunch, yes.
Senator TiumennEv. So we pay 100 percent for the military,

guess, the lunches they get.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Chiles?
Senator-Cull:Hs. Mr. Secretary, I was present June S when you

testified before Senator Allen's subcommittee. I wanted to just reviewsonic of the testimony that occurred at that subcommittee at thattime. I think we were dealing with several bills, but one of the bills
was House bill 5257 dint would have provided or really just given the
Department authority to dip into surplus section 32 funds for notonly that current year but also, as you recall this time, but also upto $100 million for the next year. As .1 recall, we went through sonictestimony as to whether that money is needed or not.



pplom sisanbal all) 1111(.\\ 
putt suo1)010231 oq,) o2ut1110 ilillo.f)' oaom. noS .m)111 110.1 pH) 'S 01111f 110 

1q1 0.10J0(1 .;)11ISJIVO) )).1)). 110S 1)11I1) 0111 )1? 11041 )1911 0) 1 1111.\\ T os 
ilo1)ty(10.01(10 1000!)!1)ptt aoj :pm 

pint u! 011100 0) o)u)!,:aq 1)110).m 10).\* p!us 'atm) 1.0110 ono 
1.1091:9(1(%uldu 

ptioppll .10.1 Ns!: pm! II! 01110.) 0) ')90(I 0111 Ill mop 0.\1111 

puolas oil) s! 11:q)--.))wipsoq 1011 up °A\ uopu.risuquipi) ,01) 10.1 
luo!.)1.11°5 !1! s! 111-"0.01 1010.1011 0111 JO 0.100 0)101 lilL) 0-" 0-")!I')(1 0M), 

`10(1) .10)00 pi:4p noS s)11011109.110101101 JO 91100010 
0111119 0111 0911 0) ..(iIII0j1 0.10.1\ 110,1 11.)111 S11 1101 110.1 `4610101009 `AwN 

"10.\01 0111119 
1 11111 10 41911(1 011) 111 1)1111 0A1111 0.\\ 111I)v,S01111S 0111 01 81 1111.12 1)1111 91110111 

-OS.111(101[01 JO 9)111101110 0111014 09) ti() postal luo!a!(ins )9 A'Iquq0.1(1 pplom 
11 

0)0311)111 
P1110."' 9')0111!)so 1sNI .010), `Pm' 110S ')llff `)! 

.0!!10)!A`s -C(1 "m.0)61(1 1E1° 0111 1110.1J 09110.l.)11! °PIA"' 0) 0111°11 0.1" 
()Ak), 110.\ i.osttoloti! '11101111A\ 110.11)1I110 S1)0011 

0111 01 OMIT")) 1)001 0111111 Wit) !!!".1201(1 0111 0)1:0(10 01 spunj ornbopu 
1)011 noS j1 poi no.: 1)l110o Awl( "ottql stip 111 010.120.1(1 0111 II! :ciu!)0(11 

-.)11.10(1 uo.Ao 1011 51009;) 00g `1111Ar1 '.qv 4.\\0114110A1 '00S 211pry 
s"." "allIr .10 110109 .0!1'2" 110S tii!=isu 0.10,11 0.11 '01111) 1 0111 1tt 0S11Va0ff 

T01(101)11 0.11111 110.1 111!(1 91101)11111 0J .11011 01(1 110 1)0911(1 5.09 110S 11011.11 
'11011.100110J 0.1011.11 SI 111111 '.1.1010.100...; %1[v '.\\01\1: .sa,11113 .103111109 

.91011y ltio!owns 0.11111 0.11 '111011109.111(11u!ai JO 010.1 1)010140.1(1 

0111 111 `.1111191111)S(1119 4111a '110IIII111 opi; 911 pun! stt Siq!sso(I JO 0.ik11.1011S 

11 0)00111111 1/1110.11 11 '01R(l10pint 0i(100(1 aim JO 011109 111111 11011 1111101).111(1 

0111 10.1 j! `IOU) jo .10)16111 
SST ')IOUs 1111.1 pi 11o0 0.11 40.11.1:iig 0111 

pm: 001121) tioo-o olp 10 110.10 109) oq Sum 1r 0.11129 Roil .1110 
Ii!111!.\\ 0) osolo .4)01(1 01110.) ipm 0.\\ `51101101ao.i osalui 111 00013 

0.11 opipott loitiosan(Iuipl 011) 110(111 pasuq '.101 
01109 .D.NArr 

10.1(1(10 101101)111)0 .10J SS0.12 
-1100 0111 0) 0(1100 01 0.11111 110.1 3111I111 110.1 01) (.11011 11041 1St: 0) 11111.11 I 

10110mpp0 110 .103 si:o.151100 am 03 
011103 Nuii0,011 illm 0.11 )ltammisti! oc) 0) zr6 pasg .103 1s0111)0.1 10))11() 

.1110 purr '3)0dr3!).11:(1 0) troilos 110)))))1)1 0111 304 Ilya 0.11 °clog am 'Ilya 0.11 31 

:plus 09 inn: mat: 100. 21iiiiou)50111) sum uoily .1010009 
i.spoou 0111 olo.\\ )011.\\ putt '0(1 ,Co111 ppioA fiN .11011 `Risonboa 1)09110.10 

-II! 041 oq 0) :7111!0.1 0.10.11 imp\ 03 511 1109:40116 ,:111 am! 101 

-S1).100 p;39,131, 409.1110:1 JO 'mills-01lb y .11011x, tiaaq 0.1011 sm1.t.).1(1 asato 
Sys 0) ap:j :1())11) I '.1.)))1n11-.)11,1-1to 11.1031103 1100( suit) wog) 

:1011(10.1 nos. 
- ,spoott all) JO .).10.) qui 0) ltio!oupis Takjiin(( 

s4110!)0.1)9tipupo 011 1 aoll)aqAk 0.1a.m0o alp .11aA11, p!tts 1 tioq,r, 
oq) Joj 9i';0116).1 aq) (10 JO 0.10.) a:10) 0) imi01110 01(1100 up t.o. 1111! 

-.cos ion 1,. 0019 11111) 10 pp:s n').',111!(11 01(1 j() 110 jo oat.) 
qv) (); junottit: 0111010 tut ,s! .r;ii!Stts 100. .:4011190 svm I 

010) laiip119 iito):).1(1 .1111 imp pin: ..:1010.1 01(11110 1)1:11 

1.1101,\!1110J:(1))01.1110!..1) 

11()S 010 p!v, tio. mg.!, ioAptiq po)sanhal itinottitt 
011; .10) .10110111 01(11110 1)011 n).\ .it mu!) .1 09 1 it: no. j .wou salt:Lc; 
all) 1)10.1.1 ::,1(1!.11taq um I )1111.\\ pup m011 :cliii.ntati 1110 [ suoui!iso, 

011111 ,1111, 10 1).1001( I 11111) A'itollipoi 110 posu(( 309)110 otp 
1: 110.1 11 °) irm 1 put: 14)11.1,).)00.) 1110 I .1110.1110.01 11.01111 00.1) 01011.11 all) 

110 00!),sti.»91) 10.1otio:4 Sr)0.1(I .))11! )0zi om 111!. 00!).)01111).) III 

68 



90

Mr. LYNG. \o; I did not know that then, Senator. However, based
upon the difficulties that we had last, spring. we had been working. in
all effort to come up with something whidi would giv.' the States and
give the local communities some sort of a guideline as to how mod,
they could expect on an annualized basis, so that we have come out
very close to what I projected in that testimony.

Now, it is not the same amount for each State, but Iris the same
amount in total to the States per lunch or very clo,o to that.

Senator Cutt.us. Mr. Secretary, if you were using the eegultitions
that you were using before your new regulations, you a ould be con-
siderably short of money this year; would you not?

Mr. .LYNG. No, Senator. We W0111(1 have sumo problem,: of realloca-
tion as we moved into the spring. We would find some States with
more money than they needed and some States would be short. It
would depend again on if we had the same kind of regulations that
we did last year. TluStats objected very strenuously to this 1:3 -cent
rule. If we did not have that I suspect, we would come very. very
short, in some States.

Senator CumEs. Now you are going back and giving me inforum-
tion (bat certain States would be short and certain States would not.
But overall, would von not be short of, funds for the overall program
if you administered this year, with the powth we have, using the
regulations that you had before?

,Nfr. LING. We would' come out just about the Sallie as we did last
year, Senator.

Senator CHILES. Not the same as last year. You are saving money
with the new regulations; are you not?

LYNG. No; I do not think we are, Senator. We are going to
be spending $78.S uuillion tno7e. as I pointed out

Senator Onti,Es. That is again not the answer I want. I know
Congress has appropriated additional moneys. But 1 am' trying to
find out whether you are Short, of the funds that you would need if
you were under the regulations as you were the previous year and
then crank in the growth that we have in the program.

Mr. LYNG'. No; I do not think we would be.
Senator CHILES. You do not think you would be short?
Mr. LYNG. No.
Senator Onthu,s. Your tables do not contain amounts. Could you

give Inc the amounts? We know that 19 Statcs would fare better one
way and 23 States would fare better another way, but we do not get
any dollar amounts. What are the dollar amounts of those 19 States
that fare better and what ore the dollar amounts of the 23 States
under the old regulations? That would allow inc to compare a little
bit better what, the figures are.

Mr. LYNG. I would be happy to Subatif, 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 ;--quipment, issistance. We would
take the anticipated participatio for free and reduced-price lunches
and allot an estimated amount of section 32 for each State and submit
that for the record if you would like.
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(The information is as follows:)
STATE AGENCIES

Child [Million
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual um)

1972
(estimated

aailability)

ALABAMA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 5,479.74I $7.257, 127 96,999, 114
Sec II... 2,043, 888 7.711,462 8, 653 715
School breakfast 148, 051 350, 709 1 543, 162
Equipment assistance 326,095 251.393 250, 800

Total 7.997.775 15, 573, 691 16, 446, 881

Speck] sec. 32 , .......... ..... 4, 957.337 = 4,899. 253 24,678.105

ALASKA
Apportionments:

Sec 4 . 189,886 251.970 283.163
Sec l 112, 904 214.36? 224,188
School bf eakfast 11,130 44, 524 1 69, 951

Equipment assistance, 11,300 25 DO 28 703

Total 325,220 539.91' 611 002
Special sec 32 1* 39,264 = 162,550 t 591.824

ARIZONA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 1. 573 038 1.990, 053 2,047, 169
Sec. II.. 553,125 1.677.339 I. 882. 279
School breakfast. 143,603 132, 742 I 191, C46

Equipment assistance ..... ....._... . _ 94.170 123, 976 127. 275----
2. 325, 936 3.924, 115Total.. . 4,20 956

Special sec. 32 0 471, 965 0 1,738, 279 2 1,036, 694

ARKANSAS
ApPottionments:

Sec. 4 3 089,115 4, 087. 932 3.957, 550
Sec. II.. 1.481. 181 4,648,657 5, 204, 144
School breakfast. 113,608 218.903 '328 819
Equipment assistance 191,331 138.266 143, 122

Total.. 4, 872, 295 9,093.763 9 633.615
Special sec. 32 2 I, 058. 590 = 924, 352 1 1.800. 353

CALIFORNIA
Appoitionment*:

Sec. 4 6,308394 8,470.679 3.421 479
Sec. II 1.232. 134 10, 303. 505 11.562.472
School breakfast 975,953 402,190 1 643, 086
Equipment assistance 403,567 I, 089, 320 I, 115, 355

Total 8, 920, 048 70. 265. 715 21. 742. 692
Special sec. 3 03,990,031 1,162, 372 43, 213, 473

COLORADO
A ppottionments:

Sen. 4 1,696. 345 2,323. 119 2.343.214
Sec. II 228.136 1,471.519 1.756,134
School breakfast 93.705 144.113 1 215. 105
Equipment assistance 100,973 128,348 134, 515

Total 2,119.660 4,067.129 4,44. .164
Special sec. 32 2 010, 769 2 1.079.314 $2, 129.468-

CONNECTICUT
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 I, /82,306 1,990,373 1,954, 619
Sec. II 129.612 1,160,623 1,257, 40

School breakfast. 120,992 90,131 1 187, 725
Equipment assistance 72.061 323,887 346. 797

Total 1, 804,971 3, 565.014 3,746, 681
Special sec. 32 0422,295 2 730, 377 1, 393. 998

DELAWARE
Apportionments:

Sec 4 446.180 601.788 617.067
Sec. II 45.297 424, 643 407, 377
School breakfast 8,593 25,630 1 93, 479
Equipment assistance 16,817 24,000 39,446

Total 516.687 I, 076, 061 I, 157. 369
Special sec. 32 287,105 2 175, 082 10 306, 773

See footnotes at end of table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES -Continued

Child nutrition
1970

(astual use)
1971

(actual use)

197'Z
(0 timend

a., I OA t

450 194
871,27.1

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Appoilionments:

Sec, II
260564
281.173

349. 875
776.9E

School breakfast 88, 246 64, 547 1 81 722
Equipment assistance . 15.506 78. 810 84 242--- --- - -

Total . . , . 645, 489 1.270. 115 1. 488. 068
Special sec. 32.., ...... , , _._

ROMA

0848. 295 I I. 020. 289 11 1,886 89,

Apportionments:
Sec. 4.. , 6. 517. 725 8.633, 542 8.869, 017
Ste. II . . . .. . ._ . . 2, 532. 726 6.868, 176 7.707.327
School breakfast. ,,.. , . 337. 720 408.961 '674,919
Equipment assistance., . . .... . ... .. 403. 027 435, 722 448, 553

9,821. 198 l6.34 404
- --

1., 699, 821Total
Sp"ci sec. 32 . . ..... . ..... ...... , .. 2 6, 022, 694 . 6, 67L, ..32 1. 10.984.881

GEORGIA
Appotbot ments:

Sec. 4 7, 583, 774 10,018. 890 9.792, 918
Sec. II. 2,345, 755 8,634, 687 9.689,669
School breakfast _ 280, 291 401.563 1 740, 020
Equipment assistance. ............ .......... ...... 485.664 373,017 372.300

Total. 10.695, 484 19,428. 157 20. 594,993
Special sec. 32 2 4, 558, 268 = 6. 033, 293 13 5,931, 073

HAWAII
Apportionments:

Sec 4 ..... 974. 976 1.309. 161 I. ?69. 776
Sec. II_ .. . ..... . . . ... . 103. 379 497, 651 493, 224
School breakfast. . . . .... ,.... . _ ...._ . .......... 32, 198 31, 084 1 139. 467
Equipment assistance.- - ...... 18, 988 43, 515 45, 453

Total 1,129,' 12 1.881,411 1,953,920
Special sec. 32 3142, 07 3 290, 320 11 160. 398

IDAHO
Apportionments:

Se:. 4 727, Ill 1,007. 840 981, 502
Sec...II. 52, 359 527, 473 768,370
School breakfast '119.155
Equipment assistance 44, 756 179,47A 52, 131

Total 824,226 1 7 r 5, 269 1,921, 15;
Special sec. .2 2 224, 616 2364,033 50145, 186

ILLINOIS
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 4,818, 475 6,470, 010 7.472,803
Sec. II 531,041 6,966, 528 7,817,695
School breakfast 267, 244 319,009 '576, 541
Equipment assistance 256,09 626,052 788,954

Total 5,912, 549 14,3E1, 599 16,527,993
Special sec. 32 26,036.782 2 8,152, 753 16 7,446,0n

INDIANA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 3,963, 8,26 5,322. 510 6,002. 445
Sec. II - 242, 993 3,393, 101 4,438. 562
School breakfast 129, 154 213,020 1472. 938
Equipment assistance 253,847 389,694 375,931

Total 4,589, 8E0 9,318, 325 11,289, 870
Special sec. 32 21,017,058 585. 193 410

IOWA
Apportionments:

Se:. 4 2.674, 466 3,734, :80 3.907,057
Set II 211, 427 2,172,932 3,194, 670
School breakfast 95, 343 124, C04 1 325, 294
Equipment assistance :64, 620 252,471 193, 189

Tots2 3,145, 8E1 6,284, 187 7,620, 160
Special sec. 32 21,110.102 0856,177 1% 0

See footnotes at e.id of table, p.97.



93

STATE AGENCIES -Contin ued

Child nutrition
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual use)

1972
(estimated

availability)

Appoittonments:
Sec. 4
Se4.11.
School brealsfast

KANSAS

I. 953.057
199.853
40,485

2, 780, 249
1. 335. 393

105 511

2. 555. 249
2, 416. 870
l 230, 115

Equipment assistance 116.225 454. 928 178.017- -
2.309. 625 4.726, 081Tctal 5.391. 211

Special sec. 32 2 527.292 1 131, 776 '207.2l9

KENTUCKY
Apportionments:

Sec. 4. 4.860.830 6.428.002 6.189.368

Sec. 11 1.619.214 6.229.351 7. 057, 780

School breakfast 763.479 317. 262 1 486. 110

Equipment assistance - 270.305 242.603 238.725

Total 7.513.838 13, 2/7. 218 13. 971.983

Special sec. 32 1 2. 864.187 2 3. 215. 388 n 1. 089. 632- - -------- - --
LOUISIANA

Appoitionments:
Sec. 4 6.814.355 9. 149.985 8. 776. 940

Sec. II 1.732.345 7. 094. 939 7.961. 795

School breakfast 530,509 430,435 1 058,432

Equipment assistance -- 405. 518--323.637 324, 884-- -
Total .9. 513.637 17. 601.597 17. 732,051

Special sec. 32 s 1. 577. 617 1 LSO, 625 1 6.161. 283

MAINE
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 81.5.910 1. 154.772 1. 128. 652

Sec. 11 178.466 1.056.315 1.145,417

Schott breakfast. 30.3E4 59.419 133.753

Equipment assistance 52. 057 102.911 107, 567

Total 1.106.747 2.373,418 2.575.389

Special sec. 32 1 534. 019 2 1,136. 120 m681.445

MARYLAND

Apportionments:
Sec. 4, 2, 153, 975 2.971 837 3.165.418

Set. 11 225.455 2,763,134 3,095. 784

School breakfast 147. 278 173.022 273.039

Equipment assistance 126,027 163.001 183, 019

Total 2,657. 735 6. 071, 194 6. 717, 330

Special se; 32 21.792.986 11,958.616 z 2. 425, 742-
MASSACHUSETTS

Apportionments:
Set. 4. 3, 972,926 5, 334,638 5,324, 533

Sec. II, 689,681 3. 011, 437 3, 201, 394

School breakfast 59,471 113, 200 1 425, 172

Equipment assistance 254.426 803.815 823.509

Total 4.976, 504 9,263.090 9.774. 608

Special sec. 32 21,073 804 2 3, 153. 722 " 1, 666. 328

MICHIGAN
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 3, 861, 887 5, 185. 552 5.231,266

Sec. 11 327, 656 4,933, 257 6, 183,674

School breakfast. 215.322 261,895 I 418,201

Equipment assistance 247,315 791.979 813,341

Total 4, 652, 180 II, 172, 683 12.646, 912

Special sec. 32 2, 021,945 21,482,703- 14 3,119, 800

MINNESOTA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 3, 501, 214 5,151,997 5.339,002

Sec. 11 271, 037 3,669,791 4. 028, 219

School breakfast 61,177 177, 513 1 426.192

Equipment assistant.,

Total

224,217 271,181 286,540

4,057,655 9, 270.087 10, 079, 953

Special sec. 32 1 I, 530, 622 = 2.327, 714 14 3.456.160

Sea footnotes at end ol table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES-Continued

Chad nutrition
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual use%

1972
(estimated

availability)

Apportionments:
Sec. 4
Sec. 11
School breakfast
Equipment assistance

MISSISSIPPI

4.596,459
1,803, 176

421, 514
284,966

6,171.908
6, 925,178

366, 614
250, 387

5.854,631
7.771.294
1 462.523

247, 508

Total 7, 166, 115 13.654.087 14.336.9%Special sec. 32 = 2,277,124 = 3, 525, co 2; 4, 942, 574

MISSOURI
Apportionments:

Sec. 4
Sec. 11
School breakfast
Equipment assistance

4,164, 863
624,993
40,936

150,156

5, 592.375
5, 043.522

183.675
258,817

5.578, 241
5.834.845
I 443,049
261,293

Total
Special sec. 32

4,980, 948
0 1,298, 284

11, 078. 389
=632.623

12, 111.428
11 468. 737

MONTANA
.Apportionments:

Sec 4 479,622 655.309 684,165
Sec. 11 89. 984 637.762 689,383
School breakfast 29 934 41.382 1 98, 207
Equipment assistance 28,542 80,385 83.850

Total
Special sec. 32

628.032
= 226, 225

1,414, 838
= 347,076

1,555, 602
=10

NEBRASKA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 1,158.644 1,555.733 1.678,164
Sec. 11 187.603 1,460,640 1.661,414
School breakfast 30.409 91.476 1 168, 244
Equipment assistance 71, 833 111, 456 118, 899

Total 1, 448, 489 3, 219. 355 3.626.721
Special sec. 32 = 658,144 2 770. 168 14 455.044

NEVADA
Apportionments:

Sec.4 148, 987 200,046 201. 176
Sec. 11 24, 773 208, 076 191, 551
School breakfast 15, 731 18. 511 1 64, 174
Equipment assistance 8, 866 50.249 51, 477

Total 198. 357 476, 882 566, 378
Special sec. 32 1 42.158 2 525.041 11 333,424

Apportionments:
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Sec, 4 539.092 737. 798 749,535
Sec. 11 48.705 434. 328 487.394
School breakfast 24.006 27.371 1102,813
Equipment assistance 27,815 136,310 76.616

Total 639. 618 1.335, 807 1,416.378
Special sec. 32 =121, 223 = 211, 762 4= 8.380

tl EW JERSEY
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 2, C67, 211 2.775. 756 2.918,738
Sec. 11 370,961 2,609, 870 3,101.215
School breakfast 236. 248 160, 225 1255,657
Equipment assistance 127, 242 671, 368 C92,410

Total 2, 801, 662 6, 217, 219 6.968, 020
Special sec. 32 2 1, 082, 986 1 2, 055, 508 11 3,013, 455

-
NEW MEXICO

Apportionments:
Sec. 4 1, 258, 409 1, 716.548 1, 825,189
Sec. 11 630, 712 1, 586, 793 1, 780, 668
School breakfast 78. 828 121, 370 1 178.606
Equipment assistance 67, 447 69, 095 79,188

Total 2, 035, 396 3,493. 806 3,803,051
Special sec. 32 2 496, 871- - 2 2, 193. 150-- :1 2, 159, 280--

See footnotes at end of table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES-Continued

Child nutrition
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual use)

1972
(estimated

availability)

Apportionments;
NEW YORK

Sec. 4 10, 864,792 14. 588, 708 14. 249, 983
Sec. II 6,270.297 11,012,490 12, 537, 193
School Breakfast 267, 749 800.642 I 1, 054, 066
Equipment assistance 646, 556 1. 149, 808 I, 224, 269

Total. 27. 551, 648
_...

29, 065, 51118.049,394
Special sec. 32 2 11,326.032 217,002.315 It 17, 593.579

NORTH CAROLINA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 8.043,458 10. 610.835 9, 977, 231
Sec. II 2, 961, 222 11, 095, 546 12, 451, 196
School breakfast 366,364 492,422 1 753, 005
Equipment assistance 478, 958 386,729 370, 968

Tctal 11, 855,002 22, 615, 532 23, 552, 400
Special sec. 32 24,175.283 2 5, 215, 371 > 4, 477, 966

Apportionments:
NORTH DAKOTA

Sec. 4 749,486 I, 006.401 1,034.327
Sec. 11 81. 323 682.310 959,866
School breakfast 10,582 26. 576 1 122,889
Equipment assistance 44,603 180.370 47,603

Total 825, 9 1. 895. 657 2. 164, 676
Special sec. 32 2 209,175 = 207, 604 3= 0

OHIO
Apportio nments:

Sec. 4 6,149.970 8. 257. 874 8. 100,078
Sec. II 826 527 6,090. is2 7, 293, 623
School breakfast 948.430 389.076 I 620,741
Equipment assistance 366,577 618,039 629, 862

Total 8. 291. 504 15, 355.101 16. 644, 304
Special sec. 32 = 2, 992.306 ° 5,038, 887 31 2, 004. 733

OKLAHOMA
Apportionments:

Sec 4. 2, 302, 851 3, 092.175 3, 264, 449
Sr:. II 550,036 3, 497. 700 3, 925, 046
School breakfast 266,368 178,566 1280,017
Equipment assistance 137, 933 136,352 150,016

Total 3, 257,188 6, 904, 793 7, 619, 528
Special sec. 32 22,067,920 2 1, 262,957 201,585,276

Apportionments:
Sec. 4

OREGON

1,486,531 1,998,068 2,123, 3W
Sec. 11 117, 670 1, 229,860 1, 364, 989
School breakfast 35,174 81,274 169,614
Equipment assistance 91,592 113, 268 121, 263

Total 1, 730.967 3, 422, 470 3, 809, 226
Special sec. 32 2 554,019 2 1, 909, 922 40 1, 831,389

PENNSYLVANIA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 5, 863, 239 7, 879.571 8, 318, 739
Sec. 11 453, 556 6, 084, 899 7, 882, 511
School breakfast 76,334 336.109 I 636, 143
Equipment assistance 361,204 747, 685 783, 509- -

6, 769.333 15.078, 264 17, 620, 907Total
Special sec. 32 2 2, 355,157 4 2, 721.916 41 3.526, 994- -

RHODE ISLAND
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 312,338 419,400 434,217
Sec. 11 93, 018 694.021 778,815
School breakfast 59.111 66,420 180,595
Equipment assistance 18. 582 88,346 90.087-- -- --- -- -

Total 483.049 1, 268.187 1, 383, 715
Special sec, 32 0 293, 387 0 474, 250 0 81, 834

See footnotes at end of table, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIES-Continued

Child nutrition
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual use)

1972
(estimated

availability)

Apportionments:
SOUTH CAROLINA

Sec. 4 5.027.711 6.658. 484 6, 230, 367
Sec. 11 2.905,466 6.458.162 7, 259, 877School breakfast 221,502 326,432 1 483. 997
Equipment assistance 299,195 233,153 223.029

Total.. 8. 453, 874 13,676, 231 14, 202. 270Special sec. 32 0 2. 474. 864 1 3. 681, 725 114.266, 561-
SOUTH DAHOTA

Apportionments:
Sec. 4 664,417 906.998 909.748Sec. 11.. 131, 089 835.180 1.358.091
School breakfast 53,390 87.711 1 114, 101
Equipment assistance 40, 896 408, 557 73, 282

Total 889,792 2, 238.4 .8 2. 455, 222Special sec. 32 0 303.762 0733.363 11172,916-
Apportionments:

Sec. 4
Sec. 11

TENNESSEE

5. 124. 801
1, 641, 241

6.778. 626
7,579, 719

___

6, 719, 068
8, 540, 431

Sci.00l breakfast 280,987 331.135 1 523.432
Equipment assistance 304, 973 242, 970 245,964

Total.
-

7,352.002 14, 932.450 16,028, 895Special sec. 32 2 2.761, 644 0 3, 251,949 102, 346, 863-- -----
TEXAS

Apportionments:
Sec. 4 8.310,762 11.165.39/ 10.964.477
Sec. 11 1, 941, 798 15,617.142 17, 477, 211
School breakfast 457, 593 512.758 1 822. 569
Equipment assistance 532. 512 453.415 461. 560

Total 11. 242.665 27.748. 712 29.725. 817Special sec. 32 2 4, 561,709 0 8.302.649 4018, 227.820

UTAH
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 1, 500, 858 2.048, 872 2, 050.161
Sec. 11 295, 318 755, 232 746, 509
School breakfast 17, 362 45, 188 1 194. 457
Equipment assistance. 96, 114 85. 460 89, 512

Total 1, 909, 652 2, 934.752 3.080, 639
Special sec. 32 0 684. 287 = 1, 188, 357 1, 917, 231

VERMONT
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 334, 738 407, 362 436, 985
Sec. 11 65, 679 486, 599 546, 051
School breakfast 31,100 40, 237 180,791
Equipment assistance 21.437 50, 261 30, 749

Total 452, 954 984.459 1, 094, 576
Special sec. 32 2198, 225- 3 336.727 I, 373, 516

VIRGINIA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 4, 898, 489 6, 577, 455 6, 655.184
Sec. 11 1, 415, 206 6, 512, 860 7, 335.361
School breakfast 221,827 322,863 1 518, 930
Equipment assistance 290,611 227,715 238,634

Total 6, 826,133 13, 640, 893 14, 748, 109
Special sec. 32 :3, 117, 159 21,373,086 103, 046, 265

WASHINGTON
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 2, 069, 821 2,836, 663 2.791, 033
Sec. 11 217. 898 1, 71.', 306 1,989, 240School breakfast 66, 774 167,0', 1246,638
Equipment assistance 123, 174 108, 744 112, 817- -- - ---- -

2, 477, 667Total 4, 829, 74t. 5, 139, 748
Special sec. 32 3 838, 741 01, 449, 5,4

..._ .
001, 940, 394- .. _ ..._.

See footnotes at end of fable, p. 97.
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STATE AGENCIESContinued

Child nutrition
1970

(actual use)
1971

(actual use)

1972
(estimated

availability)

WEST VIRGINIA
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 1,945, 216 2,688, 758 2.618,321
Sec. 11 731.210 3,402, 801 3,815,132
School breakfast 251.109 160, 874 I 234.487
Equipment assistance 124,571 117, 452 125,541

Total 3, 052,106 6,369, 885 6, 793, 481
Special sec. 32 2 2, 495.519 2 4,348.244 511.494,148

WISCONSIN
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 2, 607.160 3,570. 779 3,716.599
Sec. 11 186,233 2.265, 091 2.766,026
School breakfast 48,015 116.403 1 311, 874
Equipment assistance 154,003 258, 513 305,085

Total 2. 995, 411 6, 210, 786 7, 099. 584
Special sec. 32 2 761.163 2 682, 238 32 288, 892

WYOMING
Apportionments:

Sec. 4 275,804 370, 328 398.237
Sec.11 34,843 234, 897 330.556
School Breakfast 22,457 22. 247 5 78,061
Equipment assistance 16.977 62,888 30.594

Total 350,081 690, 360 337,448
Special sec. 32 a 42, 675 (2) 33 28, 220

2 Only 518.500,000 of the total of $28,000,000 available for the school breakfast program in 1972 was included in the
initial apportionment of funds.

$ In 1970 and 1971, special sec. 32 funds were apportioned to States under the statutory formula used to apportion
school lunch sec. 11 funds. These funds could be used by States to augment fund appropriated for sec. 11 school break-
fast and equipment assistance.

a The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon an 11-percentinc rease in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 25.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 available in 1972 is based upon a 20-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 30-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

a The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 15percent increasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972over 1971 and a 31-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price Lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

s The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon an 11-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

7 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 16-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 118percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

a The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 9percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 49.percent 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 available in 1972 is based upon a 6percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 75percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

10 The estimated amount of sec, 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 1-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 38.percent increase in the number of free and reduced price luches served
in 1972 over 1971.

it The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 in based upon a 12-percent increase in the num-
ber of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 14-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

22 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 7-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

s$ The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percent increasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 19percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

si The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to he made available in 1972 is based upon a 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 in 1972 over 1971.

ss The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 10percent increasein the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

55 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13percent increase in the
number of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 1-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

27 State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and a
statewide average reimbursement rate equal to30 cents or greater under sec.!1 without the use of any sec.32 funds,

is State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate Nita, to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and a
:statewideaveragereimbursement rate equal to30 cents or greater under sec, 11 without the use of any sec.32 funds.
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Senator CHILES. Well, I would like to see exactly how those lifmres
would come out. I think the problem that I have isthis has been
said so many timesthat Congress has clearly expressed itself on
what its intent is in this program. It has required the States to furnish
the free program to the needy children. We have made that require-
ment if they want to participate in the program. But, somehow, the
Congress cannot seem to get the answer of the dollar amount that
would be necessary 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 Congrt .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 a member of this
committee and a Member of the Senate, I cannot get that in-
formation. I have not been able f,o het that information. Aml I feel

ihave been voting in the dark, voting for what [ thought was sufficient
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 cut
from what, they were last year.

Now, L would 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 information.

m The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 19-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served i 1972 over 1971 and a 68-percent increase in the nu mber of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

so Tne estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available n 1972is based upon a 16-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 15-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 ov er 1971.

ei The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 10-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pricelunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

22 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 17-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 34- percent increase in the number of free and reducedprice lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

23 The estimated amount el see.32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 31-percat increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 17-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

21 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 19721s based upon a 5-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 47- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price (inches served
in 1372 over 1971.

23 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 3-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 52- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

es The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 27-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 73- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

27 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 14-eercentmcrease in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 23- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

sr The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available 10 1972 is based upon a 9-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 36.percent increase in the number of Ire., and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

s/ State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and
a statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 30 cents or greater under sec. 11 without the use of any sec. 32 funds.

3, The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in i1972is based upon a 10-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 35-Percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

31 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 34-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 79percent 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 available in 1972 is based upon a 13-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 12- percert increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches
served in 1972 over 1971.

33 The estimated amount of see.32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 17-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 27- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

Si The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made a vadable in 1972 is based upon a 1-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 19/1 and a 14- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

ss 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 lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 8- percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served
in 1972 over 1971.

so The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be mate available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percent increase in the number
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 28-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pricy lunches served,
in 1972 over 1971.



99

Continually, when you talk before the committee, we are told, do
not worry, there is plenty of money, we do not need this hundred
million dollars that is in this House bill. We do not even need the
au thori t y.

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 a 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
today to the people who have come up from the school districts. I
kind of reach one of two conclusions and I am 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.

7, State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate equalto 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and a
statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 30 cents or greater under sec. 11 without the use of any sec. 32 funds.

S The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13percentincrease in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 17-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
71,The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 42percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
4) The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon 4-13.percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 77-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
44 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a11-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 22.percent increase in the number of free andreduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
47 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 14percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 1-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
47 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 7-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 21-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
44 The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 31-percent increase in ti.e number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 52.percent increase in the number of free andreduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
4s The estimated amount of sec, 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a10percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
44 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 51-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 108 percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
41 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upan a5-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 35.percent increase in the number offree and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
it The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a27-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 100percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches

served in 1972 over 1971.
40 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 25-percent increasein the number of free and reduced pricelunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
to The estimate!: amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 7-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 28-percent increase in the number of tree and reduced pricelunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
sr The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a5-percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972over 1971 and a 16-percent increase in the number of tree and reduced price lunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
32 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 15- percent increase in the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 39-percent increase in the numberof free and reduced pricelunches served

n 1972 over 1971.
33 The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 12-percent increasein the number

of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 53-percent increase in the numberof tree and reduced pricelunches served

in 1972 over 1971.
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The alternative to that is that at, the time the Department was
coining before the Congress and before the Senate, and especially
before the Apiculture Committee, you had in mind that you were
going to pass some regulations but that information would not be
made available to us so we could determine whether we wanted to
raise the additional money. As I say, I cannot determine right now
which of those conclusions is correct or whether either one of them is,
but that is a feeling that I am left with today.

Senator CURT IS. May I ask a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator Gums. Is Florida receiving $3 million less for this school

year than they did last year?
Mr. LYNG. 1 (10 not have the figure, Senator Curtis, m 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 I 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-
most the lowest amount. We estimate 20.4 cents per free and reduced
price meal. 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. I have one more question.
Mr. Lyng, I get the impression that even if Congress had appropri-

ated more money and had not directed that this money be allocated
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. LYNG. No, I do not think that I would want, to leave that im-
pression, Senator.

Senator ALLEN. That is the question as I see it,.
Mr. LYNG. I am sorry, bu t T do not think I would want to speculate

as to what our position would be had Congress not appropriated the
money.

Senator ALLEN. In other words, if more money should be appro-
priated, you then would allocate it back to the States on a higher
per meal reimbursement basis; is that correct?

Mr. LYNG. No, I do not want, to leave that impression, either.
Senator ALLEN. Well, what impression do you wish to leave?
Mr. LYNG. The impression I wish to leave, Senator, is that I would

not want, to speculate as to what our reaction would be if there were
more money. 1 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 CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, I think it clear from the testimony

here today that there is a good deal of dissatisfaction among the mem-
bers of the committee and the administrators of this school lunch
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program with the regulations. You yourself testified last year that

there was a guaranteed reimbursement for free and reduced price

lunches 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 !east five, and a considerable expansion of the school

lunch program is mandated by the law. com-

mittee
ttelenntkhaitt

isvo;:11.(ofprovided
well
l legislation.e()il AeileYiy(inihralw(el

standing people on it v.witliin the Department, and among the adminis-

trators of the school lunch program. I would suggest that you look

into it carefully in the light of this testimony and reevaluate your

regulations after you do that in the light of this testimony, because

I do not believe the Congress will stand idle to see hungry children

4
going to school without adequate funding. I think if necessary, the

Congre:,s will have to step in and take corrective action. But I believe

the commit tee would prefer to give you some reasonable .time to take

tetion or your own before the Congress acts.
Any further questions?
(No response.)
Thank von very much, ? Ir. Secretary. We appreciate your coopera-

tion. You have been very helpful.
(Whereupon, at 4 o'clock, the subcommittee was adjourned.)
(Additional statements submitted for the record are as follows)

S.vr u:s or liox. McGovnits, A UNITED Sr:s SENATOR FROM TUC

SA: OF SOUTH DA v.o.rx

"Ir. Chairman, members of the Committee: Thank you for this opportunity

to testify on the F Y--72 appropriation for nutrition programs. As chairman of the

Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Ifuan Needs, I have SCCII firsthand

in the last, several years the extent of hunger and malnutrition in America. During

these years, the nation has become aroused to the need to solve the problem of

hunger and the President himself publicly committed the Administration to ending

hunger for all time.
The issue we must now address ourselves to, putting it quite simply, is how

much money is required to fulfill that commitment. I would like to discuss this

issue especially in regard to funding for the school lunch prognun.
Let, me say at the outset, that we all recognize significant progress has heen

made in expanding these programs in the last several years, and the current Ad-

ministration deserves great credit for that expansion. The number of poor school

children receiving free or reduced price lunches has doubled, from three to six

+ million. t
Yes, since the liassage of Public Law 91-245 a great deal of progress has been

made. When President Nixon signed that bill into law, he said, "it will assure that

every child from a family whose income falls below the poverty line will get a free

or reduced price lunch." It is presently not doing so. Yes, this program is feeding

about six million needy schoolchildren 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 object is to see that no child goes

hungry in America. That has not occurred. We. have reached the 50-yard line, so

let's not give up now. We must not be contutt, to feed six million poor school-

children a lunch when there may be 10 to 12 million in need. As one witness before

onr Committee appropriately asked, "would we have been content to make it
halfway to the oon?"

You have before yon the Administration's budget request of $225 million for

Section 4 funds, $356.6 million for Section II (free and reduced price meals) and

S16.1 million for equipment assistance for the lunch program. AI y comments will

focus on these three requests all of which arc, in my mind, inadequate to do the

job for which they are intendedending hunger in our schoolrooms, through the

expansion of the school lunch program.
All of these levels are exactly the same as they were in FY 1971. Thus, the re-

quest of $356.4 million for Section 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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percentage of children who are "poor" k far greater than that percentage f.r the

school !apt Italians as a whole.
Thus, the total eligible figure would be brought by USDA to S.S tuilliou. 13ased

On such a faulty calculation, I contend that the true figure is a least 10 million

and may run as high as 1 million. This, of course, would indicate t hat the USDA

!midget ropiest will leave at leant a:1, and as many as children who are

needy out of the program.
In addition, Otis crucial problem of equipment for these 2:1,000 schools must

be met head-on. 1).L. 01-24S authorised .3s million for facilities for FY 1971 and

3:3 million for FY 1972. We must spend at least this much if we are to reach the

needy children in these schools, whether there are 009,000 or 2,000,000 of them.

Yet, the Department insists on requesting only 16.1 million for this plirpse for both

years.
sum ti ,,,, I strongly urge the Committee to consider the true need that.

exists. The School Lunch l'rogra,n is ettrently in an expansionary stage. When

you muskier the absentee factor t: hieh the Department ineludes in its calculath ms,

we are currently feeding just under six Million Children a Lanett.

We need to Mk' tat to at least U. million (with the 9r;, absentee factor

included). You must emsider the continnathin of halation is pushing both

food and labor costs upward. In fact, even with the present budget, t hi' cost,

overrun had caused states like Ne%. Nlexico, California and New .her -ey to fear

that, they would be forced to terminate operatiuu a mouth before the dose of the

school year. Several schools in NeW Mexico have already stopped the lunch pro-

gram. Can this be called ademtate funding? I think not.
If we arc to reach the true need we shall have to raise the Section 11 fmol to

S600 million. The facilities are crucial, of course, to bringing the children in pin-

p: rt icipating states into the program, so t he full authorization of 3:1 n,iliion slomld

be Provided. FintilYi the Section ftids lutist be increased both to allow normal

expansion of the program and to prevent Section I I funds front being liiited to

where they are least needed. I would recommend an increase in these funds to

53.1 million dollars.
Secretary lianlin has said, with reference to this !migrant, "Our eanse is great,"

Let our willingness t hunger mining our children reflect our shame 14)011

discovering it.
Thank you.

rivrrrn STATis
Washington, D.C., .5<plettant 10, 171.

lion. IImu %x E. Tm.atAnor,
Chairman, Cenral. t on ilgricullurt and Fortstr:I1
U.S. Senate, Itroshinglon, D.C.

DI:Alt MIL C11.111IMAN: Enclosed is a copy a letter I have reeeived front Miss

Ruth Powell, Coordinator of School Muni Sc es in Arlan -as, transmitting the

continents of Mr. A. W. Ford, Director of the 1.rkansas Department of Education,

to the Department of Agriculture on the proposed new school lunch regulations.

vI note that you have 'Iseheditled a hearing en the school lunch regrhat huts on

September 16, .and I would appreciate the Committee's serious consideration of

o the etreet of the proposed changes on the school lunch program in Aritaleas.

With hest wishes, I am
Sincerely yours, J. W. Futnmoirr.

Hon. J. W. Fit1.11nIGIIT,
U.S. Senate, Irashington, D.C.

DrAlt MIt. FITI.Intlatrn: nee** though we recognize the many demands on your

Programs in Arkanasa, even though the Congress has provided funds for operation.

Your past support of the.e programs is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely, 11

We want to alert you to some of the problems faced by School Food Service

Arkansas Department of Agriculture.

1"T/1 Powz I,D,
Coordinator, School rood Services,

time, we are still taking the liberty of sending you copies of fair eorreVliodellee
Awith the U.S. Department of :Agriculture in regard to proposed FNS Regulation

Amendments.

LuTbr. noel:, Attic., Si 'amber 1, 1071.



fir. I I ittrrr D. Ro
DirCd0r, Ch t11 Nutrition Massa n,
Food and Nutrition Service, C81)11,
IVashington, D.C.

DnA \I It. Rout:v. Nils,: Powell ha: forwarded to you our eonithents on theproposed FNS Reg:dation Aendment:. We have discussed the problems ton t.would be faced in this state if these regulations are finalized as nor; proposed.When a I ate agency k allocating (kinds to a local school district, it is mandatorythat the formula used for this det er"inat ion be one that can 1)0 lived with. Itmust be one that can be easily understood by school adsninistrators and (looklimited by them. Section 210.11 paragraph (d) revised does not :et th a hoverequirements.
The rostrietion of eqiiipment, funds for schools already participating in theSchool Lunch and 13reakfast Programs penalizes states where a good job hasbeen done iriistablishig food service programs in practically all eltools. In a

low-ineomeist ate there is a great need to up-date equipment in order that lin, ehand breakfast tatty be provided for an increased number of children partieipat' tg
in the School Pooa Service Program as result of the present free meal regton..,,ns.
Tilts need in Arkansas has also been intensified by integration.Last larch Chief State School Officers and School Lunch Directors fromeight states requested that. "USDA make available to the State Agency no laterthan 'May 1, 1971, and the same date in sobsequent years all changes relating torecords and reports, rates, regulations, instructions, and policy statements thatwill be applicable during the following fiscal year."

We protest, the issuance of important, new regulatioos withont providing sulli-dienl bad (bile to Sulu Agencies and local school districts that will allow major
changes of this nature to be put into effect in an orderly and efficient manner.Yours very truly,

A. W. Foal),
Director, Arkansas Department of Education.

104

"arm: ltocK., Attic., :Inuits( 27, 197l.

(The eomments are as follows :)

cONINII;NTS AND SUG61:STIONS ox PIM Pi1:1) DMA: MAKIND
1. So flitD1 2/0.4 ma, paragraph (11.A sum of $.1,352,200 front Section 32 funds

is reserved for the States of Puerto Rico, the Virgil' Islands, Guam and AmericanSamoa. Snell funds are available to these states for special cash assistance. We donot quetion the need of there states for the amomit so reserved, but we do raisetinetion on why there is no similar reserve from Section 32 funds earmarked forthe other states.
2. &cam 210.4 new paragraph (f).(t) We object to the establishment of it"Inke" system to control the distribution of funds to the states. Such a system

would be cumbersome, time consuming, and difficult to administer. Given the
unavoidable thee lag in school hutch reporting, it would seriotk.y delay the receiptof additional fonds by the states in t he latter part of the school year anti even
further complicate the financial problems mon:Acted by local school districtslast year due to late receipt of federal funds.

10 We agree in principle with the lust' of Section 32 funds for use as general cash
assistance as indicated in the proposals. However, we believe that all states shouldshare in these funds on an equitable basis taking into consideration the need ofthe individual state as measured by per capita income. To do otherwise would be
inconsistent with congressional Went as specified in tlie National School Lunch
Act which provides a formula for the distribution of general-for-food assistancefinals and would be further ineousktent with Section 210.4 of the present regula-
tions. The proposed regulations as outlined will be detrimental to the states with
law per capita income and the stator that have been success( ul in providing finches
to a high percentage of children. Arkansas, as a low-income state, will be t.erionsly
handicapped sho.dd this regolat ion become effective.We recommend Oat all states receive from Section 4 andfor Section 32 asufficient apportionment to guarantee a minimum rate of 50 per Type A Lunchand where the state's assistance need rate is above 50 such states shall be guaran-
teed a rate per meal equal to the assistance need rate for that state as defined byUSDA.

(e) We object to the use of a base and the 30 eent maxiuu to control the usesof Section 32 special assistance funds. We recommend that each state's apportion-
ment from Section 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 400 f or each free and reduced
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price meal served to eligible children. The average cost of producing a Type A
Lunch in the state last year was 42e. How can schools continue t ) feed the large
number of free meals in this state at 35g when no doubt the cost will go above 42g

reganlless of the President's price "freeze"? Exampk: A call from a superin-
tendent today. 11'e are $2000 in debt from last year's operation. We planned to
increase charges for lunches this year from 20e and 25g to 24g and 30cwith the
"freeze" on charges, this can't be done. How can we operate?

For years we have urged Arkan-as schools to keep charges low in order to reach
more children. Now schools are penalized for t heir efforts.

3. Section 210.5, new paragraph (c).See our comments in 2(a) above on the

use of a base system to control distribntion of funds to the states. We recommend

that Section 32 funds be initially allocated to states so t hat the total amount of

Section 32 and Section 11 funds be equal to the amount of such funds expended
by the states diming the fiscal year 1971. Additional amounts would be paid to
the states upon justification to assure an average rate of 40 cents per each free and
reduced price meal.

4. Section 210.11, new paragraph (b-1).This amendment is appropriate.
5. Section 210.11, new paragraph (b-2).-11 is suggested that the base month to

be used for determining needed adjustments in reimbursement rates be :.et as in
the October with need adjustments made on January 1. .k review of funds status
after receipt. of January claims leaves little time to make adjustments in rates
prior to the end of the school year.

6. Section 210.11, paragraph (c) revi.ved.We very strongly object to setting the
maximum rate for special assistance at 30 cents, especially when it must be
considered in conjunction with the "base" system so that the state wide average
rate for special assistance cannot exceed 30 cents for the f ull'year. The impact of
this provision will seriously endanger emithmance of free and reduced price lunches
to children who qualify. Nlany school districts would receive substantially less
special assistance money this year as compared to last year. See attached sheet.
We recommend the maximum rate be set at 40 cents as recommended by the Ad
bloc Committee of State and Major City Directors in Nlarch 31-April 2, 1971.

7. Section 210.11, paragraph td) revised.Speeify 40e in lieu of 30g on line 2.
Delete the remainder of sentence after the word "that" on fine :3 and and "the
school is financially linable to meet its need for free and reduced price lunches."
This sub-section sets up three criteria to be used in justifying rates of special
assistance above 30 cents. The first criteria appears to mean that a higher rate is

justified when production costs (labor, food, etc.) are "higher than is typical" in
a given area. This is appropriate but does not, accord special consideration to
schools which have a large number or high percentage of free hutches and would

suffer heavy losses in financing such lunches at the :30 cent maximum. We therefore

recommend that. the following words be inserted at the end of the first of these
criteria: "or the percentage or absolute number of free or reduced price lunches
is higher than is typical in the state." With respect. to the second criteria we
recommendtend the words "necessary operating" be inserted before the word "balance"
and on the saute line insert, "as specified in Section 210.15" after the phrase
"on hand."

. With respect to the third criteria, after the word cost, delete "cannot be dim-
Mated by other remedial action" and substitute "is not the result of poor ma nage-
ment practices."

We would further recommend the sentence beginning with "Upon", him. 9 be
deleted and the following sentence be substituted" Upon such a finding, the State
Agency, or FNSIZO where applicable, limy assign a rate of reimbursement from
special cash assistance and general cash assistance funds not to exceed 60r for each

free and reduced price lunch served. Such rate should be reviewed and adjusted
; lllll nally in accordance with cost of living changes." The rest. of the paragraph be
deleted down to "The State Agencyetc."

S. Section 210.11, new paragraph (d-1).---This section must be clarified. Since it
appears to mean the only funds proposed to be apportioned to State Agency at the

beginning of the year will be the Section 11 funds; and consequently, rates would

have to be assigned on basis of Section 11 funds only. We re- emphasize our recom-
mendations for allocation of Qection 32 funds to all states at the beginning of the

year (see Section 210.5 (e) Page 2).
0. Section 210.11 new paragraph (d-2).We recommend lucre also that the month

of October be used in place of January.
10. Section 210.11 paragraph (g) anwnded.No Comments.
11. Section 220.16, paragraph (b) revised.We see no basis in the law or in the

fact for restricting the availability of equipment funds forschook already partici-
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paling in the school lunch or breakfast program. To delay the approval of funds
need, n for equipment to serve additional needy children either lunch or breakfast
until March 1 si lll post poses this bperation until the following fiscal year. We
therefore recommend that this amendment be deleted.

We also note the following objections: (a) the term "grossly inadequate" is
vague; (b) requiring Washington's approval for expenditure of ft.nds is inappro-
priate and inconsistent with Congres,:ional intent and State autonomy; (c) re-
quiring the States to work with individual schools rather than with School Food
Am !writ ices.

12. Bffedire dale.Section 210.19 (b) states that "no change in (he requirements
for lunches which decreases the maximum rates of reimburz.:ement shall become
effective less than 60 days after pull cation thereof." Since the proposed amend-
ments to 210.11 does effect reduce the aximu rate of reonbursement for free
and reduced price lunches, we raise a serious question that such amendments can
be made effective September 1, 1971. We further protest the issuance of important
new regulations without providing sufficient !cad time to State Agencies and local
school districts that will allow major changes of this nature to be put into effect in
an orderly and efficient manner.

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT DV EDUCATION, SCHOU* FOOD SERVICE COMPARISONSELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS

LUNCH REIM3URSEMENT AT 1970-71 RATES AND AT 5 CENTS AND 30 CENTS

System

Federal Reimburse.
Pupil lunches served reimburse- ment same

meal for al new
Paid Free lunches rates Difference

Lee County 203, EsS 586. 176 270, 518.45 215, 357.90 55,163.55
Little Rock 1,682,931 802,360 472.604.27 361,975.05 107,629.22

CITY OR STATE: ARKANSAS

1. How much did it cost to produce a Type A lunch during the
1970-71 school year? Do not, include the value of USDA
donated commodities . 42

2. How many free or reduced price lunches did your State or Sclwol
System serve dining 1970-71 school year? IS, S73, 010

3. how many free or reduced price lunches do you expect to serve
this year (1971-72)? ", 703, 962

4. What would have been the loss per meal during last year (1970-71)
if you had received only 3:V federal reimbursement for free or
reduced price lunches? . 00

5. How much money will your State or School System lose in 1971-72
if you receive only 35¢ federal reimbursement for free or reduced
price lunches? S937, 022

MEASE ItKTURN THIS FORM IMMEDIATELY TO:

Louise A. K. Frolic!
American School Food Service Association
4101 E. Miff
Denver, CO S0222

Please complete this form today. We need this information. Your support
is urgently requested!

MINN CAPol.'s, 'MINN., September 9, 1971.
II011. DONATO M. FRASF.R,
Representative in Congress, Fifth District,
Longworth Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dr: tit Dox: There is a great deal of eonfnsion surrounding the federal funding
of school lunch program-3 for the present 1971-72 school year. The intent of this
letter is to give you the facts and some rationelo for continuing the present level
of federal reimbursement for free and reduced price lunches. Auy assistance
you can give us in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Last year the i Einneapolis Public Schools added 16 schools to their lunch pro-
gram, bringing the total number of schools to GO. It has been the intent to con-
tinue expanding the lunch program to include the remaining 25 elementary schools
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with continued assistance from Federal Nutrition Service. In order for us to do

this. it is necessary that the same level of reimbursement from federal sources be

continued.
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 el reimbursement

1970-711evel New level

All lunches
SO. 12 60.05

Free and reduced
.48 .30

Total
.60 .35

This would be a. reduction in reimbursement under the proposed regulations

of 24 per lunch. The following is an example of the impact such a 'eduction would

have on our lunch program (based on the 1970-71 school year):

A reduction of

Free and reduced price lunches at 25 cents reduction (63 percent of the lunches served

'Ave Nee or reduced)
2.683.045 ;670.761

Regular price lunches at 7 cents reduction
1,541.916 107.934

Total
4,224.951 778.695

Lunches in nine additional schools were being planned for the 1971-72 school

year. This would have increased the participation to nit estimated 4,500,000

lunches. The proposed regulations will of necessity slow any expansion of the

lunch program and curtail providing lunches to many needy children HOW bene-

fiting from the program. I believe this was not the intent of Congress in the

passage of P.L. 91-24S.
Enclosed is a brochure describing the elementary school lunch program of the

Minneapolis Public Schools stating the philosophy and goals of the program.

The realization that "you can't teach a hungry child" has brought about in-
cteased public concern that lunches become available to all school children at

noon. Also enclosed is a copy of a letter dated November 10, 1970, from the

Church Women 'United of Greater Minneapolis commending the Board of

Education on their action to "provide a hot lunch program for more elementary

school children in :limteapolis."
If you wisn further information, please let me know.

Sincerely yours, DONALD D. Bavus,

Associate Superintendent of Schools for Business Affairs,
Minneapolis Public Schools.

(The enclosures are as follows:)

(liftmen WOMEN UNITED Of GREATER MINNEAPOLIS,

(A DI:PART:di:NT OP THE GREATER MINNEAPOLIS COUNCII, OF CHURCHES),
Minneapoli.y, Minn., November 10, 1970

Dr. JOHN 13. DAVIS, Jr.,
Superintoulun of Schools, School Administration Building,

Al inn.
Du. DAvis: On behalf of Church Women United of Greater Minneapolis,

I wish to commend you and the Board of Education on your recent action to

provide a hot lunch for more elementary school children in Minneapolis.

We have been studying, through a series of forums and seminars, the problems

of hunger, health and nutrition in our metropolitan area, and we are convinced

there are Many children in our city who are under fed and under nourished.

We feel that this forward step taken by you and the Board of Education will

help to alleviate some of the problems of hunger for our school children.
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We are aware that this program will cost money and present problems inadministering, but we wish to assure you that we support you in your fine effortsand heartily approve your action on the hot lunch program.
Sincerely,

Representative DON FitAsnu,
Washington, D.C.

The one thousand elementary school principals of 'Minnesota request thatyou reject the new 'Agriculture Department guidelines that ,uld drasticallydecrease Federal support for the hot lunch program for elementary school children.Note under the new guidelines that in Minneapolis over three quarters of amillion dollars of local funds will he needed to continue the former program. Thefact is, the price freeze, unemployment, and limited income already limit theability ot parents to pay the former charge. The new increase doubles the cost fora class A hot lunch. Phis will deprive many pose: and needy children in receivinga hot lunch each day.
Your influence and support is neces-..ary M.E.SMP.A. requests it.

RouERT A exot.D,
Executive Secretary Al.E.S.P.A.

Mrs. LEIWY E. 1100n,
President.

elegraM1

ST. PAUL :MINN., September 21, 1971.
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