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SCHOOL LUNCH AND BREAKFAST PROGRAMS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1973

.S, SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESFARCIEAND
GENERAL LEGISLATION OF THE
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, AND FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met. pursuant to notice, at 9 a.m. in room 324,
Russell Senate Office Bnilding, Hon. James B. Allen (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Allen, Clark. Young, and Dole,

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. ALLEN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF ALABAMA

Senator ALLEN. The subcommittee will please come to order.

"Today, we are faced once again with the need to take emergency ac-
tion on behalf of the child untrition programs. This snbcommittee
has had the privilege of working on a nnmber of bills dealing with
our school Innch and child nntrition programs, both in the 92d Con-
gress and this, the 93d Congress.

In the 92d Congress, it was necessary to pass three different bills
to make changes in the child nutrition programs and to provide for
increased reimbursement for these programs, Already, in 1973, it was
necessary for (longress to pass emergency legislation to require the
Department of Agrienlture to make up for the shortfall of donated
commodity deliveries by an increased cash reimbursement. All of these
bills whicli were passed in the 92d Congress and the bill which was
passed in the 93d Congress were signed by the President and all were
absolutely essential to the continued operation of school lunch pro-
grams und other child nutrition programs.

Although our school districts have had crises in the past and al-
thongh they have experienced increased costs in past school years.
T don’t recall any crisis that has ever approached the present one.
The sharply increased costs of food this year and the unavailability of
surplus commodities that the schools are accustomed to receiving
have placed our schools in a severe financial bind. Also, the schools
may not enjoy the continued benefits of the special milk programn this
year. The administration has recommended that the program not be
continned, except for those schools which do not have & regular school
Tunch program.

I, for one, do not feel that it is desirable. for the Congress to be in
the business of establishing, by annual or semiannual passage of new
laws, the number of pennies the schools will receive in reimburse-

)
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ment for each school lunch and schocd breakfast. The Congress should
not h- ve to get involved in thistyp - ¢ f administrative decision.

During public service, I have bean a strong advocate of fiscal re-
sponsibility and balanced budgets. In this era of runaway inflation and
oppressive tax burdens, we should do everything within our power to
cut expenditures for all Federal programs. Certainly, child nutrition
progrums should be scrutinized as closely as other Government spend-
ing programs, However, I believe that the child nutrition programs
have achieved a remarkable record of success and have been wniquely
free of waste and abuse. This 18 due in a large part to the fact. that
these programs depend so heavily on sound administration by State
and local government authoricies. I believe that we should continue to
rely on State and lccal government authorities for the administration
of the school linch program and that we should encourage them to find
wniys to economize rather than to open Government coffers and provide
unlimited Federal reimbursement. However, I do not feel that State
and local authorities should have to bear entire responsibility for in-
creased costs of operating school lunch and other child nutrition
programs.

The bills that are the subject of today’s hearings attempt to deal with
the pressing problems which face our child nutrition programs and
our school distriets. I would like to place in the recor({7 at this point
in my remarks a staff explanation of S. 1005 and S. 1063, plus a copy
of S. 1005, S. 1063, and S. 2409,

{The bilis and explanation above-referred to follcw]
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Franvany 26,1973

Mr. Casz introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committee on Agricuiture und Forestry

A BILL

To amend the National School Lunch Act, as amended, to
assure that the school food service program is maintained
as a nutrition service to children in public and private
schools, and for other purposes.

[

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repr-senta-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SeorioN 1. After the first sentence of section 10 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.8.C. 1779) delete
the following sentence: “Such regulations shall not pro-
hibit the sale of competitive food in food service facilities

or areas during the time of service of food under this Act

@ =2 o b W N

or the National School Tunch Act if the proceeds from the
1I
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1 sales of sueh foods will inure 1o the henelit of the schools

ar of argapizations of students approved by the schools”

te

Sec, 2. The Child Nutrition Net is further mnended

[

by adding at the end thereof a new seetion as follows:

(3]

“Sec. 18. (a) The Scerctary shall make cash grants

=)

to the education departivent or comparable agency of each

-1

State for the purpose of providing Junds 10 local school
8 distrits and private uunpr.ulit school svstems to dnable
9 school children within cach State to partieipate in pro-
10 grams which inerease their kuowledge of the nutritional
11 value of foods aud the relationship of nutrition to hwuan
12 health.

13 “(b) In order to carry out the program provided for
14 under subsection (a) there are antbarized to he appropriated
15 such sums as the Congress deems appropriate. These funds
16 shall he apportioned among the States according to the num-
17 her of people in that State in proportion to the nunber of
18 people in all the States: however, no State shall receive less
19 than 1 per centum of uny funds appropriated by the Con-
ap  gress,

2] “(c) In the event that » Statejeducation or comparable
9o ngoney is unable to distribute funds provided under this sec-
23 tion to private nonprofit schools, the Secretary shall disburse
] g these funds direetly to such school systems in propor-

»5  tion of the total enrollment in these schools to the total en-
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rolltaent in all schiools in the State, and the Sooretary shall
withhold these funds from e total apportionment alloted
to the State agency.

“(d) The Secretary shall withhold not less than 1 per
centum of any funds appropriated nnder this section and <hall
:».\'pvnd these funds to carry out research and development
projeets relevant to the purpose of this section, particularly

to develop materials and techmigues for the inmovative pres-

entation of nutritional information,”
]
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mane s 11973

Me 0 sy trodacsd the followitg il which was send twive and refermwl

to the Committee o Agriculture aml Forestry

A BILL

To extablish o program of nutrition education for children as a

3

[ 2

Pt

-1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

part of the national school hineh and child mtrivion programs
and 1o muend the National School Laneh and Child Nutrition
Aats for purposes related to strengthening the existing child

nutrition progeuns,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tires af the United States of dmerica in Congress assembled,
That this Aet way he cited as the “Child Nutrition Edu-
eation Aot of 19737,

Skc. 2. (1) The Seeretary of \geicalture (hereinafter
veferred to as the “Seeretary™) is authorized to formulate
the hasie elements of 1 nutrition education program for chil-

dreu to be extended on a voluntary basis through State educea-

1t



s

1o

2

[+

w 3

~I

2
tiotial agencies o schools and serviee institutions as a pnt of
the school hneh and child wutrition programs. Such a pro-
gram shall include, hut shall not be limited (o, the prepars-
tion of conrse outlines, hased on the advice of experts in
ot
the field of child nutrition, classroom teaching aids, Ml

materials, the training of school food service personnel, and

the training of teachers to conduct courses in nutrition utik:

. ing the school food service program as a laboratory. In de-

veloping §uclx a program the Sceretarvy shall consult with
the Office of Education of the Department of Health, Eduea-
tion, and Welfare and with 1'ecog11izéd authorities in the field
of Imman nutrition and nutrition education. \

(b) For the fiscal year 1974, the Secretary is authorized
to use not to exceed $2,000,000 out of funds made available
for the conduet of school lneli and child nutrition programs
for the purpose of developing a nntrition education program
as outlined duder {a) abovd, From the funds made available
under this subsection, the Scerctary shall advance to each
State educational agency an amount not to exceed $25,000
for the fiscal year 1974, The amounts so advanced shall be
for the purpose of the cmployment of a nutrition education
specialist in each State educational agency in order to pro-
vide for the plmming and develoPmeht of a nutrition. educa-

tion program for the children in each State.
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(¢) Yor the fiseal year 1975 grants to the States for
the conduet of nntrition cducation programs for children shall
be based o a rate of 50 cents for each child enrolled in
schools or service inslitutions within the State and, for each
fiseal vear thereafter. grants will e hased on a rate of $1
for cach child =0 cnrolled. Burollment data so used will
he the lastest available as certified by the Office of Edueation
of the Department of Iealth, Edacation, and Welfare.

(d) The funds made available under subseetion (¢} may
he used for the employment of personnel including suppeorting
services, in the State educational agencies to coordinate and
promote the conduct of mntrition education prograwms in par-
ticipating school districts, and for other ynrposes related to
sneh prograuns.

There is herehy anthorized to he appropriated tlic funds
necessary to earry (iut the purpese of ihis section.

(e} A nutrition cducation advisory council shall be
established in each State to provide gnidanee and assistance
in fornudating the nutrition edueation program to be con-
ducted in the State under the authority of this section. The
members vf the council shall be appointed by the chief state
school ofieer of each State, and approved by-the State cduca-
tional ageney ., and shall be professionals in the fields of

ntrition, odnent.i((g,l5 health, and welfare.
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STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXVENSES

Ste. 3. Section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is
amended by adding at thie end thereof the following:

“For cach fiseal vear beginning with the fiseal year
1074, State edueational ageneies are anthorized to use au
amotnt, not to execed 2 per centmn of aggregated payments
nurde to sueh agencies by the 8 reretary under the National
School Laneh Aet and the Child Natrition et of 1966 in
the preceding fiseal Year, to assist in the adwministration and
supervision of the programs anthorized under such Acts:
Provided, That not less than 55 per epntmn of any funds
used muder this anthority shall be didected to the employ-
ment of field nutrition supervisors and anditors who have a
certifieate of training in the subjeet areas or the equivalent
in ficld supervisery ulr andivings experiences Peovided further,
That the funds expended yuder this seetion shall be used
1o supplement the (-.\'isiil,g level of administrative support
corvices and expenditures therefor for the child ntrition
prograns in cach State,”

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGIAMS

sie. 4o () The first sentenee of seetion 4 (e) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended to read as follows:

Aauds apportioned and paid 1o any State for the
purpose of this seetion shall be dishursed by the State

educationnd ageney 0 schouls seleeted by the State eduea-
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tioal ageney 1o assist such schools in finnncing the costs
of operating o hreakfost program and for the purpnse of
subsection (d).”

(h) The seeond sentence of seetion 4 (c) of the Child
Nutriion Net of 1966 ix deleted.

{e) Section 4(b) of the Child Notrition Act of 1966
is amended by adding the following paragraphs at the
end of such section:

“The national average payment  established by the
Sceeretary for all breakfasts served to eligible children shall
not be dess than R ecents; an amonnt of not Iess than 15 cents
shall he added for ench reduced-price breakfnst; and an
anwant of not less than 20 ceuts shall he added for cach
free breakfnst. In eases of severe need, a payment of up
1o 43 cents ay be wade for breakfsis served to children
qualifying for a free breakfust,

“For the fiseal yenrs subsequent to the fiscal year hegin-
ving July 1, 1973, the brenkfust payments specified in
thix sahsection shall refleet chages i the cost of operat-
ing a school hrenkfust program under this Aet by piving
cqual weight to changes in the wholesale prices of alt foods
and hourly wage rates for cmploees of eating places pub-
lished by the Burean of Labor Statisties of the Department

of Labor.”
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NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

SEc. H. Seetion 14 of the National School Luneh Act is
amended as follows:

(1} Insubsection (a) replace the word “thirteen” with
the word “nineteen” and insert after the phrase “(or the
equivalent thereof) ™, the first time it appears the following:
“one member shall be a supervisor of a school lieh program
in a school system in an whan aren (or the equivalent
thereof) ; one member shall e a supervisor of a school laneh
program in a schiool system in a rural arvea; two members
hall be parents of school age children; two members shall be
secondary sehool stndents participating in the school luneh
program,” ;

(2) Subsection (b) is mmended by striking out “nine”
and inserting in lien thereof “fifteen”, and by adding the
following to said snbsi'ctiun: “The new members to be ap-
pointed to the couneil as provided for by reason of the amend-
ment to subsection (a) made by section 3 of the Child Nutri-
tion Edueation Aet of 1973, shall be appointed for terms of
three years, except that the termx of the secondary students
shall be two years.”

(3) In subsection (e), delete the word “seven” and
insert in lien thereof the word “ten”.

(4) Subsection (f) is amended by adding the following

at the end of such subsection: “For the purpose of obtaining
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wformation incident to waking the aforesaid recommenda-
tions, the coundil, by vote of its memhers present way re-
quest the ‘nppmr:luur, at any of il..j' meelings, of mprcse'nm-
tives from govermmental or nongovernmental agencies or
organizations concernéd with the matrition and wellare of
childven.”

(5) Such sccliunl iy amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“Ai) The Council shall confinue i existence until ter-
minated by Act of Co‘ngruss cnacted alter the enactment of
the Child Nutrition Edueation Aet of 1973”7

.RI".GU.L‘A'.L‘IONS

S, 6. The National School Lunch Act is mmended by
adding after seetion 15 the following new section:

“See. 16, Prior (o the publication in the Federal
Register of any proposed regulations to implement the pro-
vision of this Aet or the Child Nutrition :\cl. of 1966, the
Secretary shall solicit the conmments and reecommendations
of the National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition, and a
representative gronp of Siate and loeal schoo] food serviee
adiministrators and selected Tay citizens and shall establish a
five-meber group to work with the Departnent of Agri-
culture in the de\-'vl'npn'mnt of such regulations that reflect

the conmuents of such groups.”

Y o 8 e o VT 15 e e T e ihe
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REIMBURSEMENT
[

SEC, 7. {a) Secetion 4 of the National School Lunelr et
ix amended to delete the phrase 3 cuts per Taneh™ as it
appears in said seetion and substitate the phrase 10 conts
per luneh”. For the fiseal yeavs subsequent to the fiseal year
lwgim.ling July |, 1973, the wational average payment <hall
reflect changes in the cost of operating the school lunch
program under this Aet by giving equal weight to changes
in the wholesale prices of all foods and hourly wage rates for
employees of eating places published by the Bureaw of Labor
Statisties of the Departinent of Labor.

(h) In any fiscal yvear in- which the national average
paviient is inereased above the amount preseribed in the
previous fiseal vear, the maximun Federal food-cost contri-
hution rate, fov the type of lunel served, as provided for
nnder section 8 of the National School Luneh Aet, shall he
inereased hy a like amount,

SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

SEc, 8. Seetion 13 of the National School Tanch Act
is amended by adding the following to subsection (d) of
said section: 1 Provided, however, That the Seeretary may
cuter into agreement with State edueational agencies for the
administration of the program in situations where it is con-
ducted under sponsorship of the local government. In such

situations the Secretury shall reimburse participating serviee

24-286 O - 73 -2
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institutions through State educational agencies under agree-
ment with the Seeretary.”.
COMPETITIVE FOODS

Sec. 9. (a) Section 9 (a) of the National School Lunch
Aet (natritional and other program requirements) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the ollowing: “Additional
foods which nake a significant nutritional contribution may
be offered for sale to chiliiren during the periods of food serv-
ice conducted under programs authorized under this Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to the extent such
offerings are necessary to meet nutritional needs of pupils
in participating scﬁou\s: Procided, however, That the sale of
such additional foods shall be under the management and
control of the food service department of the school and
proceeds from such sales shall accrue to said &epartment.”

(b) The second sentence of section 10 of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1779) is deleted.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE FUNDS

Skc. 10. (a) Section 11 of the National School Lunch
Act is amended by redesignating subsection (h) as subsec-
tion (c), and by striking out subsections (a), (b), (c),
(d), (e), (f), and (g) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: i

“(a) Except as provided in section 10 of this Act, in

each fiscal year each State educational agency shall receive
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spe clal assistanee payments in an amount to he determined
in the following wmanner: multiplying the rnmber of lunches
(consisting of a combination of foods aud meeting the mini-
mn nutritional requirements preseribed by the Seerctary
pursnant to subsection 9 (a) of this Act) served free to
children oligi))_)u for such limches in schools within that
State during sueh fiseal year by the special-assistance factor
for free linches preseribed by the Seervetary for such fiscal
year and multiplying the munber of lunches served at a re-
duced price to children eligible for such reduced-price lunches

in schools within that State during sueh fiscal year by the

special-nssistance factor for reduced-price lunches preseribed

by the Seerctary for such fiscal year. For the fiseal year
hegiming July 1, 1973, the Seeretary shall preseribe a
special-assistance factor for free lunehes of not less than 45
cents and a special-assistance factor for reduced-price inches
which shall he 10 cents less than the speeial-assistance fac-
tor for free lunches, For fiscal years subsequent to the fiseal
vear begimning July 1, 1974, the special-assistance factor to
he preseribed by the Seeretary for free Junches shall refleet
changes iu the cost of operating a school lunch program un-
der this Aet hy giving equal weight to changes in the
wholesale prices of 21l foods and hourly wage rates for
employees of eating places published by the Bureau of Lahor

Statistics of the Department of Labor.
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“(h) Exeept as provided in seetion 10 of the Child
Nutrition Aet of 1966, the special-assistancee paviments made
fo cach State ageney during cach fiseal yvear under the pro-
visions of this section shall he nsed hy such State ageney to
assist schools of that State i financing the cost of providing
free and reduced price lunelies served to children pnrsuant to
subgection 9(h) of this Act. The amount of such special as-
sistance funds that a school shall from time to time veceive,
within a maxitum per luneh amount established by the
S(-(-rcm'r_v for all States, shall he hased on the need of the
school for such special assistance, Sueh maximum per huneh
amount established by the Reeretary shall not be less than
6O conts.”

(h) Subseetion (¢) of suelt section (as so redesignated
by subsection (1) ) is amended by adding at the end thereaf
the following :

“(4) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act,
in the-case of any school attendance nnit in which 85 per
centum or more of the students are cligible for free or re-
duced price meals, all students in sueh school attendance
units shall be served meals free of charge. In sueh ease, all
meals served in suelt attendanee unit shall he reimbursed at
the special assistance factor for free lunches approved by

the State educational ageney,”
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COMMODITIES

Ske. 11, Seetion 9 of the National School Lunch Aet
ix amended by adding the following subscetion:

“Ad) e any fiseal vear in which the Seeretary is unable
to expend the full amounts hudgeted and prograned Tor the
prchase of commodities under seetion 6 of this et and
section 32 of the Aet of August 24, 19230, the mnounts unex-
pended shall be distributed among the States for the purchase
of food by public and nenprofit private schools participating
in the school el program. The detertination of the

amounts available for such distribution shall be made hy

Febrary | of each fiseal year and the actnal distribntion shall

he made as soon ax practicable after that date, but in no event
later than Maveh 15, The distribution (fl‘ funds"to the States
under this section shall be made on the hasis of the formmla
uxed in allocating section 6 and seetion 32 commaodities for
the sehool Tanelt program among the Stages,”
DEFINTTIONS

Sies 12, Subseetion d (e) of the Child Nuatrition et of
1966 is mmended by adding the following sentence at the end
of such subsection: “For the purposes of this subsection the
term “sehools without a food serviee” shall inelude those
sehools which have initiated food serviee on a temporary

and emergeney hasix and desire to establish an improved
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and more effeetive food service on o pernnent hasis to
hetter meet the needs of children in attendance.”
APFROPRIATIONS FOR NONFOOD ;\5515'11\.\‘.(‘1-‘.
~Sec. 13, The first sentencee of section 5 (a) of the Child
Nutrition et of 1966 is mmended by deleting the figure
“%20.000,000" and substitnting the fignre *§40,000,000”.
EXTENSION O PROGRAM TO ALL SCIHOOTLS
S, 14, Seetion 8 of the National School Lunch Aect is
amended by adding the f()l]()w.ing before the period at the
end of said seetion: 1 Provided, That a school food anthority
that operates a school luneh program under this Aet in one
or more of the publie schools nnder its jurisdiction shall oper-
ate the program iu all schools nnder its jurisdietion hy no
later 1than the fiseal year ending June 30, 1975, It is for-
ther provided tha. the national school lunch program is to
he extended, by Seviomber 1, 1975, to all public schools
in which childven are in attendance who qualify for free or
vedneed price Tmehes under the standardg established by
this Act.”
INCLUSTON OF TRUST TERRITORY
Sge. 15, Subseetion (d) of section 12 of the National
S(-h[nn] Luneli Act, as amended, is amended hy inserting the
phirase “the Trust Territory of the Paeific Islands,” before

the word “or” in paragraph (1) ; by deleting paragraphs
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(4), (). and (6) : and by redesignating paragraph (7)
as paragraph (4).
GRANTS FOR PROGRAM COSTS

See, 18, The National Sehool Limeh Aet ix amended

by adding at the end thereof the following:
“LOCAL COSTS OF SUPERVISION

“SEe. 170 The Seeretary s anthorized to make grants
1o State edneational ageneies, ot of amonnts appropriated
by Congress for the purposes of this seetion, to assist in the
supervision of local program operations. The @rant to each
State is to be determined on the hasis of $250 for each school
attendance nnit participating in programs nuthorized wnder
the National School Luneh Aet and the Child Nutrition et

of 1966,



9 CONGRIESS
151 SESSION 2 409
®

IN THE SENATE OF TIIE UNITED STATES

SErreMpER 12, 1973
My, MetGovery (for himself, My Casee Mrs Crassros, Me Thaees My, Hom-
preky. Me. Kesseov, and Mreo Nesox) introdneed the following bill:
whieh was read twice and referred o ihe Commitiee on Agriculture and
Forest "y

A BILL

To mnend the National School Luneh and Child Nutrition Acts
for the purpose of providing additional Federal financial

assistanee to the school lunch and school breakfast programs.
1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tires of the United States of dmerica in Congress assembled,

L2

That this Act may be cited as the “National School Lunch

4 and Child Nutrition Aet Amendments of 19737,

5 REIMBURSEMENT
6 Sk, 2. (a) Seetion 4 of the National School Tunch Acr

7 s amended {9 delete the phrase “8 cents per laneh” as it
8 appears in said seetion and substitute the phrase “12 cents
9 per luneh”.
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(b) Seetion 8 of the Natioual Sehool Luneh Aet i
atended by inserting before the Jast semtence thereof the
following new sentenee: “ln any fiseal year in whicl the
mational average payment per lunel determined under see-
tion 4 is inereased above the amount preseribed in the
previous fiseal year, the maximum Federal food-cost con-
teibmtion rate, for the tvpe of lnnel served, shall be inereased
by a like mmount.”

SPECLAL ASSISTANCE  FINDS

SEe, B, (1) Section 11 of ihe Naticaal Sehool Luneh
Netis amended by redesiguating subsection (h) as subsees
tion (¢). and by striking ont subsections (a). (b). ().
(d), (¢), (f). and (g) and inserting in lien thereof the
following :

* (1) Bxeept as provided in seetion 10 of this Met, in
cach fiseal year each State edueational ageney shall receive
special-assistanee payments in an amount to be deternined
i the following wwnuer: wmnltiplying the munber of hinches
(consisting of a combination of foods and weeting the mini-
wnm untritienal requivements preseribed by the Seeretary
pursuant to subseetion 9 (a) of this Aet) served free to chil-
dren eligible for suel lnnehes in schools within that State
during suel fiseal year by the speeial-assistanee factor for
free Tunchies preseribed by the Secretary for suel fiseal year

and nmltiplying the mnuber of lnuches served at a reduced
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price to children eligible for such reduced-price hmehes in
schools within that State during such fiseal year hy the
special-assistance factor for reduced-priee llluu-hg-'s ‘preseribed
by the Secretary for such fiseal year. For the fiscal year he-
ginning July. 1.-1973, the Seeretary shall preseribe a special-
assistance factor for free lunches of not-less than 45 cents
and a special-assistanee factor for veduced-price lunches which
shall be 10 cents less than the speeial-assistance factor for
free lanch.

“(h) Tixcept as provided in scetion 10 of the Child Nn-

trition Act of 1966, the special-assistance payments made to

cach Slatc ageney during each fiscal year nnder the pro-
visions of (his seetion shall be used hy such State ageney to
assist schools of that State in financing the cost of providing
free and reduced-price hmches served to children pursuant to
subsection 9(h) of this Act. The amomnt of such special
assistance funds that a scheol shall from thme to time receive,
within & maximum per lunch amount established by the Sec-
retary for all States, shall he hased on the ueed of the school
for snch special assistance. Such maximum .pcr luneh amount
established hy the Secretary shall not be less than 60 cents.”

“(¢) Special assistance payments to any State under
this section shall be made as provided in the last sentence of
section 7 of this Act.

“(d) In carvying out this section, the terms and coudi-

RPN IURPNTP
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tions governing the operation of the s¢hool laneh program
set forth in other sections of thix Aet, inclading those appli-
cahle to funds apportioned or paid pursuant to section 4 or 5
It exelnding the provisions of section 7 relating to match-
ing, shal! he applicable to the extent they sre not inconsistent
with the express reguirements of this section.”

(b) Section 10 of the National School Tuneh Act i
amended by iuserting “and seetion 117 after “seetion 47,

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS

Sec. 4. (a) The first sentence of scetion 4 (¢) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is ameuded to read as follows:
“Funds apportioned and paid to any State for the purpose
of this section shall he dishnrsed by the State edneational
ageney to schools seleeted by the State educatioual agency
to assist such schools in financing the costs of operating a
breakfast prograunt and for the purpose of subsection (d).”

(h) The secoud sentence of seetion 4 (¢) of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 is deleted.

(e} Section 4 (1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is
amended by adding the following sentences at the end of
such seetion: “The national average payment establishied by
the Secretary for all breakfasts served to cligible children
shall not he less than 8 cents: an amonnt of not less than

15 cents shall he added [o\r cach reduced-price hrenkfast;

and an amount of not less than 20 eents shall be added for
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each free hreakfast, In eases of severe need, o payment of up
to i . cents may he made for cach hreakfast served to chil-
dren qualifying for a free breakfast,”
CASILIN LIEUG OF ¢OMMODITIES

SEC, D, (a) Seetion 6 of the National School Lnneh At
ix mnended .h_\' striking the present subseetions (b)), (¢) . awd
(d) and by substitwting in liew thereof the following new
subsections:

"(h) As oof Jamuary 1) of each fiscal year, the Scere-
tary shall make an estimate of the value of agricultural com-
modities and other foods that will be delivered during that
fiseal year to States for school food service pi'Og'r.‘tnm under
the provisions of this section, section 416 of the Agrienlturai
Act of 1949, and seetion 32 of the Aet of August 24, 1935,
If suel estimated value is less than 90 per centumn of the
value of sueh deliveries initially prdgrnmcd for that tiseal
vear, the Seeretary shall pay to State edueational agencies,
hy not later than Felnvuary {5 of that fiseal year, an amount
of Tiuds that is equal to the difference between the value of
sieh deliveries initially programed for such fiscal year aud
the estinited value ax of Febrnmry 15 of such fiseal year of
{hie commddities and othier foods to he delivered i osuel fiscal
vear. The share of such funds to be paid to each State eduea-

fionnl ageney shall bear the smne ratio to the total of such
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1 payment to all such ageneies as the wmiber of meals served

2 under the provisions of section Y (a) of this Act and section

3 4(c) of the Child Nutrition Aet of 1966 during the preeeding

4 fiseal vear hears to the total of all sueh meals served in all
’ the States during sueh fiseal year: Provided, That in any

6 State i which the Seeretary diveetly adminierers school food
) T service programs in the nonprofit private schiools of such

8 State. the Reeretary shall withhold from the funds to he paid

9 to any such Stage mnder the provisions of this subscetion an
10 amount that l)(;:u's the sme ratio to the total of sueh pay-
11 ment as the wunber of meals served in nonprofit private
12 schools under the provisions of section 9 (+) of this Act and
13 section 4 (¢) of the C'hild Nutrition Act of 1966 during that
14 fiseal year hears to the total of sueh meals served in all the
15 schools in snch State in such fiseal year. Bach State eduea-
16 tional agency. and the Seeretary in the case of nouprofit
17 pri\'a!o schools in whieh he divectly administers school food
18 service programs, shall promptly and cqnitnbly dishurse such
19 funds to schools participating in the lunch and breakfast
20 progrmms nnder this Act and the Child Nutvition Act of 1966
21 and such dishursements shall be used by such schools to
22 obtain agricultural commoditics and other foods for their fond
23 service program. Sneh food shall be limited to the require-
24 ments for lanehes and breakfasts for children as provided for

a5 in the regalations by the Department of Agrienlture under
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7
title 7, subtitle (b), chapter II, subchapter (a), parts 210
and 220.

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary, until such time as n supplemental appropriation
may provide additional funds for the purpose of subsection
(b) of this section, shall use funds appropriated by section 32
of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢) to make
any payments to States anthorized under such subsection.
Any section 32 funds utilized to make such payments shall he
reimbursed out of any supplemental appropriation hereafter
enacted for the purpose of carrying out subsection (b) of this
section and such reimbursement shall be deposited into the
fund established pursuant to sestion 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935, to be available for the purposes of said
section 32.

“(d) Any funds made available under subsection (b)
or (c) of this section shall not be subject to the State match-
ing provisions of section 7 of this Act.”

SPRCIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM EXTENSION

Sec. 6. {a) Section 17 {a) of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 is further amended by inserting after the words “of
cach State” the following: “or Indian Reservation, including
the Indian Health Service of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare,” and by inserting after the words

“of such State” the following: “or Indian reservation”.
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EXTENSION OF PROGRAM TO ALL SCHOOLS
See. 7. Section 8 of the National School Lunch Aet is
amended by adding the following hefore the period at the

3

end of said seetion: *“: Provided, That a school food anthor-
ity that aperates a school hinch program under this Aect in
one or more of the public schools nnder its jurisdiction shall
operate the program in all schools nnder its jurisdiction by
no later than the fiscal year ending June 39, 1976. It is
further provided that the national school lunch program is
to be extended, by September 1, 1976, to all public schools
in which c¢hildren are in attendance who qualify for free or
reduced-price lunches under the standards established by this
Act”.
ELIGIBILITY FOR SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

SEC. 8. Section 8 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is
amended to read as follows: “There is hereby authorized to
he appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for cach sneceeding fiscal year, not to exceed $120,000,-
000, to enable the Secrctary of .\griculture, under such
rules and regulations as he may deem in the public inter-
est, to encourage consnmption of flnid itk by children in the
United States in (1) nonprofit schools of high school grade
and under, and (2) nonprofit nursery schools, child care
centers, seltlement housés, summer camps, and similar non-

profit institutions devoted to the care and training of children.
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For the purposes of this section ‘United States’ means the
fifty States, Gnam, and the District of Columbia. The Secre-
tary shall administer the special milk program provided for
by this seetion to the maximnm extent practicable in the
same manner as he adininistered the sll)(winl milk program
provided for by Public Taw 89-642, as ameuded, during
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1969. Any school or non-
profit. child care institution shall receive the speeial wilk
program nupon their request. Children that qualify for free
lunches inder gnidelines set forth by the Secretary shall also
be cligible for free milk.”
INCOME GUIDELINES FOR REDUCED PRICE LUNCHES
Src. 9. Section 9 (b) of the National School Tnmeh At
is amended by adding the followiug at the end of said sub-
section: “Provided further, That, for the fiseal year ending
1974, State educational agencies are authorized to cstablish
income gnidelines for reduced price linches at not more than
75 per centum above the applicable family size income levels
in the income poverty guidelines as preseribed by the Secre-

tary_” \ {
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: : 8. 1063 C-
8. 1003

This bill would—

1. Permit the Federal Govermment to issue regniations to prohibit the sale of
food irems,iu competition with food served under the National Lunch Act nnd
the Child Nutrition Act, . )

2, Require the establishment 01;’ a national wutrition education program for
schaol children,

S. 1063

This Hill wonld—

1. Anthorize a national nutrition education program (o be conducted in schools ‘

and service institutions. | . .

2. Authorize the State educational agencies to nse funds in an wmounl of up
to 265 of the payments wuder the Nutional School Luucht Act und the Child
Nntrition Act of 1966 for Stite administrative expenses,

3. Permit the schools to use federal funds for school breakfasts to finnice
any costs of operating a breaktast program rather than jnst food costs.

£ Establish 1 minimumn payment of S¢ for school breakfasts, an additional
amonnt of 15¢ for rednced prive hreakiasts, and an additional amount of 20¢ for
taeh free bregkfast, In cases of severe need, payments of up to 45¢ could he
mande for free breakfasts, Beginning with fiseal year 1973, these minimum break-
Jast paywents would be adjusted to reflect changes in the cost of operating break-
Tast programs.

A, Inerease the membership of the National Advisory Couneil on ¢hild nutririon
from 13 to 19 members, one member to be a supervisar of a school luneh Progritm
in s urban arey, ene member to be a supervisor of a scliool hueh program in a
rural area, two menibers to he parents of school age childven, and two membors
to be secondary sehool students participating in- the School Lunch Prageans.
The Council would continue in existence until terminated by an Act of Congress,

G. Require the Secretary to golicit comments and recommendations ot the
Natiouul Advisory Council on chii@ nutrition and a representative group of state
and Joeal schiool food service administrators and ‘selected lay citizens Lefore
publishing regulations to fplement the provisions of the School Lunch et ad
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. The Secretary is required to establish a five
member group to work with the Department of Agricnlture in the'development of
such regulations that reflect the comments of these LrOUpSs. -

7. Increase tlie reimbursement under Seetion 4 of the National School Litnch
Act froi1 8¢ to 10¢ per luncli, Each year, begiuning in fiscal vear 1473, the mini-
wun Seetion 4 payment shall reflect changes in the cost of operating school lunch

- programs, :

8. Permit the Secretary to enter into agrecment with State educational agen-
vies for tlie administration of the special food serviee program for children and
to reimburse partieipating service institutions through state educational agencies,

9. Reuiove from present law the prohibition against federal regulation to pro-

-hibit the sale of foods in competition with food served nuder Child Nutrition Aci

aud the National School Luneh Aet, The 'hili would'provide that additional foeds
“which make a significant nutritional eontribution” may be oftered for sale under
the maungement aud contral of the food service departuent of the school “to
the extent that such offerings are necessary to meet nutritional needs of pupils.”
T'roceeds from such sales must acerne to the food service department of the
sehool, . : : ..

10, Provide for a perfornruce funding under Section 11 of the National
School Lunch Act. Mstablishes a minimum of 45 cents tederal paywent for froe
Umehes, For fiscal years subsequent to fiseal year 1974, the minimum payments
must reflect changes in the cost of operating the school lunch prograin. The
maximum per lunch payment established by the Secretary for Section 11 as-
sistanee shall not be less than 60 cents. In any school in whieh 85 pereent or
more of the students are eligible for free or reduced price lunehes, all students
must be served meals free of charge,

11, In any fiseal year in which the Seeretary ig unable to spend the amount
budgeted and programed for the purchases of conimodities, the Secretary must
provide cash paynients to the states in the amount of the unexpesrded funds,
The determination of the amounts available must be made by Febraary 1 of

24-286—T8——3,
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each fiseal year and actual distribution must be made no later than March 15,

12, Require the Secretary, in apportioning funds for nen-food assistanee, to
regard those schools which have initiated food service on a temporary and
cmergeney busis as “schools without a foud service,”

13, Increase the authorization for non-food assistance for fiscal years 1976
and beyond to $40 million from the $20 million figurve of present law,

14, Require that a sehool food nuthority that operates a school luneh program
in one or more publie schools under his jurisdiction must operate the program in
all sehools under his jurisdietion by no later than fiseal year 19735, It provides alse
that the national School Lunieh Program must be extended by September 1, 1975
to all public schools in which children qualify for free or reduced price hunches:

15. Include the trust territory of the Puacific Islands in the School Lunch
Program,

16. Authorize the Secretary to make grants to state educational agencies to
assist in the supervision of local program operations,

Senator AniLen, The first witness this morning is Senator McGovern.

Senator MeGovern, we arve certainly delighted to have you appenr
hefore the subconnnittee,

The whole Nation is familiar with yonr interest in proper nutri-
tion for all of our citizens and certainly our school children. We arve
delighted to have you appear before this subcommittee to give us
the benefit of your views on this all-important program.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE 8. McGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator McGovery. Thank you very mmueh, Mr. Chairman.

I want to reciprocate by commending you for scheduling these hear-
ings. I think they are very timely.

I have just returned, as I know you have, from a visit to my State
and school administrators, pavents, superintendents, students and
others that talked to me with great concern about the problem they
face, not only on the school lunch program, but on the special milk
program.

While this hearing bears directly on the school lunch and schaol
breakfast programs, I am very hopetul that the House and Senate
conferees will get together quickly on this special milk appropriation
which is tied up on a difference between the House and Seunate on agri-
enltural appropriations. I think it is imperative that the Senate con-
ferees stand firm on the adequate figure that is provided by the Senate
rather than the totally inadeguate amount provided by the House at o
time when the cost of food is going up so fast it is just incredible to
me that we would in effect knock out the special milk program for our
children at this particular juncture.

I am not going to read my entire statement, Mr. Chairman, but I
would like *o have the entire text made a part of the record.

Senator Anrex. Without objection, it will be incorporated into the
roeord.

Senator McGoverx. Mr. Chairman, we have today aronnd 25 mil-
lion school children participating in the national school lunch pro-
gram and some 8 million of them receive lunches free or at rednced
prices. But I regret, to say that onr expectations of expanding this pro-
aram are now being dealt a very serious blow, not only may our for-
ward progress in feeding the children be halted, but much of the
progress made herctofore may be reversed.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

31

At this time I would like to submit a report entitled “School Food
Program Needs: State School Food Service Directors” Respouse,” a
xoport prepared by the staft of the Select Committee on Nutrition and
Hnman Needs.

Senutor ALLeN. Without objection, it will be incorporated into the
Comunittee files.*

Senator McGovery. I think that stndy will be of great value to
your liearings beecause it documents the dramatic and potentm]]v nega-
tive hmpact “that rising food prices and costs will have on the sehool
limch and child nutrition programs unless the Congress acts and acts
very quickly. This report. was compiled in response to a telegram
sent by the seleet committee staff in late July to all of the State sclm()l
food service directors reguesting current information on this veanr's
1)1()"1"11115.

Forty-two States replied to those inquiries, most of them at con-
siderable length and in great detail, urging immediate action by the
Congress.

\ow those responses were based on costs as of Jate July, some of
them (\u]\ Augmst. So given price increases since then, there is no
donbt that, in any snrvey we would conducet today, on September 13,
responses would mdicate an even greater sense of urgency.

But based on the information at hand this is what we can now con-
clude. I will jnst tick off the highlights,

The average cost of producing a school hwmch at current costs
across the LOlUltl\’ is a nunimum of 61.4+ cents with a high of 80 cents
to 85 cents and a low of 0 cents. The average cost of producing a
breakfast is 304 cents with a high of about 15 cents aud a low of 10
cents.

The inereased cost of a lunch this yvear is 20 cents to 24 cents in
one State, 10 cents to 14 cents in 12 of the States replying, b cents to
9 cents increase in 17 States, and less than 5 cents in four of the States.

Asa result of these i increased costs, 29 States that we know of are in-
creasing their lunch prices by a range of 5 to 10 cents, one or more
States l)\ more than 10 cents, and other States by varying amounts,
with brealkfast prices going up by comparable percentages,

Besides higher costs Cand prices, the States were asked in this sur-
vey what other kinds of ill effects would happen to their program.
The answers ranged from decreased participation of paying students
and poor stud(,nts, reduction in quality and variety of meals, and it
was reported in 12 States that schools actually may drop compl(‘t('l) out
of the program. -

Mr. Chairman. the impact of these increased prices on program
participation nationwide can be predicted bused on previous stndies
conducted on behalf of the Department of Agricnlture, but roughls
speaking, the Department surveys indicate that for every 1- cent in-
crea. Sthat text is mistaken, it says 1 percent—but for every 1-cent
increase in meal costs students drop out at a 1-percent rate. There-
fore, at the cost of meals rising an average of 5 cents we may lose us
many as i percent of those students now paying for their lunclies. That
translates Into about 800,000 st udents w lllo will no longer benefit from
thie school hineh pm«rr‘\m If the price increase is 10 cents per meal we
may lose 10 pereent of the paying students and so on down the line,

*The above.mentioned report is retalned in committee files,
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Any further expansion of the program to the needy poor will he out
of the question.

So the veal tragedy of this cl'isisjs, Mr. Chaivman, is that the impact
is going to fall havdest on middle-income working families, lower-
come families whose ehildrer are not protected by the law entitling
the very poorest families to lunches at no cost.

The question we must face is this: Is it fair that several hundreds
of thousands of hard-working. low- and middle-income families who
already pay move than their fare share of taxes to price their children
ont of the national school lunch program? The question is as simple
s that, . ,

I don’t think we can stand by and let that happea, not as long as
we have the power to prevent it. For that reason I ave joined with
Senator ¢ "ase, along with several of our colleagues. ard introduced just
yesterday an emergeney child nutrition bill. Senator Hamphrey has a
more far ceaching bill which I heartily endorse, and which, I am sure,
he will talk abont a littie bit later on, :

But the emergency bill Senator Case and T introduced yesterday
would update the section 4 payment for all lunches from 8 cents to 12
cents by adjusting the payment to meet these inereased costs, and we
can at least keep some 800,000 children in the school lunch program
that i predict will drop ont this year in the absence of this legisIation

©orsomething like it.

At the same time we would authorize States to raise the eligibility
level for redunced-price himehes to 25 pereent above current levels,

Second. we would update the seetion. 11 payment for froe and
reduced-price lunehes for children from needy families from 40 conts
to 46 conts, : , - .

Third, we would update the payment for school breakfasts from 5
centstoscents, | . ‘ .o : _ T ,

Fourth. we would extend the provision enacted caylier this session
by Congress providing tlie States with the cash equivalent of surplus
and other commodities that cannot be supplied by the Department of
Agriculture due to shortages, e

Fifth. we would corrcet-an inadvertent crror in the snpplemental
feeding program for, women, infants and children that prohibits par-
ticipation by.some of our most needy Americans, the Indians living on
reservations.. ,. : . . e

Sixth, we wonld seck to sct a target date for completiaig -the. Presi-
dent’'s and Cougress: commitinent-for extending the henefits for the
child nutrition program to all schoolchildren in the land; We set a tar-
get date of September 1. 1976, for that purpose. . o

Seventh, we attempt. to restore the special milk feeding. pregram to
what T am sure was the original intent of the Congaress. |

Mr., Chairman, these concerns, as T have said, need our attention very
soon. The bill which I have referred to only covers what we have con-
sidered to be cmergency matters. but T helieve with intelligent plan-
ning those of us in Congress conld prevent this annual crisis tvpe of
thing from occurring so we shonld begin to legislate :so these ¢hild
nutrition programs conld meet. thejr costs in a nondisrnptive manner.

It is chfficult for the schools to plan this progrum under the present
system wher they ean’t be sure how nnch money would be made avail-

able to thep . We can make their jobs and ours easier,

\
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Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to express my appreciation to you
for the opportunity to appear, and especially as yon Iave included in
your record this up-to-date report fron the Select Committee on Nntri-
tion and Human Needs.

Senator ALLeN., Thank you, Senator MeGovern.

Do you feel that your bill. 2409, covers only the emergency needs
of the nutrition programs in the school lunch program and break fast ?

Senator McGovery. Yes. It is designed to meet the situation that
faces us right now. It is not as comprehensive a bill as the legislation
Senator Humphrey has introdnced, which I fully support. but it is
an emergency measnre that is designed to take care of the sitnation
very promptly that faces ns now.

Senator Ariex. Is it yonr thonght, then. that only the emergency
provisions should be acted on at this time and possibly give a little
;lg(l)lx-?u. study to some of the other aveas covered by Senator Humplhrey's

Senator McGovers. Well, if I thonght Senator Hwmmphrey's hill
would pass today I wonld say “amen.” hecanse it is a good bill.

Senator ArLex. But your bill might have a little better chance of
oing throngh earlier? '

Senator McGovers. I would gather that would be the ease, Mr.
Chairman.

‘One thing that T hope all of us can do is to urge the Honse and
Senate conferees on agricultural appropriations to get together fast
before this school year goes any further and hold that conference and
work out the differences on the special milk program. That is something
we could do this week, I wish they had done it several davs ago, be-
canse on these smaller school. as yon know—and I am sure you have
the same situation in your State—their budgets are so strained that
when they lose something like the special milk program and they have
got to dig around for funds to continue that program, it is a great
havdship. T don’t know where they do ﬁl\fl the money. Theve is ob-
viously no tima to have a scliool bond election, and it is very diftienlt
for them.

I had probably 85 or 40 school administrators talk to me abont that
just in the last 2 or 3 weeks. It is a very severe problem,

Senator ArLex, Tt is your thonght, thongh. that this shonld be an
intergovernmental cooperative program with local funds taking care
of the overhead. the costs of administration, and the Federal Govern-
mment participating very substantially in the cost of the food?

Senator McGovery. Yes. The legislation that I introduced vester-
day, Mr. Chairman, doesn’t do a thing other than try to keep us where
we were last vear, That is all it does. T had thought possibly some-
thing like that conld be moved through rather quickly. I wonld like
to see ns reach every school child in this country. But I know we
are not going to do that by the end of this month. I am hopeful mayhe
we can get this legislation moved quickly and at least prevent this
erosion of the program that. is creating a erisis this seliool year.

Senator Artex. Well. under youwr bill you wonld feel that we are
just standingstill jnst to maintain the status quo?

Senator McGovers, That is corvect. It is not really a very dramatic
proposal,

Senator AvLeN. Thank you very much.
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| The prepared statement of Senator McGovern follows:]

Nenator McGovery., Before beginning my formal statemient. 1
want. to first extend my congratulations and appreciation to vou for
convening this hearing of the subcommittee. There are millions of
school children, parents and administrators across the country who.
I am snre, ave equally appreciative of yonr efforts on their behalf.

Mr, Chairman. as both a member of the Senate Connnittee on Agri-
cnlture, and as chairman of the Select Committee on Nutrition, T have
watched with deep interest the healthy growth of onr child nutrition
programs over the past several vears.

Indeed. there shonld be little surprise that this growth has occurred
given a strong presidential commitment. to providing school children
with adequate nntrition and the determination of the Congress to
make that commitment a reality by appropriating the necessary funds.

There is no need for me today to repeat the justification for this
commitment beyond restating the elementavy fact that a hungry child
can't learn and a child who cannot learn will never be able to make his
own nnique contribution to onr socicty.

We have today around 25 million schoolchildren participating in
the National School Tuneh program, some 8 million of them receiving
Ianches at free or reduced prices. Moreover, looking to the futnre, the
President and the Congress are committed to extending the benefits
of this program to some 17.000 schools and 5 million children who
as yet do not have the opportunity to participate hecanse their schaols
haveno programs. ’

In other words. Mr. Chairman. we have all been looking forward
to steady progress in our commitment to climinate hunger from our
classrooms. We look forward to offering each and every one of onr
school chiildren the best nutrition which this abnndant Nation is capa-
ble of providing, .

Now, Mr. Chairman, T regret to say that our expectations in this
area are in danger of being shattered.

Not only may our forward progress in feeding the children he
halted. ut mnch of the progress made heretofore may be reversed.

At this time. T would like to snbmit as an official part. of the com-
mittee record areport—ischool food program needs: State school food
service directors’ responsef—prepared by the staff of the Select Com-
mittee on Nutrition.

This report. doenments the dramatic and potentially negative im-
pact that rising prices and costs will have on the national school Tuneh
and child nutrition programs unless the Congress acts and acts now.

Mr. Chairman, this report was compiled in response to a telegram
sent. by the Select Conmnnittee staff in late July to all the State school
food service divectors requesting current information on this vear’s
school food service costs, as compared with previous costs, and the ef-
fect of these increases on the quality of and participation in the
program.

The staff veceived 42 of these responses, many at length and in
great detail, urging action by the Congress. Most of these sesponses.
moreover. were based on costs as of late July or carly Angust, Given
price increases since then, T am suve that if the survey was condneted
taday. the responses wonld indicate an even greater sense of urgency
among child feeding experts across the countey.
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Based on the information in hand, thongh, we can state the fol-
lowing with soine degree of certainty.

The average cost of producing a school lunch at current costs aeross
the country is a mininum of 61,4 cents, with a high of 80 to 85 cents
and a low of 50 cents,

The average cost of producing a breakfast is 30.4 cents, with a high
of nbout 45 eents and a fow of abont 10 cents,

The increased cost of a luneh this year is 20 to 24 cents in 1 State,
10 1o 14 cents in 12 States, 5 to 9 cents in 17 States, and less than 5
cents inonly 3 States.

The inerensed cost of a breakfust is 20 to 24 cents in 1 State, 10 to 14
cents in 1 State. 5 to 9 cents in § States and less than 5 cents in 17
States,

As a1 resnlt of these increased costs, 29 States are increasing their
Iuneh prices by 5 to 10 cents, 1 or more States by more than 10 cents and
other States by varying amounts. Breakfast prices are going up by like
amonnts,

Besides higher costs and prices. the States were asked what other
kinds of ill-effects would happen to these programs. The answers
ranged from decreased participation of paying students and poor stu-
dents. reduction in quality and variety of meals and. it was reported
in 12 States, schools actually may drop completely ont of the program.

Mr. Chaivman, the hapact of these increased prices on program par-
ticipation nationwide ean be predicted based on previons studies con-
ducted on behalf of the Department of Agriculture. Ronghly speaking.
the Departient’s surveys indieate that for every 1 percent inerease in
meal costs, stuents drop ont at.a 1 pereent rate.

Therefore. if the costs of meals rise an average of 5 percent. we may
lose as many as 5 percent of those students now paying for their
lunches. In actual numbers. this means that at least 800.000 students
will no longer benefit from the school lunch program. If the price
inereases 10 cents per meal. we may lose 10 percent of the paying stu-
dents. and so on down the line.

And, any further expansion of the program to the needy poor will
be out of the question.

The real tragedy of this erisis, Mr. Chiairman. is that the impact is
falling hardest on those low- and middle-income working families
whose children are not protected by the law entitling children from
the poorest families to lunches at. no cost,

This tragedy was expressed most clearly in the response hy the pro-
gram direetor in the State of Missouri who said:

History has told us that eaeh thme we have an Increase in the charge for
lunches It has the effeet of pricing n sumber of the middie und lower middle
income ehildren ont of the program, 'This Is the very group that has repre-
sented our major participants In the expansion and growth of the progrum over
the past 28 yenrs, At the sune time we shonld be reminded that the middie and
lower middle Income families represeni the Inrgest segment of our tax paying
population that are contribmting townrd snstaining the avallabliity of free
tunehes for needy children, In muny, many Instunces there I very little dif-
ference between the ineome of thexe families amd those declured to he oligible
for free hunches mder federally mandated policy regulntions, These sure the
fnmilles that nre most drastieally affected by Inflation, Without thelr continmed
participation arad comtribntions, we wounld serionsly question the logle in con.

tinulng to operate sehool food service programs strietiy for the needy who are
guaranteed free lunches by our Federnl Government,
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" Frankly, Mv. Chairan, I believe these feeding programs are being
put inan intolerable situation. 1 believe these low- and middle-income
families are being put in an intolerable situation,

The question we must face is this: Is it fair to hundveds of thousands
of hard-working low- and middle-income iamilies, who already pay
more than their fair share of 1uxes, to price their children out of na-
tional school lunch, o program for which those very taxes are used?

T don’t. think we can stand by and let that happen. Not as long as
we have the power to prevent. it. . .

For that reason, Senator Case and I. along with several of out col-
leagues, introduced just yesterday an emergencey child nutrition bill.
This bill secks to remedy the situation in the following ways,

First, we wonld update the sec. 4 payment for all lunches from 3 to
12 cents. The evidence and cost figmres supplied by the States in the
Nutrition Committee report justifies this update..

By adjusting these payments to meet cost increases, we ci keep
those 800,000 children in the school lunch program.

At the same time, we would anthorize States to raise the clivibility
level for redueed price lunches 23 percent above current levels. This
is intended especially for high cost urban acreas to assist thousands
of Jow and middle-income families. The upper. level in these aveas
for such reduced price.lunches wounld thereby be updated from $6,575
to $7.437. . _ o N o

Second, we would update the section 1t puyment for free and re-
duced price Innches for children from needy families from 40 to 45
cents. This is essentiul if local sehool districts arenot to go broke while
Hving up to their responsibilities to feed the hungry. It is also essential
to assure the nutvitional quality. we expect in our feeding programs.

Third, we would update the paynient for school brealkfasts from-3
to 8 cents on a national average, to 15 ceuts on a reduced price basis and
20 cents on a free basis. The breakfast prograin is now on a:financial
edge with many schools who run programs debating whether to con-
tinng them, and few scliools willing to undertake new programs.

Fonrth, we would extend the provision enacted. earlier this.gession
by Congress providing the States with the cash cquivalent of surplus
and otheir commodities that caimot be.supplied by the Agricultwre De-
partment due to shortages._ S - R el

Fifth, we would correct an inadvertent ervor in the language.of the
new supplemental feeding program.for women, infants and children
that prohibits participation by our most needy Americans—Indiaus
living on reservations.. Having vecently held a hearing on the largest
reservation in my State, I know how desperately needed is this new
program to fight infant malnutrition and high mortality rates.

Sixth, we would seck to set a target date for completing the Presi-
dent’s and Congress’ commitment to extend the henefits of ehild nutvi-
tion programs to all school children in the 1and. As yet, theve are some
5 million children attending 17,000 schools deunied these nutrition
opportunities because their sehools have no programs, primarily be-
cause they have no equipment.. S o L

We have set a target date .of Septembey 1. 1976, approximately 3
vears from now, to reach these children in-these schools and to truly
male this a national school Tunch program. Sueh an achievement would
be a most fitting contribution to the country’s bicentennial year,
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Seventh—and we consider this especially fmportant--we seck to
reemphasize congressional intent regarding the special milk porgram,
We lwileve that the Department of Agrienlture, inder pressure from
the Ottice of Management and Buodget, has issned restrictive regnla-
tions for this program that violate the Congress® purpose.

This may make hndgetary sense to ONMB, but it imkes no nutritional
or esduentional sense to bumgry children and harrassed sehool ofticials
around the Nation,

Thix bill contains measures that will cost more than the admiistra-
tion has requested for fiseal year 1974, However, each increase only
represents an attempt to hold the line, to keep our child nutrition pro-
grnins functioning at their enrrent, not an expanded. level.

Every American family has felt the pinch from food costs that
have risen 20 percent and more in recent weeks, Femilies have had to
reach into other areas of their budgets just to keep their food supply
at last vear's level,

If we consider our children to be our most vital resource, and wish
not to<hirk the legisiative repsonsibility we've assmned to supply them
with nutritions food., then passage of this emergency hill is a mnst,

Senator Humphrey's more inclusive bill, 8. 1083, contains sections
of the highest importance. Funds for nutrition edneation and State
administrative expenses must be considered this year and passed if
the total integrity of these vital programs i to be naintained.

The new but very promising women. infant, and children pro-
gram needs to be strengthened and expanded and Senator Hnmphrey's
amendiment in this aven is ctucial. '

So is Senator Case's bill, 8, 1005, which will prohibit the sale of
junk vended foods in schools participating in the school lunch pro-
gram, Earlier hearings held by the Nutrition Committee show the
fisnl and nutritional damage these foods ean do to the program. and
therchy.to our childven. "

These conrcerns need your attention very soon. Onr hill enly covers
wlint. we consider to he those emergency matters that huve already
hirt the program substantially and cannot wait,

I believe with intelligent planning those of as in Congress conld
'n-m'u-nt this annnal “erisis” type of hearing from oceurring. We shonld

werin to leygslate o that these child nntrition programs enn meet their
costs ench year in a nondisruptive manner. It is diffienlt for schools
to plan their nutrition progrins under the present system, when they
cannot. be snre, vear to year, how mnch money will be mnde avaijable
to them. We conld make their job and ours eagier by providing funds
according to their needs ns seen over a long range period.

Senator MeGovery, Thanks to yon, M. Chairinan,

Senator Anrey. Senator Himphrey, we ave delighted to have yon
appear before the snbeonmittee, We are all conscions and apprecintive
of the very fine work you have done in committee and on the floor
nd in deafting legislation, in being one of the chief proponents of
mntrition programs for the needy. for school children, for the hun-
ary. We certainly appreciate your leadership in this field, and we are
delighted that yon have come forward with a bill which ean be nsed
as a vehicle for enyrving out the views of the snbcommittee and the
full committee as expressed to them by car constituents throughout
the Nation,

We appreciate yon being here and look forward to hearing vonr
testimony.
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STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, A US. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Senator Hespinrey. Thank you very much,

Senator Allen, may I say first, that T introduced my bill S. 1063 on
May 1, 1973, It is a bill that goes somewhat frrther than the emer-
geney bill passed by the House which also is now before us, Both of
them have the same purpose, and I know that this subcommittee is
trving to get early action. The mportant tl.ing is to get action, and
Ishall address myself to that.

I spent the month of Angrust, as many of our colleagues did. in my
home State. I met there with the representatives of the food services
division of our school systems on a statewide basis. as well as in some
instances, with individual localities. As a result of those meetings, 1
wrote to the chairman. Senator Talimadge, and nrged that he proceed
with these emergency hearings. I knew that you already were in
support of moving ahead with them and I just want to be on record as
enconraging the prompt action, which you have readily undertaken.

Now, Mr. Chairman. each year for the past 4 vears. as we know, the
Senate Committee on Agricnlture and rorestry has been called on
for help by the Nation's school children, the school systems and the
school food service workers who serve these children,

One year the problem was to prevent the adininistration from cutting
funds for Innches for the needy, the poor ehildren.

Another year the problem was to prevent the snmmer lunch program
from being cut back.

Last. March we learned that a pledge by the administration to supply
food commodities for Innch programs was cither delayed or not being
kept. We had to get the Cougress to order the administration to make
good on the pledge and to distribute to schools the funds which had
not been spent. T introduced that amendinent in the Senate,

Each time the committee here has responded. Each time the Con-
gress has responded to these calls,

We have mereased the level of Federal suppo:t for school Innehes
by raising the reimbnrsement levels in the national school lunch pro-
gram for all meals, including those served to children whose parvents
are poor,

We have directed that nutritional services for children in activities
ontside the sehools, such as summer recreation programs, be expanded.

In all of these, might T say, onr colleague. Senator MeGovern. who is
chairman of the Nutrition Committee, has been a prime mover, as has
onr distinguished chairman, Senator Talmadge. and you. sir, T don't
think we have had any basie difference as to what needs to be done.
It is just finding the systemn we onght to have to Y:eep the funds for this
svstem equal to the demands and needs.

We have initiated new programs to close the gaps in nntritional
services. sueh as the special supplemental program for infants, moth-
ers, and young ehildren.

Miaght I add. my State has just put on a statewide broadeast on what
is ealled preseription food for the supplemental feeding program for
infants, women, and children. It was sensational. It has received the
most landatory commentary. I was one of the participants on that pro-
gram. The interest in the program is very strong and a number of ap-

\
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plications already have been filed. T know from the city of St. Paul,
Minneapolis, and from the Childrens’ Health Service, “and so forth,
already have filed applications to participate in this program. You may
recall this program concept already has been tested in Memphis at
St. Jude’s Hosplt.\] the Ford Ilospital in Dearborn and over here
in Baltimore. Al of these efforts have demonstrated the genuine mevit
of this program.

What (-\ulen(‘(- I have seen clearly demonstrates that infants—
whetler in the prenatal, postnatal, or first year of life—must be pro-
vided with essential nutrients in order for their minds and bodies to
pmpmh de\olop during such formative periods. There are all kinds of
medical studies : available today which indicate the health of that child
is dependent upon the food that a mother takes during pregnancy, and
the first year or two after birth.

We had doctors from the Mayo elinic, from the University of Min-
nesota medical school, and people from all around the Nation who tes-
tified as to what this special supplemental food program could do for
the infants in terms of health. emotional stability, and in the preven-
tion of disease in later years of life.

It is really the wisest investiment any country could make. Congress
ldhoady has authorized and appropriated for it on a pilot program
nsis

Senator ArLex. Actnally, that was yowr amendment on the floor
of the Senate and here in committee ?

Senmator Hesrengrey. Yes; and T believe it will prove itself to be o
most. worthwhile program at least. from the testimony of the experts.

But here is the problem that we face again which affects all of us:
namely, inflation m food costs, which lmq been very high this past
vear. There has been a 50-pereent inerease in food costs in the last year,
and there has been a 50-percent. inerease in wholesale food costs. All of
these atfect not only the individual shopper, housewife, and family,
but the schools and the school hinch program.

Runaway inflation in food has ]m«ro]\ w 11)0(1 out the improvements
that we leﬂ'la]dt(‘(l i past years, Lumh costs in schools are vising in
the rural areas, increases as much as 15 cents per meal, and the cost of
producing a mvll in urban schools has risen as much as 30 cents in

some areas: that is. in some of the larger cities. Out my way the in-
crease in costs are running from § to 12 cents. Tn some of the bigger

cities I was told it is running from 18 to 20 cents. The price of a school
lunch is going np. We can say that such a response is normal, but
again as bon.)tm- McGovern noted, you pr ice some of them right ont
of the market. You ean actnally mjure—you can actually remove
schoolchildren from the scheol Tunelr program by these continued
mereases in price,

The consequence will b(- that many children will be foreed out of
these programs, denied a lunch because of the administration’s poli-
cies in controlling inflation.

School administrators in Minuesota are telling me frankly that they
are unable to get firm bids by wholesalers on future food deliveries.
I met with all the top people, and that was their conclusion. "They also
told me that increased prices of connnodities are eausing serious diffi-
culties with school budgets.
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Thix becomes a critical problem when we consider the fact that for
children of lower income familics n good meal at school is crucial to
their recoiving adeguate daily nourishment.

I don’t waut to overdo the ease, Mr. Chairman, but you and others
know so well, and you have demonstrated it again and again by your
coneern. that one good nutritional meal a day for a child in school
may be the difference between suceess and failure, disease and health
and emotional stability or instability.

We have lind before this committee amazing testiniony as to what
can happen with the school breakfast program and the school luneh
program in terms of eliminating school dropouts or reducing them
sharplv. and more impressive, improving the learning ability of the

#chilil, The school lineh program has not only the effeet of improving
the health of the child, but also of meeting so many needs in that
child’s physieal and psyehic malkeup.,

Now. I don’t believe that the Nation's schcl children should be
asked to aceept malnutrition as the price for the inability of the Gov-
cernment or the administration to cope with the Nation’s economic
problems, not as long as C'ongress can provide other more realistic and
human options,

The legislation which I have introduced, S. 1063, and which I am
further amending today. will reach the immediate need to muintain
a low-cost luneh program and in addition will address other essential
problems. In other words, the amendments T have introduced are sim-
slar to the emergency program that Senator McGovern has preseited,
but I go a little bit further.

Foremost among these is the need to extend and enlarge the supple-
mental nutrition program for women. infants, and children. The Con-
gress adopted this program which the administration opposed. This
opposition unfortunately, continued even after funds were mandated
by Congress—which mandate has prevented the administration from
strangling this program altogether.

I have to say to my friends from the Department of Agriculture,
you have no right to do that whatsoever. I had you before a Committee,
sonie of you, before the Committee on Consumer FEconomics of the
Joint. Economic Committee. -

Now, in 25 court cases 24 times the comrts have held you have no
right to impound funds appropriated by the Congress of the United
States. If we want cooperation between the Executive and Congress
there is one way to get it, follow the law, that assuies you good co-
operation, In this instance I consider it immoral, nnkind, absolutély in-
credible that a program that which would cost $20 million a yvear for
2 years for feeding low-income women, infants, and children needing
nutritional supplements, would be held up by the Department of Agri-
culture. I'lny it vight on the line. I hope there will he no more of that
monkey business, beciuse'if there is we are going back to court again
with a ditferent kind of action: No man has a rvight to disobéy the laws
of this land. particulavly if he is in public office. - oo '

Now, the delay has cousnmed more than half the projected life of this
program for women, infants, sind children. Almost 200 communities
have asked for it,.and these requests alone would reqgnire about $80
million to fund. The need is evident and the demand is-there, The
medical evidence, as to its worth, is beyond question. e )
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Thus, I urge this committee to et favorably and promptiy ou S.
1063, as wnrended. The hill will make tire following improvements:

It will increase the present refe of reimbursement for all lunches
from the present 8 cents a meal to 12 cents, which is what Senator Me-
Govern’s bill recomunends. Meals for needy children wonld be reim-
bursed 45 cents or i cents more than they are at present.

School breakfasts reimbursements. would inerease from 13 to 20
cents for meals served free to needy children and all break fasts would
he reimbursed from 8 cents up from 3 cents.

Any USDA funds hndgeted for purposes of commodities tor school
Tunch services would be directed to schools if they ave not obligated
for purposes intended.

The women, infants, and childven feeding program would be ex-
tended through June, 1975, and would be funded at a $40 million level
in fiscal year 1975, and wonld be clearly available on Indian
reservations, :

In addition my bill, would authorize an escalator elanse to adjust
Federal support for school meals based upon the rising costs of serving
a4 school lanch. _

Responsibility for all food services should rest with those in the
school system who look after.it. You don't let the janitor fill the
tecth or the coach be the doctor, and we ought not permit some kind
of machine out in the hallway to be the expert. We onght to have these
school Innch progrums run by someoue who understands dietary needs.

My bill would increase the administrative support for States and
school districts and authorize a nutrition ednecation: program. '

My. Chairman, all of the people who attended the televised seminar
I mentioned. earlier—doctors, nutritionists, people in the field of pedi-
atrics—asked for a child nutrition education program. They said this
is terribly important to start a program of this type witliiin the school
system itself. - S : '

My bill would also specify that students and parents must bé in-
cluded in‘the USDA’s National Advisory Council on School Lunch
Programs. Teoe T

These are not far reaching. I think most of them will tend to meet
the immediate needs. They include an escalator clause anthorization:
of a nutrition education program, and increasing administrative sup-
port for districts.. We alreaﬁy provide some support. = -

Changing - the National Advisory Council on Launch Programs’
would merely include putting students and parents on it so you will
get to the-people who are primarily concerned. In addition there are
& number‘of technical amendments such as specifying staidards for
certifying school eligibility for free and reduced price lunches::

. Much to my disappointment, the USDA recently came up with a
new definition of schools. This definition did not add to public under-
standing, but it did allow the USDA to all but eliminate the school
milk program. I want to say right now, Mr. Chairman, we -will not
eliminate the milk program. I don’t know who it is over in OMB who
is against:the milk and children. As long as I have been in Congress
there has been somebody in that office who wants to get rid of the school.
milk progiam. They tried it with Eisenhpwer, Kennedy; and Johnson.
For some reason they have shown their bipartisan stupidity by sub-
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mitting such a recommendation to Congress. I think we ought to have
a search committee to find ont who in OMB keeps pushing this idea.

Senator Dok, Maybe they don't like milk.

Senator Huateurey, Something is wrong.

But. I look at my distinguished friend from North Dakota who has
been on this committee since 1949, and I can’t remember a single time
when we haven't had to fight for milk.

Senator Youse. I have been on the committee since 19-45.

Senator Huareney. Isn’t this trne? We have had to fight ?

Senator Youna. We have one coming up now.

Senator Humpeurey, We bave a doozy coming up now.,

Senator Youna. The Senate put in $97 million for the special milk
program largely because of your efforts. The House only has $25 mil-
lion for the same. The conferegs meet next Monday, and we will have
a battle to try to keep the $97 million. I don’t know a time that is more
important as now, becanse the school lunch programs are in trouble.
'They don't have the specinl milk programns any more, prices have
gone up, and they necd more help and not less, and certainly milk is
the most perfect food of all.

Senator Humenrey, Thank God yoi're on the committee becanse
there isn't a better friend to the farmers and children than the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota, and I don’t have a better
friend in Congress, I might add.

Senator Youne. Neither have I.

Senator Humenrey. My proposal, S. 1063 addresses the school
milk problemn and serves notice that Congress establishes a policy of
nutrition education, I guess that is about as direct as I can get. It is
reported that about 40 million children either may not get milk or
will suffer reduction in milk supply as a result of recent USDA. de-
cisions regarding that program, Under this program the Federal Gov-
ernment has paid an average of 3 cents for a half pint of milk. Last
year these cartons of milk cost an average of 5 cents. But this year
they arve expected to cost from 8 to 10 cents with the student being
expected to pay the full amount. For children of poor and near-poor
families already having difficulty providing milk at home, this is
simply false economy.

The administration requested only $25 million for the school milk
program for the current fiscal year. The Senate action in July raised
this amount to $97 million—and I think it was unanimous—and that
would at least assure that funding is restored to last year’s level. I
have urged Senate and House confcrees working on the agricultural
appropriations bill to complete action as soon as possible and to accept
the i@enate funding level. It ncrely retains the program at last year’s
level. . :

Unless the school milk policy is reversed Congress will take action.
In this case I am hopeful that the matter can be settled by the Appro-
priations Committee and nct require the Congress to divert its atten-
tion from other issues that nee& to be handled and worked on here.

For these reasons I urge the committee to consider favorably the
main features of my bill. I repeat, many of those are identical to what
is in the House-proposed emergency: legislation. Some of them go
further such as the escalator clause, the administrative support and
expanding the membership of the Advisory Council.
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The school year has begnn. the effect of higher luneh prices already
are apparent in the hundreds of thousands of children who are be-
ginning to he denied a nutritious, well-balanced meal.

Congressional action can now minimize this deprivation and begin
building a stronger, more adequate program for tomorrow.

I have submitted a list of amendments, to my own original bill
becanso it was first introduced in March and the situation today is
(rons;lid('mbf_v different from what it was then.

We have to get some action. Many of our schools in Mimesota
opened the last week of Augnst, so they have already been in session
3 to 4 weeks, Many of those schools have sent notices to the Depart-
ment of Education of our State that their budgets are in serious diffi-
enlty on school Inuch programs because of the lack of adequate
compensation or reimbursement at the Federal level.

So I know you are going to get this bill out soon, and I am going
to Qo everything I can to help.

Senator ALLeN. Thank you very much, Senator Hunphrey.

T wonder if we might have unanimpns consent t{mt, though no
notice was given in hearing on Senator McGovein's bill, S. 2409, that
it. be considered that the hearing applies to that bill as well. It is
strictly an emergency measure that does not have all of the provisions
that Senator Humphrey’s bill has. If there is no objection the hearing
will apply to that bill as well.

Senator Humenrey. Mr. Chairman, let me say 1 have no pride of
authorship in my bill at all. We can piece these bills together so that
our final bill meets the needs and improvements requested.

Senator Arren. The thonght is the measnres needed to alleviate
hardships be decided at this time, and possibly at a later date some
of the reform measures might be considered. That would be what I
would have in mind.

Senator Humrirey. I don’t want to be behind times, Mr. Chair-
man. I just want to call it the growth of such a marvelous program
to which you have given such marvelous leadership.

Senator Ariex. I believe it could be called growth.

Senator Humrrnrey. With the farm prices remaining high the cost
of the farm program will be practically zero in the future. So in that
instance we can expect a substantial saving in what would be the
normal expenditinres. Therefore, the modest increases in these school
lunch programs are minor offsets on the budget. The contemplated
budget this year for the Department of Agriculture ought to be less
in terms of outlay than was proposed because of the good crops, be-
cause of the good prices we have had.

Senator ArLeN. Senator Humphrey, you have made some comments
about administration policy, and I am going to give Secretary Yeut-
ter an opportunity to respond to those comnents, also what you said, if
he would like to obtain a statement from the Secretary in response to
some of our comments, that that statement might be submitted for the
record. Would there be any objection to that ?

Senator HuarHREY. No. I just hope to say he is going to repair his
ways. It is said in the best of good fellowship.

enator ALLeN. I am sure you will be glad to wait and hear his
comments.

Are there questions hv memhers Senatar Dale Senator Young?



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

44

Senator Youxe. I will have to leave pretey soon for a very im-
portant_Appropri .ltl()lh Conmittee. but Iwili stay as long as I ean,

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should take action as eavly as possible
on these bills. Something has to be done goon to help the school Tuneh
program.

Nenator Husxpuney. 1 present the other wmendments to my bill.

Senator Arnrex. The amendments will be incorporated in the record.

{The amendments referred to above follow ;]

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED TO X, 1063 BY NENaror Husplney

1. Inerease the rate of reimbursement for section - lunehes from 10 cents to
12 cents,

2, Conform the language regarding donated commodities to the lanzuaze con-
t,unml in LR 9639,

3. Extend the Specinl Supplemental Food Program threugh 1075, vequive that
the Seeretary use section 32 funds to fund the program at the authorized level
if funds are not appropriated by August 1 of each your, and inevease the author.
ization to §40,000,000 for fiscal year 1975,

4. Permit the Scceretary to make cash grants to {ndian fribal groups under
the Special Supplemental Food Program,

3. Provide any school or non-profit child care institution with Speeial Milk
Program that requests if.

6. Various technical amendments designoed to conform S, 1063 with House Con-
mittee bill H.R. 9639,

Senator Arrex, I am sure there is no disl)o,xtmn on the part of any-
one withholding a measure, submitting it back to the full committeo,

Senator Clark, T

Senator Crarx. IThavea Drief statoment. .

Senator Arrex, Ixcuse nie just a moment until we fllll\]l with
Senator Humphuey.

Let e suggest at 1:30 we have set a vote, ae tion on the bill bv

Senator Griftin, having to do with the standards for sausage, and hot
doua, and so for th, the Michigan bill, so-called. We w ould like to

take action one way ov another on th.lt measure or decide. to take no

action as the committee. may decide in its wisdom. We have held ex-
tensive hearings on it and I feel I have the obligation of getting some
sort of action b\ the full committee than to merelv sit on the bill. So
at 1:30 I belleve it was am.ounccd—all Senators——

Senator Dorx. At precisely 1:30—I have a plane to catch at Dulles.

Senator Huaenrey. You eancel that mecting. It will just cause me

trouble, .

Senator Dorz. If there 18 no quorum we W ill still have it on a later

date. .

STATEMENT OF HON. DICK CLARK A US.. SENATOR FROM . T}IE
' STATE OF IOWA

Senator Crarx. I would like to present some very brief comuents in
support of S. 1063, particularly as it would aftect children.in the State
of Iowa and, by extension, chlldren in the Nation as a \VLOIL.

Much of what Ihave to say. is centered around data from .y State,
but T think it is a wery typical State and has appllca.tlon to the othu'
49 as well.

The committee is well aware of numerous conditions that lave
affected food prices—abnormal weather during the 1972 fall lLarvest,
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strong export demands, high prices for livestock, Price freeze, and
others.

The committee is also well aware of estimates that consumers have
been eating less livestock-related meat and apparently are turning more
to cheese. tish, and fruits. '

Now that the price ceiling has been lifted on heef, the tren:d that
food prices will take remains to be seen.

Mr. Vern Carpenter, State school food services divector in the Towa
Department of Publie Instruction, has compiled certain charts and
tables which 1 would like to briefly summarize for the committee
today and ask that this data be made a part of the record hn its com-
plete form.

Projecting a 20-percent increase in food costs, a 15-percent inerease
in Inbor costs, and a 3-percent increase in extra expenses and applyving
these projections on a cost-per-meal basis, we can anticipate an 8 cent-
per-meal merease this year m onr State.

The question is, where does this extra and needed 8 cents come from ?

There are several sources of funds for the school hinch program—
the Federal Government, State govermment, and those amounts non-
needy children pay for their lnnches. To make up the extra 8 cents
still needed fto serve a meal, a number of schiool distriets im Iowa this
fall have raised the price of lunches to the paying child 5 cents, and
in a few instances, 10 cents, Without additional Federal reimburse-
ment, student prices may have to be raised again. The potential danger
15, of course, the fact that when student lunch priees are raised, student
participation drops. This drop has been charted from past experience
to be from 10 to 20 percent. Needless to-say. without adequate partici-
pation from paying children, the cost of providing reduced price and
free lunches would be much higher.

Let me just project the income realized from a 5-cent student lunch
price increase, which comes, naturally, only from the.paying child.
Last year, Iowa served 15.8 percent free and reduced-price lunches.
Almost all of this—96.8 percent—ivere free rather than reduced-priced
lanches. If every school in Iowa raised their student lunch prices
5-cents, and if the participation level of paving children remained 83
percent, the average amount received would be 4 cents—still 4 cents
short of the 8-cent goal. This projection is based upon the assumption
that the participation levels and 'dle number of free and reduced-price
lunches remain constant. However, I might mention two factors that
may have an influence on participation. First, the income poverty
guidelintes were raised this school year, and indications are the number
of free and reduced-price lunches are likely to increase rather than re-
main stable,' Secondly, there is the attitude of many that wage in-
creases have not kept pace with the cost of living, which may result in
more families applying for reduced-price lunches. :

- Mr. Chairmnan, although I have cited figures here in tevins of my
own home State; I have every reason to believe JTowa is representative
of the sitnation in othev States. For this reason, I'believe the reimburse-
ment rates inder section 4 of the National School Lunch Act should
he raised from the present 8 cents to 12 cents, retroactive to the open-
ing of school. o ‘ ‘ o
Another point T wish to call to your attention involves the situa-

‘tion of free lunches. This school year in Towa the projected cost per

24--286—7 53—+
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Tuneh will average 70.25 cents, Town confributes 4.26 cents per free
lunch: the Federal (rovernment 48 cents, for a total of 52.26 cents. The
remuining 18 cents is made possible by the participation of the paying
child,

Under Federal regulations, a school must serve free and reduced-
price hunches to economically needy children. I highly concur with
this philosophy. Federal regulations also set a maximum of 48 cents
Federal reimbursement on a free lunch, except in especially needy
schools. where a maximum of 60 cents Federal and State reimburse-
ment applies. While the Federal limits of 48 cents and 60 cents may
have been more realistic last year, inflationary pressures do affect the
situation in the present school year. Records show it costs more than
an average of 60 cents to prepare and serve a free lunch, regardless ot
which school it is served in.

It seems to me that this committee should strongly consider raising
this 60-cent maximum to o more realistic 70 cents. Further, we might
consider removing the 48-cent maximum as well to permit a 70-cent
maximnm on all free lunches.

I believe a hungry, needy child is a hungry, needy child whether
he is the only one n a school or whether he is one of a great number.

Individual food prices and total menu food costs were surveyed in
four school districts in Iowa, all of which have capable school food
service directors who observe excellent management practices. These
increased costs are tabulated for your throughtful consideration.

In closing, tables showing the present status and relative status of
school lunch cash balances in Iowa’s school districts is included. In
general, cash balances on July 1, 1973, are lower than a year ago. Ap-
proximately 53 percent of Iowa’s districts started this school year with
a cash balance of less.than 1 month and approximately 12 percent
started with a deficit balance. Mr. Chairman, immediate action is
badly nceded.

Thank you.

[The tables follow:]

1. Projected Increases in Iowa's Federal Meal Costs :
Actual expenditures for 1972-73 school year were ;

Food ; $19, 169, 272
Labor — ~—- 12,657, 256
Other 2, 567, 437

Total ' 34, 3908, 965

Projections for expenditures for 1973-74 School year:

Food (20¢, increase) - -~ 3,833,854
Labor (15% increase) - "1, 808,688
Other (379 increase) 77,023

Total -_- - 0, 809,465
Less increased amount of State reimbursement. ... 457,912

Amount needed...._.. - — - 5,351,553

Total projected increase in expenditures of $5,351,553 divided by the estimated
number of lunches to be served (69,000,000)—7.76 cents per lunch increase,
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11, COMPARISON (CHILDREN AND ADULT LUNCHES)

School year {cents) . Cents _ Percent
increase of increase or
1971-72 1972-73 decrease deciease
24.14 27.70 +3.56 15
17.25 18.29 +1.04 6
3.59 N +.12 3
44,98 49.70 +4.72 70
10.88 12,16 +1.28 12
55. 86 61.86 +6.00 +11
{11, ~PROJECTED INCREASE IN PER MEAL COSTS DURING 1973-74
Projected
Prolected percent
School year Projected cost increase in
1972-73 percentage 1973-74 total cost
(cents) increase (cents) of lunch
27.70 20
18.29 15
7 3
Subtotal. oo e e 49.70 ... ... ...
Endirect CostS. - oo eee e e cineraieaas 12.16 0
Tobale oo ceeie e 61.86 _evreen

IV.—FEDERAL AND STATE REIMBURSEMENTS IN 1OWA FOR 1973-74

Federal State Total
Type A lunch semccmececacincann $0.08 $0.0070 $0.0870
Fle8 funch—~~- -~ 40 2035 .4356+90. 0870=$0.5226
duced Price IWNCh.eeveae e ieaaaaes .20 .0180  _2180+ .0870= .3050
Noée: The value of Government commodities is not included.
V. Project cost of preparing and serving a free lunch - $0.7025
Minus total Federal and State reimbursement —. 5226
Loss per free lunch L1799
VI.—CASH BALANCES
Percent Peiceat
having having Percent Percent
. Total 2 month's 1 month having 0 having
Year districts or more or mofe to 1 month deficit
486 429 23.61 §7.51 14,59
477 4,61 20.34 60.17 5
473 v 4,65 13.95 56,03 25.37
465 10.97 28.82 57.82 2.37
466 8.80 25.32 . 86 12,02

It can be seen from the above that cash balances have decreased during this
past school year. In summary, 53.86 percent of Iowa's school districts started this
school year with a cash balance of less than one month and 12.02 percent started

with deficit balances,

VII. Four community school districts in Iowa were surveyed to obtain increases
experienced in food costs. These four districts have capable school food service
directors and all observe excellent management practices,
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INCREASF IN MENVU COSTS

This represents only food costs——not abor and other costs, These
fizures, ''hese are not estimates nor projections,

WATERLOO

(Cost in cents]

are actual

tenu cost (food)

Percent

: September December f*ay increase September
Main dish 1972 1972 1973 for year 1973
Beefburger. . vooco v ieieiiiiae 30.7 3.1 33,0 7.5 (2

FISh SQUATR. e cemcceivecceiannaa 29.7 30.0 n.2 15.2 34,

SIoUX CiTY
26.0 2.0 2.3 2.2 .3
4.0 29.7 33.4 39,2 36.7
27.0 30.1 1 2.1 38.7
25.0 32.0 [O I 4.1
CEDAR RAPIDS
Beefburger_....... R 26.2 26.5 28.4 8.4 331
Macaroni and cheese. . e vaen 24.9 25.5 25.5 2.4 30.0
HOtdog, .. ......... 18.5 19.7 20.5 5.1 30.7
Chili. ._.... 22.6 22.8 23.7 4.9 29.9
Fishsquare. . .o e miimiiinnanacas 20.5 20.5 20.5 [ 21.6
DES MOINES
Beetburger. . . .cecienceanceanaa. 29.0 3.5 33.0 13.8 38.6
Macaroni and cheese.. ... ............ 23.5 24.6 24.6 4,7 29.8
Hotdog.e.o.ooae-e 29.0 29.0 31.0 6.9 353
Chili....... 27.1 2.1 3.0 14.4 30.8
Fish square. .. oo aiiiiiial 31.0 31.0 31.0 0 36.3
t Not setved. - Lo
VIL—INCREASES IN FOOD COSTS, (ACTUAL)
Purchased foods
) Percent
N increase
September September May to
Foods 1972 May 1973 1973 September
WATERLOO

Ground beel..... 30.65 30.79 [ ) R,
Franks 8 to 1 pau .69 .66 $1.16 68.1
14 pint whole milk, I .62 . 062 . 6.5
Sliced white bread, per pound .13 .13 14,7 13,1
No. 10 green beans.... .90 1.12 12 24.4
No, 10 tomat~ paste 1.65 1.75 18.2
Spaghetti, per pound.. 21 .20 3l 47.6
Processed American cheese. .. ... . 64 .81 .84 3.3
Grade A large eggs, per dozen..... .42 .58 .76 810
No, 1D instant potato®s. .. .. ..o iiiiaiacaaiaas 1.96 215 2,33 13.9
No, 10 white kernal corn. ..o .97 .07 114 18.8
No. 10 fruit cocktail. oot 1.49 1.75 1.91 28.2
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VL. ~INCREASES IN FOOD COSTS. (ACTUAL)—Continued

Pu:chased foods
Percent
increase
September September May to
foods 1972 May 1973 1973 September
SI0UX CITY
Ground beef. .. ... .. ... . . ......._...... . 605 .18 62.0
Franks 8 to 1 pound.. . e e e .56 J12 .43 48.2
V4 pint whole milk, white. .. ___. ... .. . 066 . 066 .075 13.6
Sticed white bread, per pou s - k! .35 37 -
No. 10 green beans..... ... .. 36.6 86.5 9.5 11.6
No. 10 tomato paste. . - 1.46 1.65 1.56 6.8
Spaghetti, perpound. . ....... .... .. 16.5 23.8 2.8 321
Processed American cheese. _, ... [ . 1) (O] gl) . e
Dried eggs, per pcund. . i .58 1.09 1.5¢ 185.5
tio. 10 instant potatoes . 1.80 1.80 2.06 14.4
No. 10 white kernal cor, .. .93 -93 . 969 38
No. 10 truit cocktad_ . ... .. .. ...l . 1.30 1.40 G) eeeae e
CEDAR RAPIDS
Ground beet. .. .. .vieii v veaaes 12 8
Franks 8 to | pound.... .- .68 .19
L pint whole milk, white..__.... .0625 . 0625
Sliced white bread, per pound., ... .21 .21
No. 10 greenbeans. ... ........ 80.8 ]
No. 10 tomato paste. . .- 1.58 (0]
Spaghetlti, perpound. ._...... ... 19.8 22,3
Processed American cheese. ... .. .63\ .68
Grade A large eggs. per dozen.... 37
No. 10 instant potatoes.......... 1.875 ?)
No. 10 white kernelcorn_.... ... . .- .85 ¢
No. 10 fruit Cocktanl. . o ooeoiiiiiarnnieniraarrannns 1.145 )
CES MOINES
Ground beef. .. .. .o .625 .81 ) creeemeiazns
Franks 8 1o 1 pound. .. .. .. . .67 e 1.06 58.2
L. pint whole milk, white. ... .. - 0645 . 0645 .072 1.6
Sliced white bread, per pound._ . s ! .23 .23 . 8.7
No. l0greenbeans. . ............_..._..... . 7.5 85.8 35.8 7.9
No. 10 tomatopaste. _............. ........ .. 1.53 1.63 1.72 12.4
Spaghetti, perpound. . ... . ... .. ..._.. . .18 . 203 .253 40.6
Processed American cheese. . . . .66 70.6 70.6 1.0
Grade A farge eggs, per dozen . .. 41 4 . 22.0
No. 10 instant potatoes. ... .. .. . 1.76 175 1.7 .6
No. 10 white kernel corn .- .875 .817 .958 9.5
No. 10 lruit cocktail .. vonoececonnoe e nnn. ceceaas 1.52 1.64 1.64 1.9

1 No bid.
2 Hone puichased.

Senator ArLes. Thank yon very much, Senator Clark.

That 48-cent figure of Federal Government, wouldn’t that he 5.
taking into account the—on the commodity—8 cents on all Ianches
whether free or not. 40 cents plius 7 cents in commodities or the cash
equivalent ¢ Tt would be 55 cents, I believe.

Senator Hesteney, That is correct,

Senator ALLEN. Under present law,

Any questions, Senator Young?

Thank yon very nmch.

Secretary Yeutter, von arve the next witness. I helieve, We will be
delighted to hear from you and, as T snggested. Senator Thimphrey
will he delighted for yon to connnent on his statenients and guestions
abont. Admistration policy on some of the nntrition programs, We
look forward to hearing your testimony.

Senator Huestenmey. Mo Chairman, hefore the Seceretary stavts, T
would hope that he might be able to give us a listing of the applicants
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that have salmitted their applications for the WIHC pogeram, the
women. infantss and children's feeding program. 1 wonld like to o
Ciat tanday. It will be very impartant for onr testinony.,

SIATEMENT OF HON. CLAYTON YEUTTER. ASSISTANT SECRETARY.
U.S. DEPARTMERT OF AGRICULTURE

My Y e, Senator Allen, T hasve a prepaed <tatement, bat in the
interest of time and for the convenience of everytandy, T will be happy
to smuniarize,

Semator ALLEN. It is ap to you, Mr. Seeretary. We have plenty of
time, We will be dehighted to hear your full statement phns any com-
wents, Ftisentitely up to von,

Me. Yeerrmn, Why doc’t T just summarize and put the statement
in the record, T will, of conrse, stand behind what is in the statement,
tao, Lean comment paint by point and it might le cusier,

Sertor Humpbiey, just in ease yvon might have to leave before we
finish heve, perhaps | conld appropriately commont on a conple of the
inestions vor ruised immedintely, the first being the WIC progream.

I think of partienlar interest to you will be the fact that in wmy pre-
pared statement at the very end there are a conple of parmgmphs in
which T have sngarested to the committee that the m-«-:\hml WIC po-
svam, women, infantg, and children, be extended through June 30,
1975, It seems to me that that is most approprinte. As von know from
o colloguy last spring, we had some concern at that time as to
whethier a G-month evahmtion period would be adequate, which would
be all that would be possible if the program were to terinate June 30,
1974 as presently provided in the law,

The counsel fram onr mediead advisers at that time was that 6 months
would be o bare mininnan, that it would ohvionsly e hotter if the pro-
gram conhd extend bevond 6 months, In my personal judgment, al-
thongh T am not a physicinn, a 6-month medieal evaluation is not very
much time to get the impact—to determine the impnet of nutritional
uprovements during that short a feeding period. So we have recom-
wmeisled to yon, Senntor Allen, and to the snbeonmmittee that you might
amend this legislation to authorize that particular supplemental feed-
inge program throngh June 30, 1975, which if necessary. wonld provide
for an 1S-month feeding period and the evaluation to be made daring
that 1S-month period,

_ Senator Hueseuney, Yon are extending it without asking for any
merenso in the anthorization ?

My, Yeereer, Yes, At least at this point, Tt seems to me, Senator
Humplirey, that we need to evaluate all the applications hefore we
can mnke a definite decision or draw a definite conclusion as to what
the fisen] needs ave, At least the present fisenl commitment certainly
15 adequate in our judgment to provide the medieal evaluation e
quired, Tn oher words, 1t will be a sample of people fed and medieally
evalnated to pet the natritional evaluation that is required.

The question hevond that, obvionsly, is, shonkl the feeding program
itself, the feeding aspects be extended beyond the present nppropria-
tion, As yon know, the cost of the applientions we have I‘('t‘('l\'('l‘ oh-
vionsly exeeeds the present approprintion. This assmmes all those ap-
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plications are legitizaate in the sense that they meet the eriteria for
evaluation.

Senator Hesienney, Well, now we had $20 million per year for 2
years of the original progranm.

Mr. Yevrrer Yes,

Semator Hesteneey, The first vear just went by, cort of faded into
oblivion withont the administration taking any action to implement
the program.

Mr. YruTier Yes,

senator Huesteney, So there is still $40 million left.

Mr. Yrvrren. Yes.

Senator IHvmenrey, e yon prepared to go along wvith the $40
million for fiscal 19754

My Yevrren. A\t this point,

Hopefully we will have these applications evahiitted very soon, We
are in the middle of evalnating applications now. As yon may know, I
aunounced the first. project in San Diego just last week.

Senator IHemenrey. Yon shonld have started that in Minnesota.
Iam the daddy of the prograin.

Mr. Yevrrer. Youdidn't invite me to Minnesota.

Senator Humrueey. Let’s get the statisties here,

Mr. Yetvrrer. We shonld be able to aunonnee very soon the first
gronp of projects which will essentially be the ones that we consider
to be critical to develop the medieal evaluations, 1 think we will in &
matter of days, or not much beyvond, be able to announce that group.
The remaining Inrge number of applications will take a few weeks to
evalnate,

Senator ITusenrey. 1jnst want to be sure we are not going to short-
change the program. In other words, we now have a $40 million an-
thorization for the first 2 years. One has gone by withont any ex-
penditures. If we are going to 1974 and 1975 we will have to have
the $40 million expenditure level continned for fiseal 1975,

Mr. YEuTteER. Yes. In terms of just loing the medical evaluation,
$20 million is adequate, but. if we go bevond that——

Senator Heseneey, But we had borne that in mind. The legisla-
tion doesn’t just talk abont medical evalnation. Medical evaluation
has already been pretty mnch substantiated in some of the existing
private programs. ‘That is why we legislated.

The whole purpose of the 2-year program is after the evaluations
had been made at the three hospitals to which I referred carlier,
namely, St. Jude’s and Ford's and Johns Hopkins, that we shauld go
aliead to o larger program of $20 million a year for 2 years.

It just seeins to e that now with one yerr gone by, and in view
of recent conrt. decistons, that we shonld maintain an authorization of
at least $40 million for fiseal 1975,

Mr. Yrvrrer. The only other point. I wanted to make there, Sen-
ator Humphrey. was that I want you to know that since I have been
in this chair at USDA there has not been 1 day of delay in this pro-
wmram. [ won't speak for what happened prior to that time.

Senator Huaenrey. I'in not suve I understand that, but I appreci-
ate your cooperation.

You know that Senator \iken was one of the. Senators most. inter-
ested in this program. He gave a great deal of help to us. We feel that
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there is enougli evidence fo proceed forthwith, and so the propesal that
T have is for an unanthorization of $40 million a vear for the forth-
coming 2 vews:s

Mr. Yrrrrer, Well. it scems to mie that before any final decisions
are made by either the Congress or us in this regard, Senator Hum-
phrey, we ought to know how these ‘\pphcntmm look. and we just
don’t know \ot We have gotten through some of them, but not. all of
them, T hmo s a lot of v .umhlht\‘. accordlnn' to onr peop]e here, in
efficacy in which those applications were prepared. So we need a better
reading on that before we get too far down the qu in terms of finan-
cial commitment.

Senator Hearenrey, We will make the commi ment here. T don’t
want to be like an old saw, but we did legislate this. this is not a poten-
tate art. Some of the best people in fhe. conntry in the field of pedi-
atries and nutrition have been tnvolved in it. T hov know it will work.
The only guestion we had in the beginning is we wantec to sec what
the reception wonld be around the connn) and get a broader study
and evaluation of it. and that is the purpose.

We will proceed.

Mr, Yrvrrer. OK. '

On yonr testimony on the qpooml milk program. Senator Hum-
lirey, T noted your reference to reports that abont 40 miflion ehildren
may not get milk muler this program, et cetera. I would just like to
bring that into perspective, and “also to correct a- misrepresentation
not by you, but a misrepresentation in the press on this point. The
press reported that. about 40 million children wonld not get miltk under
this program and that is not acenrate. That was a ml@leadnw article
and here was a misleading editorial subseqnent thereto because of the
misrepresentation of the facts.

The facts ave, as yon knovw, Senator Humphrev, that all schools that
are participating in the federally funded. fedemllv assisted school
Inneh and sehool hreakfast programs must serve milk as a part-of those .
Iinches and breakfaets. That. is mandatory,-So we-are not’ going to
have 40 million kids. participating in school hmcheq w:thout tmttmnr
milk, They have to hiave milk.

Senator Husrerrey. What about the. paw ment for it?

Mr. Yevrrer, Well, the question as to. how thev will be p.u(l is
something elze. but theve is no option-as to whether that milk will or
will not be served. Tt must be served.

Senator Hoyearey. You mean it must be made av mlablo7 !

M. Yerrrer. Well, it must be served as a part of the so—ca]]od
tvpe A Tonches and also as a pavt of the school hrealkfast. :

The financing is another question, but the intimation of this mtm)o

\\ as that these ]\I(h weren't going to get-any nu]]\ any lontrm' and thﬂt

ix =implv not the case.

Senntor Arnex. Mr. Seeretary, lf you \HH exenseme just amoment
may T say for the record that S.iator Curtis is unable to be here
Decanse of another commitment, ..ud vequested tliat T ask-that same
question of vou, that there haye heen news stories to the effect that 40
million childven will go withont milk for the school vear. Will vou
respondd 1o that charge? T wonld like the veeord to show that Senator
Curtis asked that qumtmn aud you have vespouded to it.
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Senator Hvapenrey, Mr, Chairman, isn’t it true, though, that the
special milk program is over and above what is the regular school
lnneh program that inchides milk asa part of the diet 2

Senator ALLEN. Absolutely. Just to make sure that everybody nn-
derstands that what we are talking about now of milk that is served
over and above milk——

Senator Huarpimey, And that the special -program also inclndes
some extra free milk for the children that arve unable to pay for it.

M Yeerrer. Well, they will all veceive it as a part of the regular
lunch and breakfast progran. The question is. if they want a second
lalf pint of milk then it must come from the speeial milk program.
Wo are really talking abont the priorvities Congress wants to provide
for that second halt pint of milk. Tn the schools that have no program
at all the special mill prograny is essential if there is going to he any
milk at all.

The House bill provides only for special milk for those no-program
schools and that is what the administration position was. What has
been cut out has been that second half pint of milk in the program
scliools.

Senator ArLkN. What yon are saying is that no school that has the
regnlar breakfast program and the regular luneh program shall got
the special milk program? : "

Mr. Yevrrer: That is right, that second half pint.

Senator Huseimey., They shall not be eligible for it? :

Mr. Yreurrer. They can serve the second half pint if they wish
it, of comse, but in terms of having it subsidized amder this program,
no. Tle first half pint is provided, but not the second.

Senator Hoarenrey. The point T wanted to make is that this pro--
gram is so widely accepted—first of all. it is ont of yonr hands now
and in the hands of - the conferces. T. just feel somehow or another
there is.a hangup on this program and we onght to get away from it.
We onght not go up and down this old road all the time.

Mr. Yeorrer. T want to make stive the conferees understand we are
not talking about depriving 40 million kids of milk.

Senator Hearenkey. T nnderstand that.

Senator AnteN. Mr. Seeretary, may T ask this question: As [T under-
stand it. the Department, if it saw fit, conld of its own initiative raise
the 40-cent lunch payments withont being asked to do so directed
by the Congress? : »

Mr. Yevrrer. For the free and yeduced price lunehes?

Senator AnLkN: Yes. :

Mr. Yrurrer., Yes. g :

Senator Aniex. Recognizing the need, why hasn’t the administra-
tion—I notice von recommend here 435 cents. Why is it necessary Tor
the Congress to come forward and direet the administration to take
this action when you recognize the need as set forth in your statement ?
Why wonldn't it be good business, good polities, humanitarianisin,
to come forward of your own motion and make this rate?

Mr. YevTrer. Senators Allen and Humphrey—yon will note in my
statement, T have noted we are in accord with the provisions in yvour
bill here in relation to inereasing the eontribution to free and reduced
price Innelies,
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Senator ALcex. Why not increase it today ?

Mr. Yrvrrer. The budget for 1974 that was approved is at the level
of 4214 cents as compared to 40 for the past fiscal year. We budgeted
an increase to 4214, but T have indicated today, that we are wxllmrr

to go from the 4214 on np to 4.

Senator ALLEN. On the enactment of the bill?

Mr. Yevrrer. Yes.

Senator ALLEN, Why not do it now?

Mr. Yevurrer. It could be done now, but T think it is cevtainly ap-
propriate to have it vedone by lcmsl.xtlon likewise. But. the 45 figure
is aceeptable to us, and in view of the commitment that T made in the
testimony, Senator Allen, that even if the bill were not to become law
wo would be able to certainly raise that question in a rather vigorous
manner with OMDB to go to the 45-cent rate.

Senator Dot That bri ings up a point that it seems that sometimes
the administration should take the initiative. T hey shouldn’t always
have be prodded by Congress and Democrats to ‘do something. We
don’t ieed hearings to raise it to 43 cents. The Congress would anthor-
izo the appropriations, hut it always scems we need action by the Con-
gressand that disturbs many of us.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. BOLING, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, CHILD
NUTRITION DIVISION, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Bourxe. T think it would be premature to raise this, We are
on a continuing resolntion now.

Senator Dore. That is in conflict with the statement made earlier
with My, Yeutter,

Mr. Yeurrzr. We are amenable to having an increase, but obviously
Congress hasn’t appropriated the money.

Son.)tox Dorz. The point I am making, why didn’t the administra-
tion make the initiative? It seems they are dragged into Congress. It
scems to me they are as responsive as anyone else, and as far as the
record appears, they shouldn’t be dragged into the committee.

Mr. Yreurrer. Imn ce, Senator Dole.

Insofar as the increase to 45 cents is concerned, obv mus]v we have
had our hearing before the Appropriations Subcoinmittee W‘IV baclk
last spring. We sumrostod 4214 at that time.

onntm Dowve. ITn\(- vou said anything publicly 111(11('.1tm" it shonld
Lie -L i cents until today 7'

Mr. Yruvrrer. No. sir

The appropriations hearing obviously was way befoxe we had many
of the increases.

Senator Dore. You were certainly aware that the costs were increas-
ing in the Department ?

Mr, YeUrrer, Yes.

Senator Dorr. We don't have all the wisdom in the Congress. T know
Senator Humphrey has a lot of it.

Senator Huymrurey. When I team up with you and Senator Allen
that is pretty good.

Mr. - Yrurrer. In terms of puont\. Senators Dole and Allen. cer-
tainly the free and rednced price lunches have to come out as a very
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high priority because we are talking about needy kids and we should
make sure we have ample funds to provide for the necdy kids.

I would like to raise a couple of issues in respect to the legislation.

First let me concentrate on some of the more minor ones and we will
wind up with the major ones that might be the most controversial or
the most difficult.

Senator Huyrenreey. I see you have something on nntritional
cdueation. '

Mr. Yeurrer. On nutrition education, let’s just philosophize about
that one bit since you raise it.

Our principal concern is to make sure we know what direction we

are going before we, the Federal Government, become committed or
involved in a rather gigantic program.

i compare nutrition education to rural development, in many re-
spects. It is something which everyone favors, and you have been one
of the prineipal leaders in rural dev clopment in the T.S. Seunate. No-
body is quite sure about how to go about doing it. It seems to us that
first of all that State gov ernments should caryy ' the principal responsi-
bility in the arca of nutrition education rather than the Federal
Government, that this is primarily a local kind of function and respon-
sibility and need. The Federal Government certainly has a role. if no
other than an- important coordinating role, but in our judgment not
the major role in the nutrition education area. We ought to evaluate
the results of the pilot projects underway before we «et too far down
the road in some kind of nutrition education programs in which we do
not have too much wnhdepce We should not go directly into nutrition
cducation,

I agree with you. Senator Humphrey. tlere is a great need. The
(uestion is who should do it and how should we go about doing it. That
is really the issue that I am raising here and the issue that vou need
to deliberate.- We need some fan'lv definitive answers with respect
to who-should do it and how it should be done. '

Senator Hrareurey. I am of the opinion that the edncation program
needs to he'done by the States and localities. I think it is a part of the
Federal Government. to enconrage this and making it a part of our
total school lunch program commitment with some cooperation of the
Department. T don't expeet the T.8.D.A. to conduct nutrition educa-
tional programs.

I notice that von have six States, a very good cross soctlon of New
York, Nebraska. Arkansas, Alabama, California, and Pennsylvania,
and then yon have a :pecml pilot project underway in Georgia, Ala-
bama, Florida, Mississippi, and Tennessce.

Senator Dore. They could improve that a little, Senator Hmnplne\ .

Senator Huyrnrey. Kind of broaden the field?

Senator Dorr, Bring in the Midwest.

Senator Craxk. Contd T ask vou a question in regard to both Sena-
tor Hmmphrey and you. Mr. Secretary?

It is my understanding that this bill really talks about nutrition
with regard to cumlcu]mn. with regard to teaching children. whereas
the pilot project that Senator Humpluey tallked about, and i your
testimony it deals only with food service managers and potential inan-
agers. and it is 10'111\' classroom nutrition that yvon are talking abont
and it doesn’t seem thoso projects will throw any light on that or the
I'ederal Government is playing any part in that.
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Mr. Yevrrer, Limiting owrselves to talking about the need for class-
roont education. that certainly is not a function of USD.A.

Senator Crark. Even in a coordinating way/

Mr. Yevreer. Perhaps there is sonie sort of a coordination role, hut
the lead should be HISW vather than T'SDA.

Senator Crark. Are you aware of anvthing they are doing at all?
I notice in your testimony vou say this shonld fall under HIEW, but
are they doing anything at all by way of guidance. coordination?

Mr. Yeovrrer. I think you’d better ask HEW that question. T am not
aware they have any significant programns in that area, Again, T wonld
like to see the State departments of edueation take the lead heye with
HEW providing some overall guidance in education and with USDA
involved in whatever role might be apprapiiate. but let's have the lead
inthe State departintents of education where it belongs.

Senator Huarpurey, Have you identified a number of sonrees for
nutrition education? Has not the USDA identified a number of Fed-
cral anthorization sources for nutrition education ?

My Yrorrer. That may not be a very impressive group.

Senator Husrenrey, For anthorizations. isn't that vight?

Alr. Boring. T am sure we ean provide such Liformation. But it is
1ot very extensive, as you know,

_Senator Huarrnkey. T think a search in that avea would be effec-
tive,

Nutrition education, just quickly, includes both training people who
prepare and serve the lunch and educating the student as to what
foods are good for him,

Mr. YEuTTER. Absolutely. There is a need in both areas.

Senator Huarrnrey, And you are moving primarily now in the
area of workers and the people who prepare the program?

Mr. YEUTTER. Yes.

Another area that is raised heve is a matter of State administrative
expenses, and we have had some discussion, Senator Humphrey, with
representatives of the school food service association and with other
people in this area with respect to how this partienlar question might
better be handled. Qur recommendation to them has been, and owr
people have worked to some extent but have not completed legislative
language that might be used, bat our basic recommendation has been
to suggest that perhaps 2 percent. and that is not a solid figure, of
the funds that are expended around the country on child nutrition

‘programs, be set aside for a combination of things. These could in-

clude: one, the administrative expenses that are involved in operating
these programs; two, some nutrition training or nutrition edueation;
however that should be defined or limited; and three, some of what
have been called developmental projeets in the past. All three of
these: administrative, training and edueation, and development conld
be Tnmped together in a composite category with some maximum
percentage, two percent or whatever might be appropriately estab-
tished, and within that limitation, the States could determine how
much they wish to allocate to administration and how much to devel-
opment and how much to nutrition. training and education. This
wonld provide for a trade-off in priorities, and this is the point that I
think is most essential here. I we have. say, 2 percent in these cate-
wories and 98 percent for the program itself, and if 2 percent is not
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really essential or if the program needs are considered to be a higher
priority it could be 98.5 in program and 1.5

Senator Huarenriy. By leaving that up to the States themselves?

Mr. YeUTIER, Precmc]\

My point, Senator ]lump]no\, we also have the Federal Govern-
ment involved in determining people’s priorities, and this is an area
where we conld have those determined at the State level rather than
by us. There needs to he the restriction, obviously, of some maximum
so we don't run the risk of the State spendmfr a fortune on adminis-
tration and cutting too deeply into the program funds,

Senator Hurirey, The only thing that I would be concerned
about there, is drawing funds down out of the food program itself
which are very tight : a]lmcly. and it will be for a period of time.

Mr, YECTTRR. Yes.

Senator Hueaeninky, I think the ﬂo\)lnllh that yon proposc is very

seusible, and I surely would go along with it. I just believe that we

cither have to add to the programs that we presently have or make
sonie provisions so that they are not weakened or drained because 2
pereent in budget in some localities wonld be injurious to their food
programs.

M. Yrurrer., On competitive food sales, there has been a lot of
discussion ¢f that one, and our position is simply to continue to oper-
ate nnder the present system for a time. As you know, the Congress
passed legislation in this area last year, which in essence says “that
this, too, “will now be a State and local decision. Right now some
States alr ady have prepared and some are in the process of prepar-
ing their regulitions as to lLow competitive food sales are to

-bo handled.

Senator -\J]on, we rather like the idea of having t]mt anthority a].so
down at the State level. This legislation would move it b‘l(,}\ up to
the Federal level again,

Senator Learearey., Where it used to be?

Mr. Yeurrer. Where it used to be. . ‘ o

Senator Huaypurey, There isn't o-State proar am -t-hat L.Inow that
is happy with our action. Can you name me one? :

Mr. Yrorrer. Well, I can’t name you one specifically, Senmtm.

Senator:. IIUJmumuy I meet with the ioocll supervisory people..

Senator: ArLex. But isn't that a case .of a State not.wanting any
responsibility, but wanting all the funds ? Isn’t that part of the matter?

Senator HuarrHrey: lcs, what bappeus is they get an awful lot
of pressure, frankly, at the local school. district level from the kids
to get into the candy machine business.

. Senator ArLexN. If they are willing to he on the r*(:hool hoard

Scenator Huampiney, “ illing to t'\l\e the heat, isn’t that what yon

.are. bwmﬂ"

Senator Anuey. Yes.
Mr. Yrurrer, We have a question of 1('51)01151b111tv We believe

States ought to qccept that wsponslbxhtx and t‘l]\C that heat and make
those hard decisions,

One of the other pmuémns 18 tlnt, all sehools with needy children

must participate in this program by the end of fiseal year 1975,

Philosophically, Senator _\]]cn our feeling is that the Federal Gov-
Jernment onght not mandato p‘llthl])‘lthll in this program. If a school
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wishes to participate, fine. We would like to see every school in the
country participate.

Senator Dove. What percentage do participate?

Mr. Yrurrer. About 85 percent now, Senator Dole, of all schools
in the country.

Senator Dore. What about children—how many, percentagewise?

Mr. Yrorrer. Children, its available to about the sanme percentage.

Now, some schools have made deliberate decisions not to participate,
even though there is Federal help available. They simply don’t. They
do not want to. Others are short of facilities and equipment and space
and other matters.

Senator Huarenirey. Hasn’t the OMB impounded about $6 million of
that. money we had for equipment?

My, Yevrrer, No, Senator Humphrey. It had not been released by
OMB until just. a. couple of daysago.

Senator Houarenirey. You got ahead of me, one point. for you.

But it had been up to now, the money hadn’t been released, isn’t
that right? ‘

Mr. YEvrrer, Well, impounding may be too strong a word.

Senator Huarirey. But the money had not been released ?

Mr. Yrormer. The money had not been released until the Iast few
days.

Senator Tuaenrey. But that will help, Senator Dole, in getting
some of these programs underway, because the funding was done here
by the Congress.

Mr. Yrvrrer. Philogophically it is hothersome to me and the ad-
ministration in mandating participation by a. school in this program.

Senator Hoaeirrey. You just cooperate with us on the equipment
and I will go along with that, becanse that is a major problem in many
schools being able to provide school lunch programs. If they don't.
have the eqnipment or facilities, they cannot offer the program to the
students.

Mv. Yeerrer, Even if equipment allowances are increased, Senator
Humphrey, my guess is that there will still be schools who will not
wish to participate, no matter what the Federal contribution is. They
just will not want the Federal Government involved in their school
lunch program. They wonld prefer to operate their own program.

Senator Humernrey. That is fine with me. I am only interested in
one thing. My goal as a Senator and as an individual is a hroadening
of the school Tunch program. frankly, universal feeding program in
sehaols, T don’t mean every meal. but at least one nutritional meal a
day. There may be some that don’t wish to do it. All T am saying is
I want to be sure the resources are available for those who do want to
do it. T understand your position. I am just nudging vou a little bit.
Yyou see. ’ .

Mr. Yrorrer. One other point in this same general area, if a school
has more than 85 percent needy children that all children in that
school will be provided lunch. ' :

Senator Hoarerirey. Yes. : _

Mr. Yrorrer. We had some misgivings about that, too, simply in
terms of national priorities. Inn other words, we will be providing a
free lunch for those 15 percent or less than 15 percent that can afford
to pay. We feel, Senator Flumphrey, if they can pay they ought to
pay even if it is 15 percent. ‘
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Senator Huarirey. Let me tell you about that provision. The 85
pereent is an arbitrary figure, but. when you have to set up systems
1 schools, one for the freebees and one for the 8 or 10 percent that
pay, you are ahnost better off in blanketing all students . Let's run
a program. I have a very prejudiced point of view. We have compul-
sory education and military service 1n this country, compulsory re-
habilitative services. We didn’t go around saying to a kid whose dad
was the banker, bring your own gun, bring your own lunch or bring
your own uniform,

Maybe the figure 85 is not as good as it ought to be, but when you
wet to a point where you have, let’s say, 95 percent of the children.
1t is foolish to try to segregate the 5 or 10 percent that. ought to be on
the pay side. I agree if you've got 60 percent. one way and 40 percent
one way then you can have your dual program.

Mr. Yrurrer. There is obviously a trade-off between having the
nonneedy kids paying for theirlunch when they ean aflord to doso and
the additional administrative costs involved when it gets smaller and
smaller.

We are certainly in accord with expanding the size of the National
Advisory Council on Child Nutrition and adding a differentiation of
membership there. That is a valuable Council; it. has been superb and
we are certainly more than amenable to having it increased in size.

One provision in the legislation relating to the Council and relating
to some other people as well which we do take issue with is one which
provides that the Council and another State-local group must be con-
sulted in the preparation of regulations. I don't recall the exact word-
ing of the Lill now, but it says essentially that their input must be
incorporated into any proposed regulations. We just simply do not
Teel that, whether it be USDA or any other Department of Gov-
ernment, or this program or any other program, that there ought to
be an obligation to incorporate in regulations the point of view of any
specific group. We ought, as we do, to get the comments of all. Those
who are interested, not. just. one specific group.

Now certainly the Council ought to be consulted and anybody else
who has an expertise in that area onght to be consulted, but I don’t
believe there ought to be an obligation on the part of the Department
of Agriculture toaccept thenr particular point of view.

Senator Hoxrurey. Just so they have an input and that their
input 1s recognized as such. I agreo with that, we don't want to
have just one group writing the rules. '

Mr. Yrurrer. I think that would be an unfortunate precedent,
Senator Humphrey, for any program, whether it be this one or any
other program.

Let’s take one more on the periphery of this area and that is the
commodity situation, Senator Hunphrey. This bill provides that the
anthority that was secured last spring would become permanent, mean-
ing if we ave unable to buy the commodities committed in the budget
for the schools for whatever the amount hudgeted, that has been 7 conts
recently, the shortfall would be made up in terms of cash distribution.
I have said in this testimony, and it is consistent with the testimony
that I gave before the Honse a few weeks ago, that we don't really
feel that this will be necessary in light of the new legislation that
was inclnded in the farm bill which would permit us to go beyond
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the surplus removal purposes and purchase on the open market the
food necessary in m'«l(-r\tu deliver on the budget commitment to
the schools. Certainly that anthovity in the new farm legislation is
helpful and heve already—-— .

Senator Husrerirey, But that is only fora year.

Mr. Yruerrer, That is only for a year: that iz coreect, Senator
ITwmphrey.

Senator Tosennrey, The legislation in the taem bill is the sane
legislation in this bill exeept that this is pevmanent, in the sense vou
can do anything permanent i Congress. You can change the next
vear it yon wish. But the farm bitl is a 1-year shot. and there is no
mdieation that 1 year will be enongh. We will have to come back and
legislate that provision next year again if we don't adopt this new
provision now.

M Yerrerer, That is correct.

Senator Hosrnrey., But the text is substantially the same.

Mr. Yrevrrer, Yes.

[ want to be perfeetly elear and have yon all recognize we are still
having difficulties in pfaking purchases. We can go out for bids now
with broader authority than we have had as a vesult of the farm
anthority, but that doesn’t mean anybody has to bid. We are still
having diffienity even getting people to bid on these dockets. Tf that
continnes it may well be that the position T have eninciated here will
have to change. .

T have said we do not need the legislation yon have proposed here,
and T still feel that way. bat T would like to leave the door open to
reappraise that, I think the worse is over in terms of shortages.
Things may be better,

Senator Huayeniney, My proposed legislation does not mandate
that yon nmst. go ont and buy. It requires that cash be provided only
if there are no commadities available. It would continne on a per-
manent basis that authority to do what the Congress has already
Tegislated on a temporary basis. That is the only difference.

Mr. Yerrree, I anderstand that.

T have already indicated that we are in accordance, Senator ITum-
phrey. with what you propose on section 11 for the free and rediueed
price lunches.

On the school breakfast program, our feeling is that, though there
is certainly less money involved here than in section 4, the present
rates nnder the school breakfast program shonld be adequate for most
schools. becanse they provide, $5.000, $15,000. and $20,000; $5,000 fov
the regular breakfast. £15.000 for reduced price. and $20,000 for free.
Your legislation would zo to $8.000. $23.000, $28,000, I believe. The *
present legislation provides that—the present system provides that if
the $15.000 and $20.000 are inadequate in a particular sitnation because
of a speeial need, we ean go up to §20,000 and $30,000, I believe, isn't
that correet?

Senator Hyarerirey, You can go to what?

Mu. Yrrrder, $20,000 and $30,000. We believe that gives us enongh
flexibility to do the job, and we do not need the increases that are
posited in the il

Senator Hryreimey. Do you think the $5.000 is adequate for the
breakfast. for the regular breakfast ?



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

61

M. Yreerrer, Yes Permit e to answer that, Senator TTumph v,
by moving into section b and answering the two together, hecause it
secms 1o me this is the most erucial, the 85,000 bres akfast and then the
SNO00 to S12.000,

Senator Husenuey, I there is a need for the incereage in section
bunder the break fast progruin to maintain the same levels as we had
A vear o, there ought to he zome adjustment. You are buying food.
that ix 0] vou are doing,

Me Yevrese. ©would like to answer this w ayv, Senator Humphrey,
It seems to ine this becomes the erucial question now. We are talking
about seetion + and the breakfast program, Do we stayv at 8 cents ov
=omewhere above 5 cents/? I}.:vunm}' the question of how high fnod has
vone and =o on, just looking at the cosis, the pree dollar amount. we
are talking ahout for ench additional cent nnder section L a S10 to 830
million dollar Icrement. to consider here insofar as the taxpaver is
coneerned, .

Bevond thae we get to the erueial question, Senator TTumphrey.
of whe is going to pay for the additisnal cost of school lunclies?
Fvervhady agrees that food prices have gone up. Somebody has to
provide the additional funds. Most of the press discussion up until
now has been whether the Federal Governient is going to do it or
whether the hurden is going to have to he borne by the kids. Meony
s hocls are already making preparations to increase the cost to the
children,

As Senator MeGovern pointed ont earlier based on some studies he
has read, for every 1-cent increase in the cost of the lunch theve will
be 1 pereent fewer buying.

Very quicklv. it scems to me, Senators AHen and Dole, what really
has to be evahated is among all the options that exist. what should be
pursiied in tertus of meeting additional requirements for naintaining
sehool programs. One is the F ederal Government which is nnder dis-
cussion heve, and the ecasiest way is simply to increase the Federal
contribution. That is not necessarily always the best way or the proper
way. but that is one way.

\uothm- way is throngh State contributions. We have got State gov-
crnment in this 1)lotm'e. too, and we ought to look at what the 1)0%1-
hilities are for help in State governments. T read recently that State
covernments had a budget sur p]ns of $10 billion last qu.ntor which is

ather impressive, ,\(lmlt_todl.\’ they will not approprate all $10 bil-
lion to school lunch programs, but there isn’t any reason they can't
help move than they have been. Sure, we have problems when bn(l(rots
are already enacted and things like that but these should not be insur-
mountable, Local units of government may also Le able to contribute.
Another possibility is to increase the prices to nonneedy kids. The
other alternative is making priority shifts within budgets already ap-
proved by loeal school dnstnct:,. Thus, there are five ¢ options: State.
Federal. local financing inereases, increased priees to nonneedy kids.
and shifting priorities “within sehool budgets. W shouldn’t make the
assimption “that the only way to solve this probler is by increasing
the Federal contribution by some gigantic sum. That is our point. One
can argue. of course, that the base of Federal contributions in past
years Tias been too low. But. nevertheless, the fact remains that the

DO )
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Federal contribution has increased 60 percent in the last 2 years. That
is a rather significant contribution.

We feel, Senator Allen, recognizing the President’s efforts in trying
to balance the budget in 1974, that we can’t afford to have these kinds
of increases coming along. We sympathize with the need of the schools,
and we know food prices have gone up, but why must it always be the
Federal Government picking up the tab?

Senator ArLex. Thank yon very much, Mr. Secretary.

I wish you would do this for the benefit of the committee. We have
the Humphrey bill and the McGovern bill, in addition we have a Case.
bill which in effect is embodied in the Humplhrey bill so we wouldn’t
need any special comment on that, but I believe it would be helptul if
you would take each provision of the Iumphrey and McGovern bills
and give us your recommendation for or against or modification and
make us up a schedule for inclusion in the record, and also for use on
the Senate floor in shaping the Department’s position. Would that be
too much of a burden?

Mr. YeurtER. No, sir.

I have commented generally on S. 1005 in my statement.

Senator ALLEN. You can include that in your digest. I believe yon
have a digest of some of your provisions that you have testified from?

Mr. YEUTTER. Yes.

Senator HuspHrey. Mr. Chairman, did the Seerctary give us an
assurance on the rate of section 47 Presently it is 8 cents where my
reconmmendation is 12 cents.

Senator ArnLeN. No recommmendation for an inerease, as I under-
stand it.

Senator Husprrey. Iheard the alternatives, but could we just come
back to the proposals?

Mr. Yeorrer. Sure. I concluded by saying, Senator Humphrey,
that although one can argue as to whether the base 3 or 4 years back for
IFederal contributions to this program was adequate or not, we have
had a 60-pereent increase in the IFederal share here in just the last 3
years, and we simply feel that with the concern of trying to hold
down the size of the Federal Government and having to balance it this
vear, rather than having the Federal Government pick up the tab this
year we would like to have it picked up somewhere else.

Senator Huatenirey., That 1s the normal reaction.

Senator CLark. May 1 say something for the record ?

On page 1 the Secretary males a great point. They want to extend
the school lunch program to a great number of other people. He men-
tions the fact they are prepared to go from 40 to 45. That is com-
plimentary. The help is to take care of the inflationary factor, but
it scems to me that in every other area of the testimony the Depart-
ment is opposed to further cxtension of the program to other people
under the various programs that are mentioned here. On page 5, op-
posed to a percentage increase, on page 6 opposed to increasing the
school breakfast program, page 7 (}pposed to the national school lunch
prograin participation—the very first paragraph, page 7, opposed to
that part of the program extending to Trust Territories.

at 1 Wouls like to ask is for the Sceretary to give us a list of
those things you feel you are prepared to do now, are studying doing
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which would extend to a part of that 6 pereent. What are the programs
of a positive nature?

Mr. Yrurrer. Senator Clark, obviously there is a negntive concen-
tration here. We concentrate on all the negatives here, but that doesn’t
diminish the fact that what we are talking about generally is increas-
ing the rates of contributions for those who participate. But we are
not suggesting that we wouldn’t welcome other participants.

Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Yeutter follows:]

Mr. Yeurrrr. Mr. Chaivinan and members of the committee: We
approciate this opportunity to meet you today to discuss 8. 1063 and
S. 1005.

Before getting into the substance of our views on these proposals.
I'd like to, if I inay. take a moment to veview some of the highlights
of recent gains in child nutrition activitiecs. We have placed a high
priority on making school lunches accessible to all children, in keeping
with the intent of Congress and the reconmnendations of the National
Advisory Council on Child Nutrition. Latest reports from the Food
»ud Nutrition Service show that the national school lunch program is
now availuble to 85 percent of the Nation’s sohoolchil(Hron. Over
11,000 schools have jomed the program since 1969. FNS is werking
closely with State and local school ofticials and concerned groups
across the country to bring the school lunch program within reach of
the remaining 2.6 million public school children and 2. million
youngsters in parochial and other nonprofit private schools still with-
out food service.

This is an impressive record of accomplishiment for both the exeen-
tive and legislative branches of (overnment. but. there is no reason
to relax our cfforts or lessen our concern, With this in mind, I wonld
like to comnent on some of the problems we see in these bills.

A major point of difference centers on the important but diflicult
issne of how to carry out nutriticn education, and who should carry
it out. The effect of these proposals would be to establish a new cate-
gorical grant program in this area. This would take USDA beyond
the lunchroom-related food service role into the realm of currienlimn
development and classroom education—finctions which are now per-
formed by the Departinent of Health, IEducation, and Welfare and
State educational agencies. We believe that these functions may most
appropriatcly be carried out by the State educational agencies.

nder authority of section 6 of the Naticnal School Lunch Act.
which authorizes special projects of “nutrition training and education
for workers, cooperators and participants in these—Child nutri-
tion—programs,” the Food and Nutrition Service has undertaken a
variety of projects to extend our knowledge and better define our role
in the area of nutrition education.

For example: Last March, the Department awarded a grant of
$126,675 to the Georgia Department of Education to develop coordi-
nated training in nutrition education, linking the classroom with the
school food service program. A team approach to training school food
servico workers and teachers will be developed, pilot tested, and
evaluated for effectiveness in reaching children in Georgia and four
other cooperating states—Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, and
Tennessee.
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In another series of six projects, we are looking at nutrition educa-
tion developed and carvied ont under the supervision of State nutri-
tion education specialists—one of the goals being to find ont how best
to organize and coordinate such a program. IParticipating States

~are: New York, Nebruska, Arkansas, Alabamu, California, and

Pennsylvania,

These arve pilot studies, and hopefully they will be ¢ £ value not only
to us, hut also to State and local edneational ageneies. This will be
particulavly important if, as we suggest, State and local entities e
given the primary rele in this nation’s nutrition education programs.

A larger share of our effort has been devoted to the development of
traiming ethods for school food service workers, to help them do the
best possible job of preparing and serving food to children. -

Among the projects we have pursued in tiis area is a series of ten
S0-minute television programs developed rnder contiuct with the New
England State Education Conneil, the Boston educational "LV station
WGBIH, and Havvard University. This purpose is to provide special-
ized nutrition training for school. food service workers, refating to all
phases of the job—including buying, preparing, serving and merchan-
dising nutritious foed to school Tuneh customers, The series, complete
with couvse materials and tests, has been shown over educational TV
in New England where some 7,400 school food serviee porsonnel
registered as students for the 10-part 'E'V course. Response has been

most encouraging. and we are now working on plans to make the sevies

availalle nationaily, . _
Toward an independent study program for food service workers, the
Department has just contracted with the extension service of the
Tniversity of Wisconsin to develop & correspondence conrse for school
foed service managers and potential managers. The objective is to de-
velop and test a course covering the full gamut of a manager’s ve-
sponsibilities, with eniphasis on nutrition training keyed to the meal

- standards of the ehild nutvition programs.

We expect to learn a great deal from these training and education
projects, Flowever, we now need an opporturity to complete the proj-
cets and the evaluation process. :

For the present, we recommend that S. 1063 be amended to provide
1 more general authorization for State sdministrative expenses, trnin-
ing of nutrition program workers and administrators and special de-
velopmental projeets. Specifieally, we wonld propose that States be
permitted to use np to 2 percent of the funds expended for child nutri-
tion programs in the previous fiseal year to finance projects in those

three aveas, This would enable States to better allocate available re-

sourees to meet their needs. Needless to say, sneh an awthorization
would presently be subject to the appropriation process; and budget
proposals would, as now, be subjeet to approval by the Secretary of

~ Agriculinre, )

This plan for a more general anthorization wonld also answer the -

need expressed in another provision of S. 1063 designed to strengthen
State administeation and supervision of child nutvition programs.
There is clear need for this kind of assistance. State staff personnel

form a vital link in the Federal-State-local chain of ¢hild nutrition .
progran operations. Many State offices are seriously understatfed and

have thus heen handicapped in adjusting to the major changes in pro-

e b
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gram rules and procedires of recent vears, A more general authoriza-
tion, such as we are suggesting. wouldl give States needed floxibility to
set .ulnnmsh.xtl\(- priovitics, based on their own cireumstances,

Turning to basie cash assistance for school Tunch programs under
section h)fﬂw National School Tmneh Aet. we'd Tike to point ont timt
Federal support has already inereased substantially in recent years.
The average rate of payment | increased from 5 conts per luneh in fiseal
yerr 1971 to 8 cents per lnelv in fiscal year 1973—an incirease of 60
percent in the basic Federal vate of assistance, During this same period,
the wholesale price index for all food vose 15 percent and the index of
honrly earnings in eating and drinking places went np 125 pmu‘nt
Considering these ratios and the need to control Federal spending we
ot support a fnither major inerease in basie school lunch
assistanee, .

With regard to payments under section 11 10 help provide Innches
for needy children. we sipport the 8. 1063 plan to move to an averaging
concept similar to that now nsed for the basic s wtmn + payments and
the breakfast program. Both the Federal Gove nmont and the States
have found this to be a most workable systen, We coneur in this hill’s
proposal to assure an average payment of 45 cents for all free lnnches
served and 35 cents for those served at roduced price,

tegmrding decisions on who should get free Tunches. we cannot sup-
port. the 8, 1063 proposal to provide th-lt lunches wonld he served free
to all students in schools with over S5 pereent needy chilllren. As a
basie principle, we believe that those who ean afford to pay the regnlar
price for lunch, regardless of which school they attend, shonld he
expected to do so,

The proposed incveases in rate of payments for the school hreakfast
progeun are, in onr view. not needed at this time, Budget plans for
the current fiscal vear eall for standard rates of payment of 20 cents
for cach free breakfast served. 15 eents for each reduced-price meal,
and 5 cents for every regular-price menl. There is a safety valve in the
riles that allow the rates to go as high as 30 cents for froe brealfasts
and 20 cents for the reduced price. in especially needy sehools where
costs justify higher rates. This allows suflicient ﬁ(\\lblhtv to cope with
unusual costs and meet. special needs.

In another provision, S. 1063 would depart from the present priovi-
ties of administering Federal aid to help needy schools buy food serv-
ice equipment. By ld(lmrrneod\ sehools with temporary food ser vice to
the category of ¥no food service™ schools. the bil! would make them
oligible for the 50 pereent of equipmeiit funds now reserved, by law. for
those schools with 110 programs at all. This change wonld adjust the
present. priovity of making sehool meals ‘nyvail: able to children now
withont access to any faod service, The provision could dilute our ef-
forts in this direction. and would be extremely diflicnlt to administer,
Largely becanse of the pml)]mm in drnwing a distinetion between a
tvmpm"n\ and a permanent food service. Moreover, under pn\sunt
nolicies. schoals which are seen 16 be strnggling with femporary and
inadequate facilities alveady vate high pr mm\, on the remaining 50
percent of the equipment. funds cach State hag available. We do not
Lelieve that the proposal in S. 1063 would eileetiv ely improve on their
sttuation.



66

Toward wider participation in the hunch program, S. 1063 wonld
require that all schoo’s within a school district join the national school
lunch prograin by June 30, 1975. This proposal mns counter to the
history of the child nutrition programns and of American education
@ererally. These have traditionally been matters for State and local
decision, with the Federal Government a cooperating partner, but not
the dominant onc. In short, we believe the decision to participate or
not participate is one best made at the local level.

With regard to the proposal that the trust territories shonld be
brought into the regular child nutrition prograins, -ve would saggest
rather that the Department survey the problem to seek solutions to a
variety of problems including transportation and facilities, as well as
to find ways to satisfy local food tastes wna meet nutrition standards.

Regarding the commodity provision of S. 1063, we recognize that
schools must be able to budget in advance for a dependable level of
commodity support from the Federal Government. The supply-price
situation of recent months has made it increasingly diffi ult to acquire
cominodities under the surplus-removal provisions of section 32 and the
price-support programs of section 419.

The Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1978 (Public Law
93-86)., which President Nixon signed August 10 authorizes the pur-
chase of commodities: with section 32 and secti.n 416 funds, even
though they may not be in surplus supply. This provision permits us to
meet the food needs of these programs while giving priority to the
surplus removal of agrienitural comnodities. We believe this approach
is preferable to the one snggested in S. 1063,

In another area, both bills under consideration wonld switch the
responsibility for controlling fuod sales that are deemed in competi-
tion witl federally assisted food serviee programs back to the
Federal Government. Public Law 92-433% cnacted last September
transferred this responsibility to State and local governmnents, requir-
ing that Federal regnlations shall not prohibit the sale of competitive
foods, so long as the proceeds accrue to the benefit of the schools or
approved student organizations. The Department, in accord with its
understanding of congressional intent, issued regulations providing
that “State agencies and school food aunthorities shall establish such
regnlations or instructions as are necessary to control the sale of food
in competition with a school’s nonprofit food service under the
prograin * * *2 ;

Early last cummer I wrote to the heads of all State education de-
partments urging their involvement with school food service staffs in
establishing such policies before the opening of the fall term. About 20
States have already provided their policies to us and we have every
indication that other States are moving promptly to assume their
responsibilities under the new law. This action tends to confirm our
helief that control of competitive foods is truly a matter for State
and local action. .
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Finally, I’d like to comment on the S. 1063 proposal to amend the
rulemaking procedure for establishing new regulations governing
child nutrition programs. As you know, our practice is to publish pro-
posed regulations in the Federal Register, and allow at least 30 days
for public comment on these proposals. All comments are carefully
considered and very often influence the outcome of the final rules.

The S. 1063 provision to mandate consultation with a specified group
or groups would seriously interfere with the execution of these pro-
grams. First, it would impose a double standard for rulemaking re-
view. Second, in specifying that proposed rules should reflect the
comments of a specific group, the provision would tend to ignore the
contribntions of other groups and individuals including the Depart-
ment itself. Third, this kind of rulemaking procedure would estab-
lish an unfortunate precedent that would extend beyond child
nutrition programs and could ultimately hinder the administrative
operations of many other Government programs, On these grounds,
we cannot support this feature of the bill.

We do, however, value the work of the National Advisory Coun-
cil on Child Nutrition. I met with this group twice this year in Wash-
ington. The Council has done an outstanding job of studying the child
nutrition programs and focusing attention on areas needing improve-
lr)ne]nt-. We support the S. 1063 proposal to increase the size of that

ody. S :

Before closing, I'd like to, if I may, suggest that the committee con-
sider adding a new provision to the legislation under discussion today.
We are, as you know, beginning operation of the new Pilot Supple-
mental Food Program for Women, Iniants and Children (WIC),
which Congress authorized to test the nutritional benefits of provid-
ing mothers and young children with supplemental nutritious foods.
Woe issued regulations for the new program in early July, inviting
applications from State and local agencies. Less than 2 months later,
on Aungust 29, we announced the selection of the first program in San
Diego, Calif. Response to the new program has been most enthusiastic,
as evidenced by the more than 250 applications that have come into
the Food and Nutrition Service. They will be reviewed and acted upon
as rapidly as possible. Meanwhile, it has become increasingly evident
that to achieve the full and thorough evaluation Congress wants,
the program needs authority to operate beyond the presently author-
ized June 30, 1974, deadline. We noted that the child nutrition bill
(H.R. 9639) which the House Education and Labor Committee ap-
proved last week includes a provision to extend WIC for another year
throngh June 1975. We concur in that suggestion and recommend that
this committee consider a similar move.

With the changes I have proposed today, we would have no objection
to the enactment of S. 1063. We wonld welcome the opportunity to
work with the committee on specific aspects of these legislative pro-
posals. We are of course, happy to share our views on this or any
other question with the committee at any time,
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SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FFoob T'RociAM ror WoMEN, INFANTS AND CHILDREIN—

WIC
Summary of Applicelinns
Total number of nppli('nti«;ns veecived ax of Sept. 7, 31973 Lo 276
Total estimated participation (women, infants and children)_.__ . _ 402, %74
‘Total regquested grants for foodo oo e 71,466,171
Alubama

Requested food
bidge! vindiab &

Project area ! i rumher af nuuntls)
RBuileek, Macon, and Russell SO ST o
O 8 e ™S (1)
JefFersOI o e R AR A
Lawrence, Limestone, and Movgan. . _________ L SN (8
LOWHACS e 140,175 (%)
Mobile e 673, T2 (1)

ot e 1,935, 422

TCountywide nuless atherwise indicated,

Aluske
Bequested food
. 1 bhudget Gindicaler
YT'rojeet area : nimber of months)
Anehorage e £40, 512 (9)
O e iee. ST.N00 ()
Total __ U TS, 6127(Y)
1 Conntywide uniess otherwise tndieated,

Aricona
Requested food
buiget cindicates
Project area 1 timber of months)
COCONINO - e 850, T68 )
NV O e e am —— 34,580 )
Pima (Viima Connty Health Department) oo oo ____ 2006, TIT ()
Pima (Papago nutrition improvement program) ___________ 157, 000 (1)
YU oo e e 11,2008 (49)
POt e e e 460, 268 (9)

1 Countywide unless otherwise indieated,

Arkansus
Requested food
budget cindicates
number of montiis)

Projeet area:? Ashely., Arkansas, Bradley, Calboun, Chvist,
Cleaveland,  Grass, Desha, Drew, Lincoln, Monroe, Ihillips,

I'rairie, and Woodvwtt oo e 8506, 809 (M)
Ot e e e 506, 809

1 Countywide unjess othierwise fndicated,



g \
: 9
2
Californiu
Renuested
])mer nren o - Food hdgef
Oakiamd 1.\hnuv(14 Counnty Health (Care Services .\ AONCY )Y e K361, 017
Ouldand (Children's Iospital Medieal Ceuter U | ¥ & D & 1
Oakland { West Oakland Flealth Center, Ine) oo ________. 82, 305
CONEEA COSE e oo oL o, 124, 181
Irrosno, Fresno (15OC Tamily Planning) oo oo :UU AOU
Presne, Orange Cove (Orange Cove Family Health Center, Tnes)_
Hombeldt _ao o ___ e e
Linperial : i .
- Kert o PR
Pasadenat (department of public healtbey o _________._.___
Los Angeles (eentval Taos Angeles hea!th projeet) oo 1,021, 140
Huatington Park (e Iadinn Bree Clinde, Ineay oo oo
Long Beach (Long Beach WIC natritional prograwy oo
. |5 x~l and South Los Angeles (Los Augeles County Publie e: mh
Foundation ) oo
Los Angeles (Martin Luther King, Jr, General Hoswit: xl) ________
Tinst Log Angeles (Santa Marta Hospital Clinde) oo oo oo
Nouth Lus Angeies (W v~ri.md Headalth Services, Ine) oo
: Mendteeino .
' C Mereed oo N
- Monterey - v
Obispo a1 __
Riverside o e
Nan Diego (County of San Diego Pablic Healthy oo __________
L.L .)ull.l {Department of Neurosciences, lL\]) Schaol of Medi-
cine) (Note—Proposal for eviduation) oo ol ..
! San Diego and Oceanside (American Red Cross nnrsing health
OIS ) 52,000

KK TiH

RNun Mareos (Nurth County health project)
San Francisco (Maternal aud infant care project. St Luke's

Hospital) 66T
Ran Franciseo (Northeast Medieal Nervie N2, 584
Nan Franeisce (St Luke's Hospival ) oo _____ 7, 010
San Francisco (Urban Indian Heatth Bonrd, Ine) oo ___ 5
San Joagein o

San Mateoo .

l")!u Alfo (Charles R, Drew Health (‘linic)
San Jose (Santa Clara Valley Medicest Center) o __ P,
Santn Crus o

Solane oo
Sonoma .o
Ntanistaus _._

' Ventara - _______________ 7T L TII1.208.3u0
PO o e 8. 872, T13

*Denates Q-menth fool request,
tCounlywide nnless otherwise indiciabed.
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Colorado

Requested food
budget (indicates
Project area:?! : number of months)
Adams and Arapahoe. .o $422, 037 (9)
Adams and 23 counties. oo 70,875 (9)
El Paso and Teller e e 133, 7194 (9)
Huerfano and Loas Animas__ —— - 98, 280 ()
Jefferson —— e —————— 111, 744 ()
Otero e ——— e 58,995 (9)

Total _— e e e e e e §96, 625
1 Countywide unless otherwlise indfcated.
Connccticut
Requested food

Project area:*
Bridgeport —

budget (indicales
number of months)

-- 81,834,903 (9)

Hartford

16, 870 (9)

Stamford -
Waterbury

- 374,101 (9)
1,019,334 (9}

Total o m oo

——- 3,245,208

1 Countyw{de unless otherwise Indicated.

Dclaware

Project area:?

Statewide (Division of Public Health)____

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.

Requested food
budget (indicates
number of months)

_________________ $328, 627 (9)

Florida :
buder ndioie
12
Project area:® nu_';n_lilcr of rlnolnth.vs)
Brevard . $79, 200 (9)
Broward 329, 760 (9)
Collier - : - 129,300 (9)
Dade (Dade County Department of Public Health) .oooe 432,000 (9)
University of Miami School of Medicine . acee o oceeee e 300,699 (%)
Duvall -_ - 321,705 (9)
Okaloosa - 113, 040 (9)
Sarasota _-_ 43,200 (9)
VOoluSIA e _— 72,000 (9)
Tota? e ——— 1, 820, 904
1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.
Georgia .
Requcested food

budget (indicates

Project area:? nuntber of months)
Fulton & DeKalb. ——— ——— $314, 000 (9)
Aflanta southside.--_ ——— — e 185,853 (D)

Total __- ——— - -- 1,099, 853
1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.
Idaho

Project area :*
Ada -

Requested food
budget (fnudicates
number of months)

________ $15, 500 (9)

1 Countywide uniess otherwise indicnted.
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Ittinois
Requeated food
’ budget (indicates
Project area:? number of months)
Cook (Chicago Board of Health) oo $399, 609
Cook (Cook County OEO)_ — e mm——n e
Cook (Cook County Department of Public }Iealth) ________ 179,152
Cook (Illinois Famzlv Planning Conneil) cmeooae 4, 000, 0600
Yook (Illinois Migrant Council) o o oom 22,915
Cook (Daniel Hale Williams Neighborhood Health
Center) ___ _ —— 46, 800
Cook (Miles Square Health (‘entex) ____________________ 381, 313
Jook (Woodlawn Child Health Center) aemcacooemo——- 497, 029
Cook (Evanston-North Shore Health Department) . - 94, 510
CAUTO e et e gb, 620 (12
Fast St Y0uiSa e o oom oo e 1, 369, 827
Fulton oo e 1350, 000 (12)
Logan oo e ————————m 10, 280 (10)
MAadISON e e e 21, 140 (12)
Oak Lawh. o o e e 21, 936
POPe e e ———————— 140, 376 (12
SANZAMON  _ e m e e 67,422 (10)
Tazewell o e ——————— 23,638
W oo e 183, 240 (10)
Winnebago . e 37, H0 (10)
POta]l o e e~ ————— e m e §, 346, 337.
1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated,
Indiana
Requested food
hudyet (indicntes
Pl‘()j(‘(,f, lea - nupther of months)
fary (Gar\ City Health Department) = £13. 500
IHammond (Hammond Community School) oo ooo e 0, 261
Indianapolis (ITealth and IIosmtal Corporation Division of Pnblic
Health) _ e 349, H40
St JOSeP e e e e ———————— e m 099, 000
T R 181,301
1 Countywide unless otherwise indiented.
) Towa
Requested foorl
: budgcet (indicates
Project area: 1 number of montha)
BIaekh8WK e oo o e 8162, 067 (9)
(7 Counties) Carroll (Community Opportunities) . 45, 045 (9)
Johnson (University of Hospitals and CHnicS) e mae e 26, 933 (9)
1NN e e ——————— 143, 945 (9)
POl e e 369, 023 (9)
Seott - e e e o e e 152,933 (9)
POl e e e e —— $899, 956
1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.
Kansas
Requested food
budget (indicutes
Project area:? number of montha)
RONO e et e e £3,195 (9)
Sedgwick ____._ . — ——— 81,240 (12)
Shawnee e e e e e et o e e e e 191,136 (6)
Total - e 275,571

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.
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Ientucky

. Requested fond

. budget (indicates

Project nrea st - ) aumber of monthay
3ell. Floyd, Harlan, and Lelehero oo oo e K192, 582 (1)
VOO oo 4,176 ()
Boyd, Carter, LElliot, and Lawrene@o oo ________ 06, 628 ()
Bre Rt o e © 11,961 (9)
Breathitr, Kuott, Leslie, Letcher, and Perry oo __ 9)
Canpbeld and Kenton_ oo ___ i (49)
Ulinton, Cwuberland, McCreary, I’ulaski and Wayne 268, 344 (9)
Pulton e - 38,601 (D)

Jefterson  (Louisville and Jefferson  Co. I.g_g‘mriment of =

Health) cooiooommo e T [ an1,148 ()

Park-DaValle _.__ ™, 371 ()
University of Loui 415,773 (9)
Muhlenberg - o e a2, 870 (9)
Rowan e 51, 613 (9)
Tofal oo oan [, S USRS PU 1, 966, 275

C3 Countywide anless otherwhse Indieatel,

Louisiana.
Requested fond
- budget (Indicales
Project area s ? rumberof mouths)
Acadin, East Carroll, Red River. De Soto Ouachita, and
Tangipahon o e §77, 895 (9)
Orleans  Parish, New Orvleaxns (Ednw Pillsbury Health . )
Nt ) e e 204, 883 (D)
Orleans Pavish, New Orleans (Model Cities Health Centery- 837,270 (D)
Rapides o 207,917 (H)
St Helena oo 38,406 ()
S Landey oo - : 64, 201 (D)
West Felictanaoo o ______ e e = 38,761 (9) .
Potal o 1, 484, 425

1 Conntywide unless othorwise indicated.

Maine .
Requested food
hudget (indicales
Project aven:? . number of months)
Hancock and Washington___________ _________________.__ $74, 385 (9)
; Penobxeot and Piseataquis_ . ____ [ 121, 804 (9)
York e 19,534 (12)
Motal ool e e 215,723

-3 Countywiae unless oiherwlse ludlé:ltcd.
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Marylund
Kequested foold
: hndget tindicalor
Project area : 1 nunher of months)
Anne  Armndel e S124, 670 (Y
Anne  Arnndel  (partial)  (South  County  Family Health
COMOr) e o e 29148 (9)
Baltimore City (Comprebensive Child Care Prograu, Johns
Hopkins Hospital) oo 24, 505 )
Jaltinore City (Johus Hopkins University) o S, 436 ()
Baltimore City ¢ North Central Baltimore Health Corpy oo 101, 400 (YY)
Baltimore City  (Provident Cowmprehiensive  Neighborhood
Health Conter) oo oo oo e = 278K ()
Bultimere City (Northwest Healthy Serviees) o a4 825 ()
Calvert - ___________ 14, 950 (9)
Carroll e 8320 1Y)
Garvett .~ 7800 (4
Montgomery oo 6, 8tH (WD)
Prifnee  GeorEes o oo e — e 162, 500 ()
ot oo et m 102, 004

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.

Masxachusctis

Requested /ﬂflh:
hudget Cndicates
wunther of montha)

I'roject area : ' Boston and seven other major cities___________ $3, 989, 201 (9)

1 Countywide unless otherwise fudicated.

Michigan
Requested food
hudget tindicates
Project area : 1 wumber of mountha)
Wayne (Detroit City Health Department) o _ $48, 139 (D)
Deltn oo e 4, GO0 (9)

Arenae, Clare, Gladwin, Isabella, Osceloa and Rosconnnon_
Kaliunazoo

—- 21,200 (9)
33, 408 (9)

Tmee o o 30, 409 ()
Muskegon 8,100 (9)
Y ! W 1, 050, 856

1 Conatywide unless otherwise indicuated,

Minnesaola
Requested food
hudget (indicates
P'roject area ;! nimber of monthx)
Minneapolis L S457. 000 (15)
Beltrami (Minnesota Department of Health Meobile Health

Unit) e = - e 28,350 (9)
RANSEY oo ——- 107,528 (9)

POt e e e ——————— e e 612, 873

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated,
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Mississippi

Requésted food

. budget (indicates
Project area:? number of months)
Hinds and Rankin____ $275, 225 (10)
Issaquena and Sharkey_ —— 856,096 (Y)
Warren -- ———— 656, 556 (9)

Total oo — 1, 150, 392
1 Countywlide unless otherwise Indicated.
AMissouri

Requested food

budget (indicates
Project area:? aumber of months)
Joplin —___. - $15, 120 (9)
Kansas City.. - —_—— 146, 006 (9)
Kirksville -~ - 10, 800 (9)
Phelps - - 38, 250 (9)
Portageville - e 79, 200 (9)
St Louisoeaao 288, 000 (9)

Total .- - 577,376

t Countywide unless otherwise indicated.

Montana
Requested food
budget (indicates
number of months)
Project area: * Fort Yeck Reservation, Northern Cheyenne Res-
ervation - — - $168,000 (12)

L Countywide unless otherwise indieated.

Ncbraska
Requested food
budget (indicates
number of monthy)

Project area:' Davies. Scotts Bluff, Sioux and Sheridan—-..____ $77, 705 (12)
1 Countywide uniess otherwise indicated. : )

Nevada
Requested food
budget (tndicates
. number of months)
Vrojeet avea:! Clark ——— - - $120,132 (9)

* Conntywide unless otherwise indieated.

New Hampshire
Reguested food
budget (indieates

Project area:? number of months)
Conuway: nine towns - $24,864 (9)
Merrimack: four towns 21,996 (9)
Strafford: eight towns 27,121 (9)

Total - 73, 981

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.



New Jersey
Requested food
dudget (indicates

DI'roject area:?! sumber of months)

Atlantie ... e e e e =t e ot e e e $20, 360 (9)
Camden et nmn e e ame——a——————— 68, 483 (9)
NeWArK e c e a e ——— 1,134,000 (9)
Hudson (Hudson Co. Family Plamllng, INC.) e 18, 081 (9)
Hudson, Hoboken (Prenatal Satellite, St. Mary Hospital)... 41, 062 (9)
Treuton e e -t e a e m . —a— ———— 315, 283 (9)
New BrunswieK e o e e 78, 660 (9)
Plainfietd (partial) (Comprehensive Neighborhood Health

Services Center) comn o me oo e 109, 764 (9}

Total —occemeeee- e 1, 785, 695

t Countywide unless otherwise indicated.

New York
Requested food
budget (indicates
Project area:? number of months)

Albany, Rensselaer, and five other counties, Greater Albany

(Albaoy Medical Center, Outpatient Department) -..___~ $49, 085 (9)
Albany, Northside (Whitney M. Young, Jr. Community

Health Center) o e e e e e e 129,600 (9)
ANy oo e r——————— 11,100 (6)
) o 1= U U 638, 800 (9)
Franklin and three other countiea ......................... 46, 032 (12)
Livingston o aoomm oo . - 79,606 (9)
Monroe, Rochester (partial} oo oo 00,324 (9)
ONeida oo e e 04,009 (%3]
OnONAAZR e cae oo e 1, 530,360 (9)
Schenectady .oeo-_--- 18,900 (9)
Greater New York City, Brooklyn {Providence Health Center,

Ine.) .- 86, 062 (9)

Brooklyn (Charles Drew Neighborhood Health Center)--_- 445, 500 (D)
Brooklyn (Brownsville Ambulatory Pediatric Care Unit).. 136,099 (9}
Brooklyn (Community Corp. of Bushwick, Bushwick Family

Health Clinie) oo e e e 32,335 (9)
Brooklyn (C & Y Project No. 628, Comprehenshe Approach
to Community Health) oo __ 483,372 (9)
Brooklyn (Sunset I'ark Family Health Center of the
Lutheran Medical Center).__. —— 89,359 (9)
Bronx (Montefiore—Morrisania Hospital Comprehensive
Health Care Center) ... 66, 240 (9)
. Long Island City (Qualicap Family Plnnnlng & Health)_... 123,300 (9)
Lower East Side (NENA Health Council, In€.) cccamceeeeo " 20,523 (9)
Lower East Side (New Gouverneur Hospitnl) ............. 439,200 (9)
West Manhattan (Roosevelt Hospital) oo oo 72,640 (9)
New York City (City Department of Health) ovcmmecaeonn 3, 1598, 000/ (9)
» —
Total ... — — ——- - 7,865,475 (9)

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicated.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Project arveat' Chatham

76

SNarth Caraline

Rrquwested furm'
buiget (lmlu s
number of wmanifisy

e .()u 'lﬂ'\ ()

fCongutywide unless (_!(.In.'r\‘.'iso indicated.”

" Ohin o
' Reguested food
' . o hudgel (iidicel es
Project aveu:! ‘ R Ceocwaher bf manthisy
AR ON o e e $1H1.H' ')
Ashtabula - =
Bowling Green
Caldwell oo
« 1 winnati (Cincinnati IlonIlll J)n]mhnvnt)_-_-_________.‘____;
teveland (Cuyahoga Connty-M&I Combined WIHO Program) o 1,
Cleveland (Hongh-Narwood B 'nnm Health Care Center) o ______
Columbus  (Bethane Conter) _o . _________________
Franklin, Columbns (Community IIealth Care Serviee) —____ R
Columbus (Children’s Hospital, C&Y Projuct No, (1()4) ___________
Colnmbus (ECCO Family Health Center) oo __ -
Columbus (Nutrition Clinie, Outpatient Dv]r.nhnent OSD) _____
Montgomery, Dayton. oo ______ J
Dover x . :
Ironton
Liberty Centero e
Lincoln Helghts . ____
Monroeville .

Toledo o o ___
CUhiriebsyille B
O XOMN e

Total SV 4, 881, 992
tConntywide unless otherwise indicuted,
Oklahona
. . Requested {ood
- - - budget (indicatcs
P'rojeet avea:? ] . aunther of months)
Qevelamd e e $15, 937 (1)
Jalsa il o 120,447 (9)
Total e [ e S LG, 404
T ountywide unless ()ﬂl(__'l'WL‘i!E'illr“(.'éltﬂd.
- Oregon :
‘Requested {ood
: budget (indicates
I’rogoLt area s ) number of manths)
AMarion (\'n)lov Migrant T,en"ne)________________________.__ $259. ')00 (%)
Marion (Marion County Flealth) _________________ SR,
AMultnomah (X & T Cave Clinie) oo _________________ 147, 19() ()

Multnomah {(Multnemalt County IIe.llth Deparvtutent)
Nysara
Washington _____

1) 502, 330 (9)

1 Nountywide unless otherwise Inrliultml
# Not furnished,

)
b5, 40 (9) .
)



Penasjiivania
Kequested foad

s ! ' Cbadyget (indicates
Project area :! A ver o) months)
Bedford, ¥ ulmn and 1In1mn~tnn,'__-'_'_'_-_______-,_~_~___~___ S126, DB )
o Berks oo . ' S 39 (Y)

© Dauphin  _._ ) o

Delawave o P L SO
Liackawana, Lll/ell)(' Pike, Wayne, ‘md \\' _____ 9)
POHRAACIPIIN o e e e e e i e 4)
Philadelphia (Divigion of Maternat and ('hs]d llmlth Comn-
N munity Heajth Scrvices, Philndelphia Departient of Pub-
tie Health ) e o 2, .)a: a0l (D)
- Philadelphia (‘Thomasg Jefferson University lll)\plt.ll) _______ .HU\) ()
YOrK e e 214, a1 (4}
' Total oo PN SR, e 5, atd, 857

Countywide unless othierwise juwlcated.

LPuerty Hico

Requested fond
budyetl (indicatfes -
. - . ;mmhw of vonihe)
Prejeet area: Istandwide .~ U $330, 833 (12)
Rhorle Islu'nd : R

. Requested foor
budget (indicates
aumber of months)
Project arei:? Providentea o oo e $199, 143 ()

. '

1 Countywide unless otherwise indicuted,

South Caroline

N - . Requested foad
. budyet (indicalis
Project area:? : number of moiths)
_(;‘It'u'endon an( Kersha N o e e $192, 000 (12)
Charleston _..__ \ U 541,011 (%)
Florence . B U 45,031 (9)
Greenville and Rlchem ___________________________________ 192, 835 (4)

Horey e 58, 07T ()

Lancaster . ——-_— y 33,033 ()
MeCormick : 30,249 (D)
Richland __.—_ 227,970 (9)

Total __ —- e 1, 333, 536

1 Countywide unless otherwise indieated.

~South Bakotae

Requested foud
budget (indicates

R ) Project area ; number of montis)
Gregory, \Iellette, “Todd, 'l‘mp;) (Rosebnd Sioux Reservation) _. $207, 765 (1)
Day, Marshall, Roberts (Lake Traverse Reservation) .- - 85,597 (9)

Lotal e 283, 562

t Conntywide unless otherwise indicated.

24 28675 6
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Tenncssce
Regqueated food

budget ((ndicates

I'ruject area numbder of montha)
Cannon, (‘lay, Camberland, Dekalby, Fentress, Jackson, Macon
Overton, Pickett, I'utnam, Smith, Van Buren, Warzen, and

White .__. - -- $303, 882 (9)
Davidson - - 003,684 (9)
Total et e e $900, 606
t 'vuntywide unlesy otherwise indicated.
Tcras
. Regueated food
budget (indicates
Project area : 1 number of montha)
BO@ e e e ———— 22, 500 (M)
Bexar and San Antonio_... e 41,670
Bowle __ o cmecccmcaaae - 40, 140 (9)
CRIM@TON oo e ccceccccccccccccmccccccmac——~ 516, 858 ()
Irallag (Clty of Dallas Public Iealth Department)}..ooo--.. 409, 959 (1)
Dallag (University of Texny Health Service Centeryo ... M, 013 (1)
Galveston, La Margue_ o e 148, 438 (1)
GPAYS0N e e ccvcmm e - 11,503 ()
TR0 oo 649, 062 (9)
Montgomery and Waiker —_— —— 302,472 (D)
NUCCPS o comcmcccmme e ——- 637,222 (D)
Travis —ooae - cemeemecnmm— = soae ceew 331200 (D)
Willacy - 125, 528 (D)
Total oo 3, 880, 210
1 Countywide unjess otherwise indicated.
Vermont
Requcated food
budget (indicates
Project area :? number of montha)
Statewide (State of Vermont Department of Health) ____.. $1, 460,000 (D)
1 Countywide uniess otherwise indicated.
Washington
Reguented fond
budget (indicates
’roject avea :? number of montha)
King, Secattle (IInrborview Medleal Center) aa e oo oo oo 853, 500 ()
King, Seattle (King County Department of Public Health).. 401, 814 (D)
King, Seattle (Odessa Brown Chlldren’s Clinle) cacaoceee_o 20, 932 ()
King, Seattle (Special Counseling & Continuntion Scliool) ... 25, 578 (M)
Plerce 07,308 (0)
Snohomilsh 128, 808 (9)
Yakima, Toppenish (Farmworkers Family Health Clinie) ... 85,167 (D)
Yakima (pregnancy aid) 8,009 (D)
Yakima (Southeast Yakima Community Medical Clinic) - 102,408 ')
18 countles {plan for rural areas) ~ 728,180 (9)
Totnl 1, 689, 603

1 Countywide unless otherwise Indicated,
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West Virginia
Requested food
v dudget (indicatea
number of months)

Project area : * Tayette, McDowell, Mercer, Raleigh, and Summers_ $628, 100 (9)
1 Cuuntywide unless otherwise fndlcated.

Wisconsin

Requcaled food
budget (indicates
Project area:? « number of months)
Brown and neighboring counties $50, 094 (9)
Menominee Y 46, 109 (9)
Yilas ——— -- 194, 750 (9)

Total - 290, 953

1 Countywide unless otherwlise indiea ted;

Senator ALLEN. We will be in recess for approximately 15 minutes.
Stnator Case is scheduled to be the first witness, followed by Miss
Josephine Martin.

[Short recess taken.]

Senator ALLEN. The subcommittee will please come to order.

Miss Josephine Martin, please.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE MARTIN, ADMINISTRATOR, SCHOOL
F0OD SERVICE PROGRAM, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA-
TION, ATLANTA, GA., AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMIT-
TEE, AMERICAN SCKOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Miss MarTIN, John Perryman could not attend the hearing today,
but X would like permission to file his statement for the record.
Senator ArLLen. Without objection, so ordered.

STATEMENT OF DR. JouN PERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN SCHIOOL
Foop SERVICE ASSOCIATION, DENVER, COLO.

Auy activity which touches the lives of nearly thirty million of our nation's
youth each day is a vast and penetrating one. When we further note that the
means of touching these lives is the food that helps sustain life itself, we realize
that this activity is at the very pulse of our populatioms So fundameital 1s school
foodservice that it is scasitive to and affected by the major levelopments in
the world around it as the following history will show :

EXTERNAL VARIABLES INTERNAL CONSTANTS

(1) Commohity Dounstion Prograin—

1080: 74th Congress Dpasses 1.1,

320 to remove price depressing

surplus foods from the market.
Depression, plummeting farm prices = § (2) National School Lunch Act—1946:
79th Congress recognized the
need for permunent legislation to
give the school lunch program
permanent status. Great em-
phasis was directed toward the
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WAVIL and s afteruanh, eall for par-
ity, burgeoning food supplies

Protile of school Tunch progriam based
primarily en what the furmer did
not need rather than what the child
didd need

Congress sensitive to nutritional needs
of children, provides special milk
program and special assistance to
needy schools

failing farm ceotomy during 1his
pl'l‘i{nl. Tremendous serividtural
surpluses during the posg WAV
period rexalted in calls for guer-
ity., Cougress, a8 a4 measnre of
national  security.,  mandaies
poliey to safeguard the health
and  well-being of the Nuation's
children through consumption of
nutritious commodities  and
other food. Congress nandiates
content and guantity of sehion!
foodd, ie., Trpe A lnnches must
meet minimun nntritional  re-
quirements.
Requiremenis:
1/2 pint whole milk
2 oz. Jean nreat, poultry, fish or 2 oz,
cheese or 1 egg with 1/2 cup
conked dry heans or peas or 4
tithlespoons peanut hatter
374 enp frait and/or vegetnble
1 slice whole grain or enrichod
hread, or muffing
2 iablesprons hntter or fortified
maigarine
(2) Special Milk I'rogram—1054: Con-
gress  provided for additionul
funding for milk consumption
increase  in ron-profit  high
sehools and grades. Anthorized
the Conmmodity Credit Corpora-
tion to purchase milk and sell it
fo schools,
Reguivements by Federal Governmnent
now :
A, content and quantity of school
foad
B. special milk program
(4) Special  Assistance fo  Needy
Schools—1962: Congress appro-
priated $10 million to be nxed for
direct commodity purchinse Ly
USDA. $2.5 million »f the appro-
printion to be wused for special
assistance to needy schools which
had been serving free and/or
reduced price lunches fo at least
20 percent of the children,
Requirenents by Federnl Government
now :
A. confeut and quantity of schiool
food
B. special nilk program
C. speclal assistance program X
(5) Child Nufrition Act of 1966: Con-
gress mandates  extended and

s

expunded National Schoeol Lunch ©

Program to safeguard the health
and well-being of children, Man-
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The tmportance_of hnman personility

Honse Edueation and Labor Conruiltee
beromes involved in schools Juneh
sinee the Nation had become inereas-
ingly urbanized, school foodservice
directed toward eity-dwelling youth
vither than to the farm economy

Miajor thrust of program moves from
the Agrienltnre Committee to Fdnea-
tion and Labor

White House Conference on Nutrition
opens American eyes to malnntrition,
hunger and nutrition education

1'overty guidelines up

dates wrants-in-aid to stades (o
miore effectively meet the necds
of ehildren. Special Milk I'ro-
geam extended. Pilot Breakfast
['roxram tnuded, Non-food assist-
anve funds alloeatedd Tor equip-
ment, Provided for state adminiss
trative funds,
Roqrirenents for Federal Govermuent
now ¢
A vontent and gquantity of schiool
Tood
It special milk progeam
€', speeind assistanes program
. non-food assistance
K. administrative state funds
(6) Pilot Breakfast Program--1966:
Congress  initintes  nutritional
standards through the USDA for
ceonomienlly  poor.  Mandates
hrea kfast free of charge or at
reduced prices to children nnable
topuy.
Requirements by Federal Government
now :
A. content and quantity of xchool
food
B, special milk program
. specinl assistance program
D, neoa-food assistance
K. administrative state funds
1% breakfast program
(7) Free and/or Reduced FPrice
Lunches P.L. 92-133—1971: {*on-
gress wandates funding for foml-
seyvice programs for every child

in ueed at free and/or reduced

prices. No overt identification of
a child receiving the meal.
Requiréenwents of Federal Government
now :
A, content and quantity of sehool
food

B. specinl milk program

C. speclal assistance program

D. non-food assistance

E. administrative state funds

1, breakfast program

G. free and/or reduced price

lunches
(8) Conmpetitive Foods Bill HR 14869,

tater 1.1, 92-433—1972: Con-
gress mandates amendmetits to
the National Scheol! Lunch Aet
to assnre adequate funds for
summer foodservice progran...
Cowmpetitive foods aliowed.
Breakfast programs expanded.

e veimtamesm o L ol L L,
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Food shortages reach crisis proportions, | Requirements of Federal Government

poor weather stifles farm prodnction now :

A. content and guantity of school
food

B. special milk

C. special assistance program

Commodities and surpluses reach all- D. non-feod assistance progran
time lows, special milk program E. administrative state funds
restricted F. breakfast program

G. free and/or reduced Drice

Men! prices frozen H. snmmer food program

lunches

1. competitive foods

(9) Present—HR 9639—a Dbill that
would provide additional Fed-
eral assistance to the school
lunch and school breakfast pro-
grams. Money appropriated in
lieu of evommodities when com-
modtities not available.

A recent telephone survey by our Association of purveyors and buyers in school

fordservice market reflect the gravity of the situation. A few of the answers
follow :

A fish company : “We are doing no bidding to the school market whatsoever,
the price is moving ashead so rapidiy—every three or four weeks—wo cannot
commit onrselves to anything.”

A Scl.ool Food Service Director in the sonthern part of the nation: “My
meat bil. is up 569 from last year, poultry up 103%, milk up 27%. other
dairy produets up 409%, canned goods up 16, We are required by stitte
sclool board poliey to seewre one year bids. Since no such bids nre available,
it is expected the policy will be changed to permit $0 day bids. We are ruising
all lunch prices by 10¢.” :

A supplier of egg and egg products: “We will do no bidding uniess it is
priced for immediate delivery, Onr.raw muterial is running 3% to 4 times
what is was last year.”

A School Food Service Director in mid-Atlantic Ameriea: “My suppliers
cennot deliver: fliced apples, : “lesauce, peaches, green beans, heets, peas,
carrots, sweet potatees, Qur b procedure has been reduced from one year
fo six months.” :

A wholesale grocery firm: “Now we will take hids for twa products only—
ravicli and spaghetti sauce.” ¥ven these items are Lid enly for immedinfe
delivery. The company had to withdraw altogether from consideration of the
Ne\\'] York City schools’ account, it simply did not have sofficient * ~ventory
available, .

A Mid-continent Director: Shortage ot heef and some canned fruits and
vegetables. Ment and poultry prices are up 309, hiread up 10%, canned goods
np 209 to 26%. Increasing price of lunches is neademic since 90939, of the
children are eligible for and recelve free lunches.

A meat company : “In the past we nsed to hid for n whole year. Now, we
will not bid at all, We are getting around 20 choice cattle for slaughter ench
weel: now compared to several hundred per week just a short time ago.”

A School Food Service Director in a western city : “Shortages of canned
applesauce and peaches, meat and fish, Powdered eggs up 125 in price,
chicken fried steakettes up 61%, ground beef up 47%, corn dogs up 27%,
cheese up 169, ham up 45%.”

A packer of frnits and vegetables: *“This year’s crop of peas and green
beans already oversold—there will be ne more until next year. Corn is just
now being packed and already running sho:t.”
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Nor is the answer to be found hy turning to “cheap” substitutes, Rice has risen
from $5.54 per hundred weight a year ago to $10.70, soybeans from $3.36 last
Aungust to $8.99 per bushel this August,

Unable to withstand the contradictory pressures of the moment, many schonl
districts in my considered judgment will either padlock their lunchrooms or with-
draw from the federal program unless quick relief is forthcoming from the federal
government. There seems no other source from which help can comne, Local school
vaards are already hard-pressed to meet the financial demands made upon them,
and sharply increased meal prices will only drive down participation and drive
costs up. The £1.00 school lunch can clearly be seen on the horizon, The well-to-do
can pay and the y-» ‘on't have to pay. Again, it is the millions of middie-
American famities . 1av will suffer.

In the face of this dilemma, if the federal government were ever to go to
Revenue Sharing, and give local Boards of Education the option of using their
beleaguered nutrition dollars elsewhere. I believe districts would desert the pro-
graan in droves.

It seems inconceivable that a program which has served our nation so admi-
rably for more than a guarter of a century could now he in jeopardy but it is.

Senator ALLEn. We are delighted to have 2]) of you visit and give
us the benefit of your views. I know we will profit by your testimony
and will learn from y.» 1 the state of affairs in the school lunch pro-
gram and breakfast program. I thank you all three for making a very
significant contribution in your work in this field. I know that you have
all been helpful to the committee in the past and we look forward to
hearing your testimony at this time.

So you may proceed in any way you wish.

Do ecach of you have a statement ¢ :

Miss MagTiN. Yes. And we would like to have those filed in the
record because I think each of us will brief our statements. Howcver,
I would like to refer closely to mine.

Senator ALLeN. Very well, without objection, the statements will be
inserted.

Miss Marrin, Thank you, sir. My name is Josephine Martin. I am-
administrator of the Georgia school food service program and chair-
man 5f the American School Food Service Association Legislative
Committee: I am here today representing the 60,000 member American
School Food Service Association whose primary purpose is the im-

rovement of child nutrition. I welcome the opportunity to testify
n support of S. 1063 and 3. 1005, S. 2409 and Senator Humphrey’s
amendments. )

First, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of the
Agriculture and Forestry Committee for enactment of vrogressive and
emergency legislation in the area of child nutrition. Under yonr leal-
ership, school food service in the United States has been rcformed.
Tach of these laws cnacted since 1970 has made a specific dynamic
contribution toward the goal of “putting an end to hunger in America’s
classrooms” and to the broader goal of school nutrition programs as a
right for all children. '

As dramatic as the growth has been since 1970, the task is not
finished. There are still 18,000 schools without food service, 2 million
needy children are not being reached and several million children for
whom breakfast should be provided. »

S. 1063, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973 fills muny gaps
in t.e current legislation.

Enactment of S. 1063 would. in my judgment, preclude the “school

'

lunch panic” which seems to have become an annual affair. We apolo-
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eize for having to come cach <eptember to p]md ‘ov pennies to con-
thne the program whieh is =0 '>C~011tml to'the edueation of vouth.
Bat we have no choice. Tach w since 1970, we have been faced
with an obstacle that could only be ILsnh ed by congressional action.

Although we -fully support all provis‘ons of the DBill. the present
erisis vefleeted in the fol Towing three issues. compels us to focns onr
attention on those provisions of S, 1063 which will provide immediate
{inancial relief. :

These fssues arve:

(1Y The cost of food is up a8 pm(vnt O\N‘ a vear hgo.

(2} The sale price of Tunches to children is pricing ‘moderate in-
come fmilies ont of school luneh,

() Laek of fands for free moeals \\1]] msulf in sinaltler servings -

and lowered mm] quality, and less service to cconomically e
(lnh]w ’
lodnx then. we come to vou asking vonr- help forlegislation to meet

the cirrent. inancial crisis in school food sery uo \\h](-h nundoubtedly -

i« the most severe vet to be encountered. As a minimum, schools need
higher rates of section 4 funds and section 11 funds for lunch and
higher vates for brealfast : assnrance of 7 cents value for commodities
cither in donated foods or in eash in order to keep the sale price in-
crease within limits. Food prices have skyroecketed: not only pork
and beef (when available). but ¢chicken which sc]mo]s Itve so heavily
relied on hecause of its price ana popularity has donbled in price.
The eame price situation is true across the bmud—Frmt% and vege-
tables. notatoes and beans. ns well as milk.

On September 10 the Burean of TLabor Statistics reported t .1('
the consimer finished food index increased 28 percent from August
1972 to Angust 1973, Tsing this measnre to project national cost in-
ereases in 1973-74, sehools will spend approvimately 9 cents more
for fond than last school vear. ‘

On Mareh 1. 1973, \\hon Senator Humphrey introdiced S. 1063
provision for a 2-cent, increase in seetion 4 funds appeared to ‘be suf-
ficient. to meet. the foed.cost inereases: since March, however. food
costs have skyrocketed..We appeal to you to provide the minimum of
12 cents per Iunch from seetion 4 funds. as Senater Hamphrey,
MeCovern. and Clark have also asked tor this morning.

While schools are only in tle first weeks of the new term. and

limited reports are available, participation is definitelv veduneed in

those schools where the sale prices have increased. In Cobb County.
.. home of Tockheed Aiveraft. the sale price was increased a nickel.

- and a random sampling of schools indicates a 5-percent decrease in

participation; DeKall connty schools has an 11- pnrcent decline with
a 10-ce* * increase.

A meactice which seems to he (*.\t(‘]mw on with wmiddle incone
familics was prevalent for poor children a few years ago before legis-
lation corvected it. The practice is for pavents to nermit ehildren to
by Tinches 2 or 3 davs each week. and bring Tunches on other vaxys.
Tainehes from home which meet witvitional needs cost jnst as mneh'as
hinel at school. Most home packerd Tunches do not provide the nutri-
enfs needed.

Al ehildren need Taneh at school. The Natinnal Q(hnn] Lunch ‘\ct. '

of 1946, envisioved a nmtrition program for all r'hl]dlon .The present

-
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ceonomy may inundate that w orthy voal unless sehools receive finan-
cind assistance, Two vears ago we asked for eporgeney help to make
Iinches available to PC()IH)IHI(‘J”\ needy children. Today that hattle
line for child nitrition 1s extended to help the child from moderate
inconme homes. humols nood increased funds to keep the sale price
within reach of hitdren who do not qualify for- {free or-redneed
lunches,

We know Hmt‘]nn(h at ~chool is still the best nutritional and finan-
cial bargain available i in food, however. many moderate income famni-
tos, hard-hit by every ns]:ovt of inflation, simply eannot afford the
increased fariifs of 5 or 15 cents per lunch, Moderate income could
mean a family of four with $6:500 annual income. Although a nickel
sounds minnfe. when annualized it is 0 per child: mnlnpl that by
fonr children and apply it to the bndget of 1 moderate income fi amily.
Ora 10 cents increase annualized is QISPO] child,

An article in a recent issne of LS. News & World vamf en-

titled “An Official Look at Family Incomes™ repotted :

(1) The median family income in 1972 was ‘311 116 60 pereent of
the income has been eroded by higher prices ($7,366).

(2) Only 22 percent of family incomes exeeed $"0 000.

(3) 56 percent of families have income of $12 000 or less.

(4) The number of poor nonwhites actually increased in 1972

This information supports the need for higher section 4 reimbrse-
ment to allow schools to have reasonahle sale prices. We hear. “Let.
the children froni afluent omes pay another nickel.” The report from
.S, News indicafes that most. of the children ave not. from “afllnent
income™ but from moderate i income families. Many of the children are
from homes where. the family income is just above the “eligibility’
Tevel.” During this year of severely increased costs. an inercase in
income eligibility level for reduced meals wounld provide immeasnrahle
assistance to those families just above crervent eligibiliey: level. T-have
enclosed a table which contains eligibility sh\nfl(udq and indicates
the income range whieh would bonoht from an mmm e in eligibility
for rednced hinches to 75 percent. of the Sceret ary’s umdvhnos._

T've spent considerable time presenting the need’ foy increased see-
tion 4 finds because section 4 applies to -all meals. Tt is essential
that « stable base be provided for the program and that stable base
is seetion. 4. The need for inereased special assistance hmdq as pro-
vided in section 10 of S.1063 iseqnally as great.

Senator ALrLex. E\cuco me just a moment,’

Are all reduced price meals veduced the smne amount or is there

Aexible rednetion?
Miss Marmixy, Wit hm it Q(‘hool svgtem all have to be reduced tlie

same amount. The maximam price that can be charged for a redueed -

price lunch is 20 cents, but, within a system, the free and reduced
meal policies require that all be the same price,

Senator Arrex. What is the .comparison between the redueed 1)1 jeed
Tunches and the free lunches in number ?

Miss Marrix. Nationady, 1 btﬂiow it 1s ahout 2 1)01‘(*(\111"0'? the
Tnnches seived reduced and maybe 33 or 34 percent served free, There
isvery small pou:'n{dn(- of f.nmho% mlmw advantage of the reduced

price.

Tt e s e
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Senator ArLex. Galy about 36 percent, then, are free or reduced.

Miss Marrix. Yes,

Senator Aniex. That percentage is going up, though, every vear,
't oit?

Miss Mawrin. Yes, beeause as the eligibility seale is increased, the
number will be increased.

Both the present level of 40 cents for free meals and the ceiling
of 60 conts are inadequate. Uinless the special assistance rate is in-
creased. schools will have to reduce the quantity of food or the quality
of food, or in many instances both. Either alternative wonld be unfor-
tunate. For many children, Tunch is the best meal caten duving the
day. To maintain the momentuin of serving lunches to 2.9 million
needy children. schools must have additional support. Public Law 91—
248 requires that the school provide meals to children who qualify
for a free or reduced price meal. The present econoiny and existing
level of assistance places local administrators in an impossible posi-
tion. Seetion 10 of S. 1063 combined with increased section 4 funds
will provide assistance to meet the mandate of Public Law 91-248,

This morning the Secretary referred to his approval of 45 cents as
an average payment and his statement indicated that they presently
have 43 cents, I believe, budgeted on an average basis. There is a
tremendous difference in his interpretation of 45 cents and our inter-
pretation of 45 cents. His interpretation arrives at 43 cents in the
present. budget by including those schools which are approved for
specially needy lunches and getting up to 60 cents. So he is averaging
onf. S. 1063 provides a miniinum of 45 cents special assistance, or the
additional money for especially needy ineals. We feel that 45 cents
minimum or the cost of the meal is essential rather than the 45 cents as
an average,

One other problem in connection with specially needy and averaging
out the 43 or the 45 cents, many States have had extreme difficulty in
getting TSD.A's approval to pay rates in excess of 40 cents, and I think
perhaps Mrs. Ball will be able to address this more specifically becanse
her school system was especially needy last year and she has been
advised that they will not have especially needy rates this year.

Senator Arrex. Now, excuse me a moment.

The Seeretarv’s statement there on page 5, six lines from the hottom,
we concur in this bill’s proposal to insure an average pavment of 45
cents. T think we ought to ask the Secretary, and I will ask the staff to
inquive of the Secretary as to just what is meant, because there is an
inconsistency there because Senator Humphrey’s bill doesn’t nrovide
for au average of 45 cents. T assume it is a 45-cent minimum. He says
we concur in this bill's proposal. so I believe there is a good chance
that he means 45 cents and not 43 cents average. So I would like to
acdress that question to Mr. Yeutter and get that clarified, and T have
asked him to present a memorandum as to each section of all bills stat-
ing the administration’s position. and I believe we will get that. T
really don't believe he had in mind this averaging it out. which would
probably run it down to about what it is now. By saying we concur
in this bill’s proposal I believe he meant to go along with the 45 cents.

Miss MartiN. I am extremely hopeful, becanse the schools certainly
do need the minimum of 45 cents and the States need authority to
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pay the higher rates in the specially needy schools as 8. 1065 provides,

Then T would like to comment on the matter of donated foods.

Section 11 of 8. 1063 will require USDA to make cash payinents
where there is a shortfall in donated foods. Without the emergency
legislation, Public Law 93-13, enacted in March 1973, many schools
conld not have continued the food service program. Donatad foods
have long provided the staple items of school food service. Only 2
vears ago Georgia schools averaged using 10 cents worth of donated
foods per meal. Although the 1974 budget includes 7 cents worth of
donated foods, the ouclook for purchases is dismal. Even if there arve
purchases, they represent about 5 cents in value. To date, schools have
received very few commodities. Local systems are encountering diffi-
cnlties in purchasing foods: some districts have, of necessity, aban-
doned competitive bidding and are purchasing on the open market.
If a vendor cannot supply the school district serving 30,000 children,
it is not too realistic to suspect that the USDA can make purchases
that are large enough to supply food for 23 million children.

We are aware that the new farm bill authorizes USDA to use section
32 funds to pnrchase commodities which may not be in short supply.
Considering the present food supply, we doubt that the USDA can
purchase the basic foods that schools need for the lunch and breakfast
program in accordance with amounts budgeted. Section 11 of S. 1063
provides insurance for local systems that they can count on receiving
cither the foods or equivalent cash,

The breakfast programn has not escaped the crisis of shortages and
costs. Valdosta superintendent, Foster Goolsby’s letter, appendix B,
sununarizes the problem. With the price of eggs having increased as
nch as 40 cents u dozen, or 31/ cents per egg, and the price of milk up
at least 1 cent per half pint, the breakfast program cannot be continued
on the 20-cent rate of 1 dimbursement. Some schools are reluctant to
start a breakfast program because the program primarily reaches
needy childven—about 80 percent of the breakfasts are free—and
legislation limits Federal assistance to food costs; and therefore, the
school has no money to pay the cost of labor or nonfood supplies.
Scetion 4 of S. 1063 will correct these inequities which will encourage
schools to continue breakfust and in many instances to begin the
program.

Mr. Chairman, we feel that the four provisions of S. 1063 contained
in section 4. section 7. section 10, and seetion 11 will provide schools
with financial relief necessary to continue the quality of food service
to vonng people, These are the minimum essentials needed now.

"The concept contained in the provision of S. 1063 for changing the
method of funding for State administrative expenses has the approval
of State scliool food service directors. However, the State school food
service directors would recommend a slight change in the language to
make the provision more relevant for all States. If not presumptuous,
I would submit proposed language for section 3.

The current crisis focuses attention on the need for nutrition and
food education for all pupils. The growing body of research relating
diet to health; the increasing cost of health care; the present shortage
and high cost of food ; the technology of synthetic foods; nutritional
Iabeling are but a few reasons for finding ways to utilize school food
service as a laboratory for supporting cﬁtssroom teaching. Section 2
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of 8. 1063 wonld make resonrees avaik 1\)‘(‘ in thoese schools that eleeiod
to teach nutrition. Tn my judgment, there is a growing national awnre-
ness of the reed for nnrrition ecdication. Sehools need help tonse the
(“ feteria to provide nutrition edueation. An edueated citizenry is one
tiaf has basic knowledge to make decisions for eflective ]l\m”'
Finally, 1 wizh to ecamment on the need tm restoration of the spocial
milk program for all schools. - This vear. many more clitldren are

bringing tunches from home becanuse of increased sale prices. and these

childrer will hitve to pay 10 cents for hialf pint of mitk simply becanse
thev attend a school which offers, a menl. Children ohmhlo for free
millk can no longer be gerved. During 1972-73, Georgia kolmole sorved
201000 half pihts of milk daily at no cost 10 poor children. Beeanse

. of inadegnate funds, labor pmbImns. ind scheduling consideratians.

not every sehool can have a hreakfast program. Schools can malke ml]l
available with minimum logistical problems and costs.

We appreciate this opportunity to appear hefore the snheommittee
this morning. We nrge yonr-support and »arly passage of legislation
to help schools meet the envrent crisis and to provide furme st -llnmy
of child nutrition programs.

Senator Artey. Thank vou very mueh. Miss Martin. Do yon have
any comments that you want to put in at. this time?

Miss Marresn. T have filed a copy of my statement, and my state-
ment has three a‘*tachments. One is the energency declaration of the
American School Services on food served in child nutrition services.

‘Falso hiave the atf achment comparing the cost of n lunch brought from

home. with a Junch at school; And the third exhibit is a letter ;rom a
superintendent in south Georgia talking abont the problem with the
school hreakfast program. This letter indicated, Mr. Chairman, that
last year Vq]do%h lost nearly $6.000 on the school breakfast progriun
and Te said the advantages of the hreakfast program have hoen dis-
cussed at length with prmmpa]s and teachers. All feel that breakfast
programs should be continned beeause it rednces tardiness, absences,
and students ])‘utluqunw appear to be more alert in the elassroon.
However. due to the existing economic conditions in onr lunch pro-

. svam we feel we cannot continite to opomtc- the program at a deficit,

What do you advise? Mr. Chairman, I have no additional money to
give this sehool system. so T sineerely hape the rates for hreakfast
will be inereazed and I would like to have these documents jnelided.

Senator Arrax. Thank you very much, and withont nb]o:,tmn they
will'be included in the recovd.

T have a messnge from Sceretary Yeutter to the effect that USDA's
interpretation that it will pay 45 cents Tor each five Inneh served in
sehools anthorized to go to 60 cents. identical to section 4, whether that
answers vour qu%tmn or not, that-is the Iangnage we have from him.

Miss Manrin. T believe, then, that would mean he is averaging out.

Senator Annex. He wants 45 conts.

Alr, Suanmea, L)wnts eaeh luneh.

Miss Mariin. In sehoois anthorized to o to 60 ocnf% 2

- Mr. SRARING, [h(\v can go to 60 cents if t]l(’) W mt to or less 11 they
want:to, .

Senator ArLeN. 45 cents; they -wonld pay 8 cents fm- every mm]
served whether free or reduced price and 7 cents in commodities or
cqiiivalent in eash, which would mean th.tt the Federal Government

w
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nnder the Departinent interpretation would be paying 60 cents for

cacii meal inefieet in eash or commodity. Is that corvect 2
Mr. SeaniNG. Yes, :
Senator ALLeN. Is that youwr understanding of what the Secretary
is willing todo? . , A
Mliss ALanrin. IF thie coneurience s 45 cents for each Free Tunch.
yes. ‘

S cents applies to every meal served, and as you pointed out, only a
little more than a third rre getting free or reducetiprice-tunches, so
actually that 8 cents, applicable to the free/reduced price lunches
would really jump to 24 cents in cffect to apply to the free and re-
tluced price lunches, So there is a pretty substantial Federal payment,
So that would be 45 cents, in effect 24, as three times eight plns the
scttlement, ’ : »

Miss Marrin. We would bope, My, Chaivman, that the Congress
would continue its commitnient to providing assistance for lunches
served to all ehildren,

Senator ALLex. O, yes, no question about that, That 1s what the
§ cents does dpply to, of course. :

1 see Senator Case here, , _

Mr, Scearing, il you would wait on your testimony so that we can
Thear from him on the bill that e has. :

Senaiar Case, would you come around, please. .

I know you have other engagements on the floor. We are delighted
to have you here to testify on behalf of your bill and on behalf of the
child nutrition program in gencral, We are delighted to have you

hiere and look forward to hearmg your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON, CLIFFORD P. CASE, A US. SENATOR FROM
. : THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

- Senator Case, Thank you, Mr. Chaivman. _

1t is adways a pleasure and privilege to appear before your sub-

© comumitree. You are most generous-to let me wmterrupt your proceed-

ings at this time in view of the pressures you have referred to.

I come before the conpnittee today to urge hnmediate adoption of
rmergency legislation ¢ behalf of child nutrition programs intro-
duced by Senator McGovern, Senator Flumphrey and myself,

The most, pressing matter before the committee is the impact of
rapichy rising prices on ourschild nutrition programns. Price increases

affect all Americans, but especially those children who pay for their .
school lunch or who get the lunel as part of a reduced price program, -

The basie subsidy provided by the Federal Government is now ouly
8 cents per lunchi. This subsidy ' @oes to ull ‘children, regirdless of
family income. Inlight of food price increases in the last year of up to
20 pereent, which has meant. in my.own State an increase in price of
5 to 10 cents per meal, the 8§ cent basic subsidy should be inereased,
at a minimuin, to 12 cénts. Con

Working poor families are hit havd especially this year by rapidly
increasing. food prices. These.families live close to.the bone. as it is.
And many cannot take advantage of the reduced price luinch program

“because theirincomes are slightily above the current income gnidelines.

.-

sSenator Aunex. What I take inte account also, Miss Martin, is that -
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Present. regulations make reduced price lunches available to those
whose incomes do not. exceed $6.300 per year. Under our proposal.
niore of the working people of this conntry would be included by rais-
ing the guideline to sllightly more than 57,300 for a family of four.

Equally important is the need to continue the xpecial milk program.
Mille prices have gone np as much as 15 cents per half pint. They may
o higher, Far reasons I cannot fathom, the Departient of Agrieni-
ture has restvicted the wilk subsidy to those schools that do net have
the lauch program. even though the subsidy was available to children
in all schools previously. Many parents prefer to prepare lunch for
their children, but do take advantage of the rednced price milk pro-
aram, Others want their children to have milk ns a mid-morning snack.
Milk shonld be available in all schools on a reduced price basis, and
needy children sheuld be eligible for free milk.

"The legislation we propose contains a_number of other important
provisions. inelnding one that will niandate school Innches in publie
¢ hools if any one gchool in a district adopts the lunch program. The
basic idea behind this provision is to insure that all needy children
who Tmlif_\' for free and reduced price hmches ean get. them at sciool.
Equally imiportant is the need to press the Department of Agrienlture
to do wh' it ean to get the school lunch program going in areas where
participa.ion is low.

Last vear, in my own Stzte, anon-profit community-hased organiza-
tion made an energetic effort to establish the school Inneh program in
schools in Hudson County, N.J. Over 125.000 chilaren are eligible to
participate in the lunch program in Hudson Connty. of which 3000
children ave eligible for free lunches. Yet Hudson County has not ex-
panded its lunch program because the Department. of Agriculture has
hlocked this gimss roots etfort by refusing to fund the program even
though the community organization qualifies to 1mn the program.

This new provision will create the necessary climate to insure that.
all children who are entitled to take advantage of the school lunch
program can do so.

There is one other matter of great concern to me to which, I was glari
to learn, this committee is also giviag consideration. This is my bill to
restoro the Secretary of Agriculture’s authority to restrict the sale of
competitive foods such as cake, soda pop and eandy in school cafeterias. .
Y amendment Yassed the Senate last year. but was dropped in con-
ference despite the fact that the House of Representatives approved
in somewhat different form a provision which restricted competitive
food sales to nutritious food items. I urge the committee to incorporate
tho amendinent in the pending hill.

The objeet of the lunch program is to feed children adequately and
insure nutritional balance. Beyond that immediate goal, the lunch
program should help educate children in good nutritional practices.
T.. e dual goals ace defeated if children are baited by advertising into
purchases of empty-calorie foods. )

T have two attachments, if I might, Mr. Chairman, go over them at
this time,

Senator ALLEN. Yes.

Senator Case. An editorial from the Newark Star of September 8
in favor of the restoration of the school milk program and then a
statement which I have been asked to present to you whereby the
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American Dental Association, in regard to my bill and its provisions
in respect to vending machines in schools, 1f 1 may present them for
the record 1 would appreciate it.

Senator ALwkN. Without objection, the editorials will be inserted in
the record.

Senator Case. I am most gratefvl for you allowing me to appear
before you, Senator Allen, '

Senator ALLeN. The main question I want to ask is what ditlerence,
if uny, there is between your bill on the Seerctary of Agriculture’s
authority on the vending machine, S, 1005, what is the ditference be-
tween your bill and the amendment to section 10 that is proposed by
the Humphrey bill? ‘

Scnator Cask. Just one second, Mr. Chairman, until I get the precise
point here.

Senator AvLLex. Ineffect it wonld do the same thing,

Seaator Case, That is vight, the Lhumphrey bitl permits the sale of
nutritious foods, whereas my bill wonld leave it in the hunds of the
Sceretary of Agriculture with full authority.

Senator ALLeN. The Secretary testified this morning that they had
called on the State systems or the schiool systems to come up with guide-
lines in this area. I believe he said the 20 systems or 20 States, 1 am
not sure which, had comiplied, and he stated that the Department
would like to continue under the present law for a time. They were
nandated to handle it in this fashion only last September or Qctober
and might have a further look at it later. But you want to have your
bill acted on by the committee ?

Senator Caske. 1 do urge this, Mr. Chairman. For years the Depurt-
ment of Agriculture had the authority to deal with this matter, and
I think it did it in an intelligent, sensible way. I think the unfortnnate
thing was the break in that authority which ocenrred vecently, and
I1do lfmpe that it will be restored in substance.

I am not against vending machines as such, and there may be ways
in which they can be permitted, without harming our basic goal, but
human beings being what they sare, luman nature what it is, tne pres-
sure of economic interest being what it is, there is nething evil m it,
but I am not interested in having the Federal Govern: .ent waste any
penny of the money that it spends to try to help betier nutrition and
1 think we would be doing that by continuing the current, and I hope
temp rary, provision that took away the Secretary's nutilority.

Senutor ALLeN. Thank you very much, Senator Case, for coming
before the committee and giving us the be wefit of your views.

[ The material above-referred to follows: !

[Editorial from the Newark Star Ledger, Sept. 8, 1073)
CurbLiNG ACTION

More than 40 million school children will have do with milkless luncheons when
they rcturn to classes this week—unie = their local communities or their parents -
piek lup the slack created by the Nixon Administration’s *houghtless budgel
pruning.

The government subsldy for the schoo’ milk program last year was $03 mil-
lion, but the White House budget rcalled for only $23 million, a sharp slash
that leaves only enough milk funding for about six willlon children in schools
without lunch programs.
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The 'l\'-lll :ln]l!\ of confectionary and soft dvink vending machines in selinols
ix momoerhing that’ Las coucerncd the Association Car <ome niontl now st
changes were nnde by Con in the school luneh programs authorized under
the Chilkl Nutriuon Aot The Asszocigtion oppwsed those ohinnges. w huh opened
the door to placement in Schools of vending machines, and we contiuie t- do so.
Our nppoﬂr.um is not directed toward vending wmaechines s such. :\01’ S0 an
atrempt to @ratinitonsly limit the appropriate freedom’ of choice that cirilidren
of o ce rr.lm age are entitled to éXercise, The sonree of onr apposirite s that,
weizhing the Nmﬂ:ct‘m-' claims, we think the balance clearly tips in fo.vor of re-
establishing, th uuthox ity to regulate the sale of food items in competition with
the prograor. ed ont uider the act just cited, Briefly, these are the reasons
thit lead onr Association to this position. . - i .

Dentid disease is, as yon know, rampant in the Tnited Statex. OF the 1 -
manifestatios of ((enru] dizeas=e, tonth deeay is by far the most connuos 7
albse one of the most preventable. Reason: b]e adherence to a few simple ruic
oral hygicue would prevent most tooth decay from: ocenrri One of those rinles
is to eat it lmlaneed diet or, tu put it maore sharply in the negative, to avaid a
dice heavy in sugar-rich foads, rate is also of parnmount imj 11ee with
respect to n person’s generil h lrh Fince most. N!-"u'-rmh food\. advertising to the
contravy, are of neglizible nutritional vaiue.

Among the varions r¢ Zronps in Amerrica, lux)re than .\” Lillion is now bheing
aumntlly spent to repair the 1 e of tooth decity. The ruml dental health bill
ot thé nation amonnts to near biltion of which tins & $2 billion spent for re-
storation of decityed teeth ix the =ingle most signiticant expenditure, 7t ix not
ditlicult to thinl: of hetter uses tn \\'luch thint amount orf money conld be put within
the field of dental care.
1ildren suffer pm-tu_nh rly fx om tooth deeay: By *hc timne a child is 14 years of

age, more than a third of his teeth have -xll'e.xd\' hecome decayed, 1t is hard to

_xm.xgnm another childhood nliment that is so preventable and yef so Prevalent.

Varions forces are exerted upon a child during his tonantive rears witl' espeat, .
ta diet. Thoxe that favor good dietary habits inelude. or should ine ude, 1).1 rental
training by both precept aud example. dental healtl: edneation coinses in scliool
and-regnlar visits~to the dentist. A child that ha 11 thiese benefits fortunate -
indeed. A child who lacks one or.more.of them-is.” of coursecvewn. more vilior- -

h 'n'-lln +Iinn he othel'\\'lse would be to the dev clopment of bad (lu_-t.lrv babits,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—_—

-

v

093

LBl every chitd is valneralde becanse of v society s catlng Labiis, A nuwler
of distimaulshed niatritionists, including some who speclalize 1 o health, have
testitled earller this year before the Seleet Committee on Nutrition and ITuman
Needs. Fhey contirm the Involvanent of suerase (common table sugar) jn the
ctiology of tooth decay and eall attention to the barrage of advertisements to
which chlldren arve subjected on hehalf of foods that are laden with sugar and
of little nutritiounl valne, It ix the bareage of advertisiug for sueh produets, of
cotrse, that constitntes the main pressure on children to move away from good
dietiry habits, They are Imploved wmany times a day to conswine hreakfast eerenls
that nre, as one noted nntritlonist put it, really vitmin-sepplemented caudy, as
well a8 hard or sticky confeetivns and an enormous urray of other snack foods.

The school expericuce, 1 thhuk it e be agreed, is not a refuge from life but a
prepariatlon for it, Schools ought to he teaching thelr standents shont our total
socloty, both iix virtues aud it deawbaeks, But we don’t think it is at all rationnl
fo desive or permit schools to themselves become a sonree of temptatlon toward
1he less satlsfiactory aspects of our life, I s lerational to ask o child to take a
course in health education at 11:00 in the morning aud, at woon, send him to &
cafeteria where vending machines offer him an array of preclsely those kinds of
fonds—poerhaps 1 should say non-foods,—agalnst which we just warued him,

As aehild develops and approaches full maturity, it is trie that he ean right-
futly expect to esereise greator freedom of choice at 16 than stk 6. Ngain, however,
that does not xeem to onr Assockatlon te he a sufliclently weighty nrgument to
Justify trausforming the school fnto a sonree of supply for whatever some may
destre I it distorts the centeal purpose of an edueationnl justitution,

It is also sometimes poittted out that the proeeeds from veuding machines
silesd are, in some schools, nsed for highly landable purposes, Tt clearly posces

AU diilienlt problem, Bvery parent or parvent-teacher gronp wants its school to have

the finest equipment, resonree materials and so forth, Schools are often havd
pressad to fimd the funds to purchase what they shonld have. AR of 18, as citizens,
uced to be sympatheticnlly atert to that need and be responsive in meeting it,
When all is sald and done. however, It is haedly defensible edneational poliey to
tempt o child to rot his teeth in order for his scliwol to have more athletie equip-
ment or hetter band uniforme, :

As Inomnst situations, pradent choices must he made, the advantages and dis-
advantages of alternate choices must be weighed in the balance. Iowever,
Judged, the presence of vending machines in seliools, machines that offer sigar-
Luden foods that injure orat health and offer no genuine untritional advantage.
OO 10 U 1o he Yad, : :

The Amerlean Dental Association strongly urges the inclusion of stafuntory
autho 'ty to regalate the <ale of fooit items in competition with programs au-
thoriz U under the Child Nutrition Aet, ‘The Association supports 8, 1003 iutro-
dueed ‘¥ Senator Casc and hiopes that these views will be placed in the perma-
nent b aring vecord.

Serztor Annux. Before we ask yvou fo testify, Mr. Seaving, Miss
Mart: 2, how would you word the 4i-cent figme to take care of the
point o have heen making?

Mics Marrix. Mre, Chatrman, the language in S, 1063 does provide
for S mianimum, #The Seeretarvy shall preseribe a special assistance
fuct) “for free hunches of not less than 43 eents and a special assistance
faeta~ for veduced price Tunches.” So the language on lines 15 and 16
of & 1603 would take eare of the needs for schiools for special
ASSIKTANCE, :

Senutor Arrrx. Wherein is that different from what the Seeretury
savs he 1s willing to do? ,

Miss Manrix, The Secretary indicates an average. So this would
mean that some conld get 10 cents and more conld get up to 50 cents.
Bat this provides net Tess than or the cost of the meal.

Senator Avnrex, Well, T understand that is what he agreed to. T
don’t believe his position is diffefent from the bill. TTis memorandum
sald 45 cents for ench Tree meal served. Tt seems to me to be identieal,
Passibly yousce o diflerence.
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Miss Manwris, Then if there is no ditference, then when he gives vou
his analy=is of the bills then he wouldn®t oliject to this language that
is presently in 8, 1063 I suppose?

Senator Arnpx, Tt is iy impression he would not, 1 have asked
him to state theiv position on each ceetion of the bill, and I think we
will have that bhefore this bill gets up to the fll committee, '

[The prepaved statement of Miss Mauetin follows:|

Miss Marrix, Mr, Chairman and embers of the commitiee, my
name is Josephine Martin, I am administrator of the Georgin school
food servive program and chairman of the Anerican School Food
Sevvico Association Tegislative Committee, T am here today represent-
ing the 60,000-member American School Food Service Association
whose primary purpose is the improvement of chill nutvition. T wel-
come the opportanity to test'fy in support of S. 1063 and S, 1005.

First, Mrv Chairmgan, T wish to thank vou and the members of the
Agriculture and Forestry Cemmittee for enactment of progressive
and emergeney legislation in the area of ehild nutrition. Under your
leadership, school food service in the United States has heen reformed.
The Child Nutrition Act of 1966, which established the hreakfast pro-
gram; Public Law 91-248, the Bill that assired every econontically
needy child the vight to a hunch at school ; Public Law 92-153, the bill
that gnmranteed funds to provide the cconomically needy ehild a
lunch; Public Law 92433, the Dill that. inereased seetion 4 funds from
6 to § cents and extended the breakfast program for all childven, and
Public Law 93-13, the hill which vequired USD.A to provide cash to
schools wheve donated foods were not available, Each of these laws has
made a specific dynamic contribution toward the goal of “putting an
end to hunger in Amerien's classrooms™ and to the broader gonl of
school nutrition progrnms as a vight for all children.

As dramatic as the growth has heen since 1970, the task is not
finished. There ave still 18.000 schools without food service, 2 million
needy ehildren ave not. heing reached, and several mithion ehildren for
whom breakfast should be provided. Nutrition education hardly is be-
ing tanght, while researelis telling us more and more about the direct
velationships between nutrition and physical, emotional, and mental
health and development ; the stability of the progiam is threatened by
the annmal finaneial erisis which evolves, ) '

Senate 1063, the Child Nutrition Fdueation Act of 1973 fills many
aaps in the crrent legislation s it provides a framework for program
expansion, and simplifies ndministration of child nutrition programs,
Senate 1063 contaius necessry legislative provisions and funding
anthorities essentinl to maintaining the dynumie growth experienced
since 1970, and provisions which will make ¢hild nntrition programs
more responsive to nutritional peeds of children,

Iinactment of Senate 1063 would, in my judgment, preclnde the
“school Tunch panic™ which seems to have become an annual aftair. We
apologize for having to come each September to plead for penuies to
continue the program which is so essential to the education of youth,
But we have no choice. Each year, since 1970, we have been faced with
an obstacle that conld only be resolved by congressional action.

Mz, Chairman and members of the committee, ASFSA asks yon for
help. Senate 1063 contains provisions for immediate relief, and .pro-
vistons which are condneive to finaneial stability of the program, an
ingredient essential to effective program management. '
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SENare 1063

AL Provides inmediate linaneial assistance by

(1) Tuereasing level of section 4 Tunds to 10 ceuts pee meal and
providing an esealator clause o velate veimbursement. to
food and Tabor costs.

(2) Imcreasing level of section 11 funds to 13 cents per nuch
with an esealator elause,

() Providing for cash payments in Heu of connunaodities when g
commaoddity short-fall develops,

(1) Tuereasing hreakfast reimbursement fo 8 and 28 cents for
Paid and free meals,

(5) Providing Tor a new method of Funding State administration
expenses.

(6) Inereasing anthorization Tor nonfood assistance.

(7) Drovides for all schools to participate.

1. Establishes a program of nutrition education and provides for
standards for Toads served in schools,

C. Provides a frmmework for cooperative developient of regula-
tions. :

Althongh, we fully support all provisions of the bill, the present
crisis reflected in the following three issnes. compels us to focus onr
attenion on those provisions of S, 1063 which will provide immediato
{inancial relief.

These issnes are:

(1) The cost of Tood is up 28 pereent.
(2) The sale price of lunches to children is pricing moderate
“income families out of senool Tunch,

(8) Lack of fnuds for free meals will vesult in smaller servings £

and lower meal quality.

Many local districts are waiting to sec what action Conglress takes
before deeiding the sive nf the sale price inerease, ,

Today then, we come to you usking your help for legislation to meet
the envrent finaneial erisis i school food service, which undoubtedly is
the moest severe vet to be enconntered. As o minhmum, sehools need
highev rates of section 4 funds and section 11 funds for Innch and
higher rates tor breakfast; assurance of a T-cent value cither in
donated foods or in ¢ash in order to keep the sale price inerease within
Timits, Food prices have skyrocketed: not only pork and beef—when
available—but chicken which schools have so heavily relied on beeause
of its price and populavity has doubled in price. The same price situa-
tion is true across the board——fruits and vegetables, potatoes and
beans, as well as milk.

The following table shows how certain foods have increase in price
since September 1972, and the impact of the increase on a school luuch:

FO00 COST COMPARISONS

Ground beef Chicken = Frankfurters . Fish squares
— Per er er er
- 1972 1973 serving 1972 1973 serving 1972 1973 serving 1972 1973 servin

Savannah, 6a...... $0.845 $1.05 - §0.04  $0.38 $0.80  $0.08 $0.6975 30989 $0.04 $50.42 $0.539
Caumelicounty, NG g3 Tgy Yo-ft 3033080 S0.08 s0.597 g g wnazs
Albany,Ga._.. 815 0945 0BT oo e e eveeaaen
St.Louisﬂ‘I\‘o ........ T4 1L29 Al . .65 .9925

Note: The cost of milk hasincreased from 1 to 3 cents per half pint—Caswell, N.C:, 114 cenls; lefferson Ci .
124, cents; Jonesboro, Ga,, 1 cent; Brevard County, Fla.,igpayinglio.a cents. ¥ cenis; s ounty, Ala.,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

96

On September 10 the Burean of Fabor Statisties reported that the
consumer finished food index incereased 28 pereent from August 1972
to August 1973, Usingthisapeasure to project national increase costs
in 1978-74, schools will spend approximately 9 cents more for food
than last school year.

A glunee at the average cost of producing a meal in Georgin in
1972-73, compared with the projected cost for 1975-L, based on the
aforementioned increnses explaing the alem and panic of school food
serviee operators, :

COST OF PRODUCING A SCHOOL LUNCH |N GEORGIA
[0 cents]

1973-7
1972-73  (projected) Difference

25.4 30.0 4.6
19.7 22,2 2.57
2.4 3.0 .6
47.5 85.2 7.7
30.5 36.6 6.1
19.7 22.2 2.5
3 3.9 .6
52.6 61.B 8.1

On March 1, 1972, when Senator Huwmphrey introduced S. 1063,
provision for a 2 cents increase in section 4 funds appeared to be
suflicient to meet the food cost increases; since March, however, food
costs have skyrocketec. We appeal to you to provide a minimum
ol 12 cents per Iunch froni section 4 fainuds. '

Tixorbitant food costs has made it necessary for many school dis-
tricts o increase sale prices to pupils 5, 10, or even 15 cents. Other
districts await congressional action before determining increase.
Even with a 4 cents inerease in section < funds, most. schools will.
need an additional nickel to meet costs. A USDA study of the impact
of sale price nerease on pupil participation revealed a direct relation-

_ship between sale price increase and decréased pupil participation.

The study indicated that for cach T cent.increase in sale price, par-
ticipation declined 1 percent. Nationally, a §. percent decline would
mean that 750,000 children who received Tunches last year would no
longer buy lunch. "

While schools are only in the first weeks of the new ferm, and
limited reports are available, pavticipation is definitely reduced in
those schools where the sale prices have been increased. In Cobb
County, Ga., home of Lockheed Airvcraft, the sale price was increased
a nickel, and a random sampling of schools indicates a 5 percent
decrease in participation; Delalb County Schools has an 11 pevcent
decline with a 10 cents inerease. :

A practice which scems to be catching on with middle income
tamilies was prevalent for poor children a few years ago before legis-
lation corrected it. The practice is for parents to permit children to
buy lunches 2 or 3 days each week, and bring lunches on other days.
Lunclies from home which meet nutritional needs cost jnst as mmch
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as hmeh at school. Most home packed anches do not. provide the
nutrients needed. | Appendix A

Al children need Juneh at school. The Natioual School TLunch
Aet of 1046, envisioned a nutrition program for all children. The
present econonity may innudate that worthy goal unless schools receive
{inancial assistance. ‘T'wo years ago we asked for emergency help to
mako lunches available to economieally needy childiven, Today that
battle Tine for child nutrition is extended to help the child from
moderate income homes. Schools need increased funds to keep the sale
price within reach of children who do not qualify for free or reduced
linches.

We know that lunch at school is still the best nutvitional and financial
bargain available in food, however, many moderate income families,
Liard-hit by every aspect of inflation, simply cannot altord the inereased
tarifls of 5 ov 15 cents per Iunch. Moderate income could niean a fam-
ily of four with $6,500 annual income. Although a nickel sounds
minute, when annualized it is $9.00.per child; multiply that by four
children and apply it to the budget of 2 moderate income family,
Orv a 10 ceuts inerease annnalized is $18.00 per child.

Anarticle in a recent issue of TS, News and World Reports entitled
“ An Ofticial Look at Framily Tncomes™ reported :

(1) The median fanily income in 1972 was $11,116; 60 percent of {he income
has been eroded by higher prices (87,866).

(2) Ouly 22 pereent of fiumily incomes exceed $20,000.

(3) 56 percent of families have income-of $12,000 or less.

(4) The number of poor non-white actually increased in 1972,

This information supports the need for higher section 4 reim-
bursement to allow schools to have reasonable sale prices. We hear,
“Let the ehildren fronalituent homes pay another nickel.” The report
from U.S. News indicates that most of the children are not from
“afilnent income™ bnt from moderate income families. Many of the
childven are from homes where the family income is just above the
“eligibility level.” Durving this year of severely increased costs, an
increase in income eligibility level for reduced meals would provide
innneasurable assistance to those families just above current eligi-
bility level. The following table contains eligibility standards and
indicates the income rangy which would benefit from an increase in
eligibility for rechiced lunches to 75 pereent of the Secretary’s guide-
lines,

INCOME POVERTY GUIDELINES, FISCAL YEAR 1974 (48 STATES, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
AND TERRITORIES)

Seeretary’s
guidelines, Guideline levels when increased by—
fiscal year -

1974 25 percent 50 percent 75 percent

2,150 2,740 3,280 3,831
2,880 3,600 4,320 5,040
X , 460 5,360 6,248
, 250 5,310 6, 380 7,438
4,880 6,100 7,320 8, 540
5,510 6,890 8,260 9,643
6,080 7,600 9,120 10, 640
6,650 8,310 9,980 11,638
7,170 8,960 10,750 12,548
\ , 600 11,520 8
8,190 10, 240 12,250 14,333
8,700 10, 880 13,060 15,225
1 640 0
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've spent considerable time. presenting the need for inereased
section <+ funds beeause section 4 applies to all meals, 1t is essential
that a stable base be provided for the program and that stable base
is section L. The need for inercased special assistance funds as pro-
vided in seetion 10 of S. 1063 is equally as great. Both the present
level of 40 cents for free meals and the ceiling of 60 cents are inad-
cquate. Unless the special assistance rvate is increased, schools will
have to reduce the quantity of food or the quality of food, or in many
instances both, Iither alternative would be unfortunate. For many
children, lunch is the best aeal eaten during the day. To maintain
the momentum of serving lunches to 8.9 million needy children, schools
must have additional support. Public Law 91-248 requives that the
school provide meals to children who qualify for a free or reduced
price meal. The present economy and existing level of assistance
slaces local administrators in an impossible position. Section 10 of
g. 1063 combined with increased seetion 4 funds will provide assistance
tomeet the mandate of Public Law 91-248. :

Section 11 of 8. 10653 will require USDA to ake eash payments
where there is a shortfall in donated foods. Without the emergency
legislation—Public Law 93-13—enacted in March 1973, many schools
could not have continued the food service program. Donated foods
have long provided the staple items of school food service. Only 2
yvears ngo Georgia schools averaged using 10 cents worth of donated
foods per meal. Althongh the 1974 budget includes 7 cents worth of
donated foads, the outlook for purchases is dismal: Even if there are
purchases, they vepresent about 5 cents in value. Yo date, schools have
received very few commmodities. Toeal systems are encountering ditli-
cultics in purchasing foods; some districts have, of necessity, abun-
doned competitive bidding and ave purchasing on the open market.
If a vendor cannot snpply the school distiict serving 30,000 children,
it isnot too realistic to suspect that the USDA can make purchases that
are large enongh to supply food for 23 million children.

Wo are awarce that the new farm hill authorizes USDA to use
section 32 funds to purchase commodities which may not be in short
supply. Considering the present food supply, we doubt that the USDA

can purchase the basic foods that schools neecd for the lunch and:

breakfast program in accordance with amounts budgeted. Section 11
of S. 1063 provides msurance for iocal systeins that they can count
on receiving either the foods or equivalent cash.

The breakfast program has not eseaped the crisis of shortages and
costs. Valdosta superintendent, Foster Goolsby’s letter—appendix B—
summarizes the problem. With the price of eggs having increased as
much as 40 cents a dozen, or 834 cents per egg, and the price of milk
up at least 1 cent per half pint, the breakfast program cannot be
gontinned on the 20-cent rate of reimbursement. Some schools are
relnetant to start a breakfast program Decanse {ivst, the program
primarily reaches needy children—about 80 pereent of the brealkfasts
are free—and legislation limits Federal assistance to food costs; sec-
ondly, the school has no money to pay the cost of labor or nonfood

snpplies. Seetion 4 of S. 1063 will correct these inequities which will
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cncourage schools to continue breakfast and in many nstances (o
begin the program,

My, Chairman, we feel that the fonr provisious of 8. 1063 contained
in section 4y section 7, section 10, and seetion 11 will provide schools
with finnneial relief necessary to continne the quality of food serviee
to young people. These are the minhimum cssonti:xlls needed now:

The coneept confained in the provision of S, 1063 for changing the
method of funding for State administrative expeuses has the approvai
of State school food serviee directors. However, the State school
food service directors would recommend a slight change in the lan-
snnge to make the provision morve relevant for all States. If not
presumptuons, I wouldsubmit proposed language forsection 3.

The current crisis focuses attention on the need for nutrition and
food education for ail pupils. The growing body of rescarch relating
dict to health; the increasing cost of health carey the present short-
age and high cost of food; the technology of synthetic foods; nuti-
tional labeling are bnt a few reasons for fimding ways to utilize school
food service as o laboratory for suppoerting classroom teaching, Section
2 ol 8. 1063 would make resources available in those schools that elected
to teach nutrition. In my judgment, there is & growing national aware-
ness of the need for mmfrition edneation. Schools need hielp to use the
cafeteria to provide mntrition edueation. An eduncated citizenry is one
that has basic knowledge to malke decisions for effective living.

Finally, I wish to connnent on the need for restorution of the
special milk program for all schools, This year, many more children are
bringing Innches from home beciuse of increased sale prices, and
these childven will have to pay 10 cents for 14 pint of milk simply
hecnnse they attend a school which offers a meal. Children eligible for
free milkk can no longer he served., Dmving 1972-73, Georgia schools
served 24,000 half-piuts of milk daily at no cost to poor children.
Because of inadeguate funds, labor problems, and scheduling con-
siderations, not every school can have a breakfast program. Schools
can make milk available with minimum logistical problems and costs.

Thanlk you for the privilege of appearing before the Subcommittee
on Agricultural Research and General Legislation. The ASFSA
emergency declaration prepared at the 1975 annnal convention states
“The food erisis threatens the nutrition and health of the nation's
children—in this period of reduced and higher priced food supplies,
fow and middle income families will have great difliculty in pro-
viding nutritionally adequate mieals at home. Schools must be provided
with the resoureces needed to continue making reasonably priced qual-
ity meals available to children who do not qualify for free or reduced
meals; and quality meals available to those who qualify.”

We nrge your support and carly passage of legislation to help
schouls meet current erisis and provide future stability of child
nntrition programs.
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[Appendix A]

LUNCHBOX
Prglein Calcium Vilamin  Vitamin
Menu Amount Calories gm) (mg) frou{mg) ALY C(mg) Cost
Turkey. 60 9.3 | $0. 16
Bread._. 124 4.0 32 L2 ceeaa. T .04
Mayonn 101 15 3 01T 38 . 011
Cacrot and celery 13 4 12 2 3,600 ... .. . 046
0range. - eooccacuee- 73 1.5 62 6 300 1380 108
Cupcake. . 184 2.1 32 1 B9 T 10
1 S 181 9 298 1 359 2 2.09
Totale ceemem e . 716 26.45 448 2.21 4,387 82 565
BOlOEMAeacece e e 65 4.4 13 T e “n
Bread.......... . 124 4.0 32 L2 ean T .04
Mayonnaise__ ... T 101 .15 0l 39 [ 011
Potato chips._... 162 2.1 19 15 .10
Apple.. o aeeeo .4 .17
Sugar wafer___ .5 . 054
Mitk 8 2,09
575
$0.15
.03
. 035
D25
.13
.9719
20
L6419
. 086
8 .04
4 .04
- .3 .03
Lettuce. . vooeoensomnas 2 1 . 3 185 3 aiae.
Cake square (chocolate -
icing) 2.1 32 3 89 .03
1 Roak]
.20
33.68  390.7 2.6 1,876 20 .4979

t Denotes tentative value.
2 At school.
[Appendix B]
L 93 .
VaLposra PUBLIO SCIIOOLS,
Valdosta, Gu., dugust 6, 1978.
Migs JoSEPHINE MARTIN,
Administrator, School Food Service Program, Stale Department of Education,
Atlanta, Ga.
Dear M1ss MARTIN @ In 1972-72 Valdosta City Schools served breakfasts in the
following schools : i
Leila Bllis Blementary.
West Gordon Elementary.
Lomax lementary.
Sallas Malione Elementary.
Southenst Elementary,
Valdosta Junior Iligh,
"~ VIHS-Pinevale Campus. :
Costs of operation and income for these programs are shown here :
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Ixpnses: C “ope 5 o=
FOUW e e e e e e e e e e e e 833, 003, T8
Liabop b, 824, W4

A8, 828, TT

tuconie ;

SUMeNtS - e e S ., ‘-_’T'b 00
Reimbursenent — e 32, 583. 61

B 32,561, 61
Potal eXJRNSEN . e - e 38, 828, 77
LAl THCOIIE - e 32, Sb_l. 61
Luss for yeare... e e e e e e o o en D, BOT. 16

The advantages of .ﬂlt:,bfeall_cfnst program have been disenssed at length with
adininistrators uud teachers in our system. All feel that the program should be
contiiined because it doew reduce absences and tardiness, and students partici-
pating appear to be more wlert in the elassroom, . s

However, dne ot the existing economic conditions in our latieh program we
feel that we caunot countinne to operate the program at a deticit, What ﬁlo you
wilvise? ) - - :

Sincerely, '
JaMmes P, Goorsiy,
Superintendent.

EMERGENCY DECLARATION OF THE AMERICAN ScitooL Foon SERVICE ASSOCIATION
" . ox ¥oop Servep 1N CuILD NUYRITION PROGRAMS

Wheat the school bell rings in September, thousands of schools may be faced
with 1o food for school ehildren or limited food for preparing meals unless im-
mwediantte aid is mobilized, ‘

This food erisis threatens the nutrition and health of the nation's children.
Anerivan School Food Service -Associntion members, meeting in New Orlenns
for the 27th Annunl Convention, expressed eoncern about the school child’s need
for food during the school day, o )

Several factors are responsible for this crisis that has reached eritieal

_proportions: :

\ Y

1. Schouls are unable to obtain snpplies of foods. especially protein foods, with
which to prepare lnnches when schiools open this fall, Food companies are re-
Tusing to accept orders to supply foods, regardless of price. ’ .

2. Governmeni-domited foods, long a maiustay of the school lunch program,
are expected to be close to $200 million short.of the amount presentiy hulgeted
for school meais. Little or no pork or beef will be donated by USDA te schools
in the wonths nhead. And basic £09ds snch as cheese and dry milk are either
serree or not available as commodities. . ’ o

3. The U.8, Department. of Agriculture in a hearing on July 11, 1973, before
the Honse Edueation aml Labor Comnittee refused to snpport any increase in,
federal funding for the sehool Innch program this year in spite of sharply inereas-
ing costs of food and labor, GSI1A’s refusal applied to those funds that had heen
requested in proposed legislation, This legisiation enlled for an inerease in the
weneral support of the school linch programs and also funds to finance in-
erensed costs of supplying free meals to needy children. .

4. Prices of snch foods as meats, ponltry and milk have skyrocketedl in recent
months, The food costs alone in the noon meal, avhich meets a third of the

- child’s daily nutritional requirements, is at least 10 cents more this year than last,

thm-.onsrs are 12 percent Lhigher than Iast year.
0. GSDA ax of June 30, 1973, cancelled the Specinl Milk Program except: in
schools that (o not have food service, This nn-.-mis that children bringing lunches

N
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from home will pay at least fonv cents more for a half-pint of millk this fall. In

- uddition, free milk for needy children is discontinued in gl program seliools,

6. Under Phase IV of the price stabilization program schocks will be unable
to increasc total luneh prices. However, if they increase the eest of hamburger
by five cents (because that was the inerense in the whelesale price to them)
they will be able to elrge an extra five cents that day. This means that prices
could be changed day to day.

There 2re solutions to this crisig: o

1. Legislation pending before Congroess, ILR. 9639, should receive prompt Con-
gressiomtt action which will provide some mensure of financial relicf o the
program,

2, USDA should instruet food suppliers to give school food service progrims, as
well as hospitals and similar valnerable groups, first priority on available sup-
Dlies of scarce items at prevailing prices.

3. The proposed cut in the appropriation for the Specint Milk Program should
be restored. )

Tinally, in this period of rednced ‘and higher priced food supplies, low and
middle ineome families will have great diftienlry in providing nutritionally ade-
quute meals at home, 2I'o counter this situation schools mnst be provided with the
resourees needed to eontinue wiaking reasonably priced meals available to chil-
dren, Congress und the Admini=teation can afford to do no less in this emergoney
than provide the help needed to contitine the nutritions school weals for children.

Senator Arrex, Mr. Searing.

' STATEMENT OF 0, L, SEARING, DIRECTOR, SCHOOL FOOL SERVICE

DEPARTMENT, SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FORT
LAUDERDALE, FLA.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION . : o

Mr. Sraniva. T am Lee Secaring, director of school food service in
Broward County, Fla.,,which is second in the Stute in population and
growing very rapidly. In fact, in the last 3 yvears we have built 36 new
schools. By 1980 we will need 47 miore new schools. We are Decoming
rather dense in population. We are now serving about 83,000 to

90,000 students daily in 132 schools with an $8.3 million program last

vear, :
" Recently the Florida State Department of Education conducted a
study of 10 school districts in Florida representing 350 schools com-
paring tood, labor, and other costs for the school year 1972-73 with
prejections for this yenr. Last year the per Iuneh average eost was
63.7 cents. For 1973-T4 they are projecting a cost of 77 cents, nn
increase of 13.3 cents or up some 21 percent, ,

Some of the cost comparisons are ground beef per pound of 61 cents
to $1.01, up some 65 percent, frankfurters, 67.9 up to 92.5.or a 60
percent Increase, gréen beans, $1.05 up to $1.20 which is a 14 percent
mcrease. This goes on and on. I think in Broward County where we
are very urban some of these prices are even higher. I have listened
to the data presented in Towa and some of these other places, T think
it is o little bit lower, Our figures were taken this week and reflect fur-
ther increases in August and early September. '
"~ Onrmeat and dairy products’ave up 63 pereent over last vear. Qur
milk went up 2 cents per half pint. When you serve 18 million half

~ pints of mille this will be something like $540,000 more that we will
have to pay for milk this year. : .

Senator ArLex. To take care of some of these increases, what re-
quests have any of you all made to State, school districts, and local
governments? Have you made a plea to local governments?

W
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Mr, Srarixe, Yes, we have, A statement by the commissioner of
edueation Tor the State of Florvida indicates the legislature approprt-
ated 3,025,000 which amounts to 6 cents in State reimbursement.

Seuator ArneN. When was that done?

My, Searixe. Last year for this year.

Senator ArncexN. In other words, they haven't made any change this
ear? :

’ Mr. Searine. No; no increase this year. This was done last year.

Senator Antey. What effort is being made now, since this is a co-
operative type program with the Federal Government paying the
great bulk of it, but what requests have you all made for lecal govern-
ments for added participation?

Mr. Searixe. Through the legislative comnnittee of the Florida
School Food Service Comnmittee. I sat on that committee.

Senator Arrex. Do they have moneys available to allocate {u the

schools for this purpose or have to wait for the legislation?

My, Searixe. They will have to wait {or the legislature, I assume.

Senator Arrex. Any bills pending?

Mr, Seaurna. I don’t know of any right now, but we are talking
to these people about the sitnation. It is becoming very, very criticeal.
The board ncreased the sale price of lunches in Broward County
from 40 to 50 cents in the elementary school and from 50 to GO cents in
the secondary schools, '

Senator ArLex. Yon don't regard this as an all-Federal program.
It is loeal participation as well ? :

My, Searisag, Yes; a child’s payment for his lunch would amount to
about GO or 63 pereent of the income, so really the child's payment for
his Innch is the major portion of ourincome. ’ s

Senator Arpex, I am talking about the government’s help, I do
know the child—he helps, but what about the government's?

-~

Mr, Skanmina. The fignre, 48 cents plus the 7 cents in commodities

“would be the I'ederal, State 6 cents and local support in Florida of

T eents or a total of O3 cents,

Senator Annen. The Federal Government is being asked to go np
some 20 percent or move. Ave local governments going up a like
amount % '

M Seamava. We have a very eritieal finaneial situation as Jap as
school boards in urban areas are concerned hecause they just do not
have theamoney they need. There is a real problem in building these new
schools. We have many schools in portable huildings because we don't
linve enongh money to build schools. There jnst isn't enongh money
ab the loeal Jevel.

Senator Annes. They have the same concern for the secheol child as
the national concern?

Alre. Seaaxe. I would suy so, being at the local level, as much or
nmore.

Senator Arruy, This is troe in terms of putting up cash 2

M, Suvnxe, Yes: it seems to he going in the other direction. T
think we are unique in Florida in that we were not, permitted to buy
equipment and pay for the supervision from operating funds. This put
more food on the plate for the c¢hild. This is an additional cost this
year of $192,000.

Senator AnLey. What experience have you had, Mais. Ball?
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Mrs, Banr, We are attempting to introduce legislation now. The
finaneial hudgoet is only set once every 2 vears for the State of Min-
nesota. That was done fast year so we ean only hope.

Senator AeN, Yoo need a special session ¢

Mrso Bawn, Yes, we do. 1t should be every year, T'he loeal school
districts need this heeause many schools are at the limit of their tax-
ability Tor increased reveune,

Senator Apuex, What experience have vou had in Georgia, Miss
Martin!? '

Miss Marnix. The Geovgia General Assembly anticipated the de-
crease in USDA foods from last year. and as a resuit, in the 1973 ses-
sion the Georgin General Assembly inereased the State support 2 cents
per meal, so the State of Georgia is now paying 414 cents per Junch
this year. We are in the process of preparing the budget to go to the
legislature in 1974 Of course. Lam first step on the totem pon\, in pre-
paring that bndget, but I recommended an increase of 214 cents in
State money for the 19775 year, but the State supevintendent has to
take into account s«-honk hineh needs along with all the other needs of
edncation. I am told thut the supervintendent is asking for a 11 or 2
cents inerease in State money next vear. I sat in on a legislative com-
mittee wmeeting day before yvesterday where we disenssed additional
need for State money. The loeal superintendent on that committee
indieated that he felt that loeal school systems should he putting more
woney into the program, On August 10, the State board of edueation
passed @ resolution asking loeal school boards to pick up the adininis-
teative costs of school food services in Georgia in accordance with
previously adopted resolution.

In Georgia we vecognize that the progeam is strong becanse it has
heen cooperatively financed. and we think it will stay strong becanse it
is cooperatively financed, We ave trving to get additional money from
focal. from State. and hoping that Congress will provide additional
fuls so the inerease to paving pupils will be 2 minimal increase.

Senator Avnex. Do yoli think it is good business to carve out of this
food money that the Federal Government givgs, this contribution
toward the lunches® State adminidirative expenst ? Isnt this one avea
where the State can do sowmething? Can’t they take carve of their
own administrative expense in all seriousness and fairness? Is that
necessary

Miss Mawrx, Senator, T believe that T could speak unanimonsly
for the State divectors in this conntry to say that they would prefer
tokee it asa line item, but the level of Federal funds for State adiminis-
tration has remained constant since 1971 Many States have not over
the yewrs provided funds fer State administration, Sinee there is no
Tederval requirement for States provide funds for administration, the
people who ave charged with vesponsibility of administering the pro-
aram simply are over-burdened. They feel that they cannot adeguately
administer the ehild natvition programs without additional help, Some
of the States have heen morve generous and have provided fairly ade-
quate stafls. T am fortunate in Georgin. One State departinent has

Jeen very generous over the years, it there are some States that are

really under-stafled; one State, fairly large, has only ove full-time
person to administer the whole program. :
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Semator Arees. Well, now. with the Federal Government con-
tribnting ahont 6 eents for each meal, this 2 pereent for State adiinis-
teation wonld be 2 cents, o yon are going backwards with State sup-
port and goiye forward with Federal support, Yot pick np 5 cents on
the free mnd vedueed price meals, You pick np 2 cents or 4 cents for
all meals, hat 2 conts of that i goine to be gobhled up by the State
sdliministration, That is just kined of—it looks Jike the States onght to
be able to doa litt3e something,

Miss Marrx, May I just make one more comment, and that is in my
statement. Joindicated that Aweviean Sehoo] Food Association feels
that the eritical issaes now are the inercased rates of reimbnresement
for meals.

Smpetor Aees. o ton,

Miss Maenis, Unless we do that, the progream cannol continne to
serve the ehildren, So we feel (hat the eritical issue is more funds to
pay for nuals,

Sepator Avrex. T hate to skim come of that ofl and give it to the
States, thowgh, wonld rather it go to the children.

Miss Marrix, 1 do not see how nnder the present levels of veim-
Buesement that my State wonld anthovize nse of the money for ad-
ministration, hecause we conbld not—we need money to continae to feed
ehildren,

Senator Ay, They don't need the seetion, then, if they are not
voing to do i,

Mr. Seanrye, Not aseritieally, perhaps,

One fisad item as far as the costs are coneerned, Earlier we thoneht
fool wonld erealate by SSuooio and now we are estimating S1, fnillion
in Proward Connty. Oy labor costs ave ap abont $262.000, supplics
and services abont 830,000 and these new administeative costs which
Eindieated of SEEL000, S0 onre total inerease in eosts to meet fast yere’s
prowram we think will he nbout K19 million,

Going up on the sale price of 10 cents, we have expevienced o 1,26
deerease in participation, We think this will be even greater as we go
alongn If we 2ot new revenne of SLB00,000, and this is pure conjeetme,
we will still be short by S6303000, THthe Congress saw it o give usa
4 cont inerease. in section 4 woney this would amount to 8560000 in
Browsrd County. However, yon e see we will still Tose money, We
in Droward Coanty think this isaeritieal issue,

One other point we think is very important is thatt to receive a tini-
oo cslequate level of T'SDA donated foods, whieh we ean depend on.

semtor Aneex, Why is that so eritien]l when the law is you ean get
the fond or its equivalent in eaxh 2 Can you go ont and buy it on the
Torad market !

M Seanexa, Can we what ?

Senator Anes. The law is you either get ¢ cents in commodities or
in eash, Why woukl that be suelya hardship?

Me Sesave, Inthe past we have had items that were not veally
apbroprinte. We need ved lean meats and Denits and vogetables,

Seaator Arrex, Can't you nse the money to huy them ? Wouldn't it
he better if vou bhonght it/

M Seawexe, We weadd (ake it il we were gnanranteed nominitaum
support level,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

106

Senator AnLeN. Aren’t yon guavanteed 7 cents in commodities or
ash?

Miss Marnix, Tt was 1-year legislation.

Senator Avkex, There hasn't been any hardship, thougis You have
at least got the money or the conmaodity and you would be really hetter
ofl' to not get. commodities beeause yon might not. want commoditics,

Mis Bann, A great miany of us have contracts with loeal bakeries, to
supply USDA donated flour. and the bakery in tien will give us their
products at a lesser cost, There is some guestion as to whether even
flomr- will be available for the vear. This creates and adds to onv
problems, :

I attended a meeting not too long ago in Chicago at which we were
told to go back fo our State director and get cantruets to have things
like mayonnaise made. We got hack to our schools and it isn’t possible.
They don’t have the commodit y.

Senator Aruiy. Then yon get the cash. :

Mrs, Bann. That was fine, but Iast year was the first time this was
done,

Senator Arniex. Thisshould he continued.

Mr. Searine. That is very important. so we ean depend on this,

Two more points. The special program, which started in 1954, we
thinl: has done a great deal of good and should be reinstated.

Without the progrum the sale price of milk per half pint was
inereased 10 cents. and participations has deereased about 8 pereent.

Another point concerning free meals, which is very, interesting to
e, I have been on the telephone a great deal lately on this matter.
much more taan ever before, and T think it is because middle income
Ameriea is now reaching n saturation point with respect to all these
costs they must. meet in an inflationary economy. Many people have
called us recently with a reasonable income. mavbe six or seven in the
family and they don’t qualify under the eligibility scale. It wonld be
my hope that it would be raised to inehide most of these borderline
peaple. In fact, we received several on this hefove coming down here.

Thank vou for this opportunity. If you have any further questions T
shall be happy to answer them.

Senator AnLey. I will ask them along. )

| The prepared statement of My, Seaving follows:]

Mr. SeamiyG. Mr. Chairman and members of the conumittee. my
name is Lee Searing, T am director of school food service in Broward
Comntvy, Fla. T am grateful for the opportimity to testify hefore you on
hebalf of the Awerican School Food Service Association, Broward
Comnty is second in the State in population and growing very rapidly,
with a current stndent population of 133,238, We have 132 schools and
we are serving about 85,000 meals a day. Last year our total income:
amounted to $3.3 million.

Our nmjor concern at the present time is that of the very serions
finnneial erisis in which we find omrselves operating in a greatly infla-
tionary economy. Earlier estimates this year reflected a projeeted total
. . . . orys -ob . . E
increase in cost of $1.4 million. Sinee that time, meat, poultry, and
dairy products have esealated in cost to the point that inereasced
cost. projections for the year now amount to $1.9 million. This in-
chudes inevenses in food costs. supplies and services, labor, and addi-
tionnl administrative costs. These increnses are reflected 'in ment,
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poultry, and dairy products of 63 percent over last vear; milk 27 per-
cent; hakery goods 20 pereent; frezen foods 17 pereent.; and groceries
16 pereent, with an overall projected food cost imcrease of 32 percent.
Our most recent estimates which were calenlated earlier this week,
represent higher costs than were quoted a month ago. Some significant
nereases in food costs comparing September 1973 prces with Septem-
ber 1972, ave ground beef from 66 cents per pound to $1,10 or a 67
percent inercase; frankhurters 57 cents per pound compared to 93
conts currently : chicken 42 cents compared to 95 cents or a 126 percent
inerease: egas +315 cents comparved to 87 cents or a 110 percent in-
crease, This is consistent with other districts in the State as reflected
by the attached State Departinent exlibits,

In light. of carly increased cost projections, the School Board of
Broward Comty, Fla., on August 2, 1973, increased the clementary
school price from 40 cents to 50 cents and the secondary sale price from
A0 cents to 60 cents; adults from 63 cents to 75 cents. At the same time,
ala carte entrees were inereased from 35 cents to 50 cents. Fruits and
vegetables were inereased from 10 cents to 15 cents. With the continned
escalation of operating costs, we are concerned as to whether or not the
sale price increases ave great encugh to provide the necessary income
to satisfactorily operate the program. Based on an estimated 14 million

type “A” lunches this year, at 10 cents a Innch increase in the sale

price, we would anticipate increased revenue at about $1.3 million: A.
enrrent survey reveals that participation for the first week of school is
off over 4 percent. This is common with a sale price inerease. Last time
the sale price was increased there was a 7 peveent decrease in avérage
daily participation. However, with costs of $1.9 million this wonld
leave a serious deficit in excess of $600,000 in Broward County. With
section 4+ funds increased only 2 cents, it wonld not be adequate to make
up the anticipated deficit. A mininmn of a 4 cent increase in section 4
funds wonld be needed provided there is no further cscalation of cost

and anticipated vevenue remains at the same level. ’

T.S. DEPARTMENT O AGRICULTURE DONATED FOODS

The commodity program as of late has been most exratic in terms of
both quantity and appropriateness of foods being made available to
meet program reguirements. '

A mimmum guaranteed level of commodities should be provided to
prevent the feast or famine effect each year. Local operators need con-
sistent. minimum levels of commodities maintained for greater pro-
gram stability operationally and financially. If these foods are not
available, we must take onr cash in hand and buy in an inflated market
to mect program requirements.

If foods ave mot provided, cash shonld be to provide a consistent
Tevel of snpport. _ ' o

SPECTAL MILK PROGRAM

Asa result of discontinning this program in schools participating in
the national school Iunch program. and increasing the sale price of
milk to 10 cents. conswumption in Broward Connty for the first two
weeks of school is down &percent. Projected throngh for the 197374
school year, this would be 1.3 one-half pints less conswumption. '
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Last. year dne to the introduction of chocolate milk, consumption
increased almost 4 million one-half pints af milk. Therefore, withant
the special milk program, a serious nutritional blow will be dealt to onr
school yonth.

FREE MEALS

The inflationary economy is also reflected in the repeated requests we
have at the district level inappealing for free Tunches when the family
income is it excess of the income eligibility scale, Middle income Amer-
jea is having diffienlty in meeting inereased costs of living and still
pay the recently nereased sale price of the laneh. Thiz is partien-
Iavly true, of conrse, with larger families.

1t would be my view that the T7.8, Department of Agrienlture family
income guidelines shonld be inereased $1,500-82.000 acvoss the hoard
to accommodate iflation without forcing an inerease in the practice

~of nutritionally inmadequate “Inown bagging,™

In sunnnary. it wonld be my recommendation that @ First, section 4
funds ba increased to 4 cents per himeh: second. that @ minimam floor
he established for TS, Department of Agrienlture conmondities which
would he maintained with eash when not met with red. lean weats and
friits and vegetables: third, that the special wilk program he rein-
stated and free milk he provided for needy students in ail schools: and
that, fonrth, the family income guidelines be inereased Ly at least
81,500, '

Thank yon. T shall be most happy to answer any questions von may
have,

[TExhibit A]

Frozina NraTe DEPARTMENT OF BhuceatioN

A statemem by Floyd ‘T, Christian, Florida Commissioner of Education, which
wits releised Keptember 11, 1973, provides @

1. That most of onr seinol honrds have raised their prices to the paying child
ac¢ to 106, This represents the limit that Phase 4 will allbw in many instances and
the limit the teaftic will allew in most instances,

2, The Forida Legislatnre has approprinted S5.525.705 this year to support
free lnnehes,

2, In addition, we performed a sirvey in 10 dizgtriets representing all geographi-
cal areas of the State fo include Inrge wrban areas, middie wrban areas and raral
areas, The results show the inerease in cost for Child Feeding Programs here in
Florida.*

Currently, the free lnnches are being supported as follows @

Cenir

Federal reimbwrsement o e 48
State reimbarsement . e 6
Lacal summlrt ________________________________________________________ 7
Total e _— 61

Comparing this to the 77¢ anticipated average cost this year, you ean =ee that
we have an unmet need of approxinuitely 16¢ per Ianch.

[Exhibit B]

Frorma STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Foon ANp NUTRITION SERVICES PER
Luxenr Cost ANp Foon PRicE COMPARISONS

Statewide nverages from 10 distriet snmplings representing large urban, medimm
urban and rarat districts and all geographieal arcas of Florida. Ten distriets out
of 67 and 3350 schools ont of 1850,

*Soo Exhibit B,

—
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Schoal  Estimate for Cents Percent
year schoot year increase or increase or
1972-73 1973-74 decrease decrease
$0.294 $0.379 +$.085 —+28
197 236 +.039 418
.023 .032 -+.009 +3
Total. . iieeiaei.. 514 .647 +.133 +26
County contribigtion. ... oo oo oo .123 [ K RN
Toba o o s . 637 .170 -+.133 +21

SELECTED FOOD PRICE COMPARISONS
September September Percent
Foods 197 increase
Ground beel, per 96und. oomm. oo meaman $0.612 $1.013 65
Franks, pef pound._ .. ... __....___. . 579 .928 60
12 pint whole milk, waite__ .. 073 .088 20
Sliced white bread, per pound. . 225 L2719 20
No. 10 green beans.,..... .. ....._. 1.057 1.206 14
Io. 10 tomato paste. ... __._......._. 1.569 1,879 19
Spaghetti, perpound ... _......... 167 221 32
Processed American cheese. . __..._.. . 669 . 823 23
Grade A large eggs, per dozen._..____ .441 .870 97
No. 10 instant potatoss. . _........... 1. 856 2,112 13
No. 10 whole kernel corn. 989 1.120 13
No. 10 fruit cocktail. _...__._._.... - 1,553 1.760 13
Plastic 107ks, Per B0ZBN. - e 042 . 055 30

EXHIBIT C

SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLA., SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE DEPARTMENT, FOOD COST COMPARISONS

(1972-73 AND i973-74)

Increase Percent
Meats, poultey, dairy . . s $904, 440 +63
Milkeo oLl 344, 883 +27
Bakery items____.: 32,950 420
Frozen feods.__ 63,900 417
GroCeries. ..o aciamaos 133,2 416
Total estimated annual increase 1,479,439 32
EXAMPLES OF SOME MAJOR PRICE INCREASES
1972 prices 1973 prices Percent
Ground beef. e eeaceeeeioas $0.66 sl.10 467
Frankfurters. __ R .57 95 +-67
[{L1:J 1 . .42 95 +126
Turkeys....._. o . .45 .81 80
American cheese....___...__.__... - 675 .85 +26
ERBS vy e R . 435 .87 +100
Fisn squares () 2 R . 565 . 705 +25
Tater Tols_ oo iecmaeas R A7 .23 4-35
Corn, Vacuum Pack (CaSe)- e cm oo m e cc e . 6.05 6.75 +12
X (1) T .- 6.80 8.32 +22
Tomato paste (Case)...ce oooeeemo_. R 1.75 11.48 448
Applesauce (case).. - 5, 65 8.50 +58
Reisins (case). ... . 8,45 18.41 4118
Petatoes, instant (C4Se) . oo v oo voen oo e cicceeieaeas 10,85 12.719 +18
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[Exhibit D]

The Schnnl Bourd of Broward County, Fla., School Food Scrvice Departmeit
projected incrcased costs and logs—I1973-74

FOM e e e e e e e £1, 4749, 430
Ll bOr e 262, 000
Supplies and 8ervice o oo 30, 004
New administrative eosts. oo oo oo 192, 000

PO e 1. 963, 13
New revenue from sale price inerease— . ________ 1, 330, 000

088 o e e e e e e 133, 449

Scovttor Ay, Mus. Ball

STATIMENT OF MRS. VIRGINIA H. BALL, DIRECTOR OF FOOD
SERYVICES, ST. PAUL PUBLIC *CHOOLS, ST. PAUL, MINN.

Mrs, Pawne T am Virginia Ball, food services dirvector from St.
Paul, Minn,

It is a pleasure for me to represent wmban and rural areas, major
city directors, and the Board of Iiducation of Independent School
Distriet No. (25, St. Paul, Minn, before your committee today.

The attitude of the »ntire Congress toward school food service for
children, particnlarly ia the pasé several vears, has been most sup-
portive and breatly appreciated. The efforts of this committee and
its individual members have played a large vole in bringing into focus
the needs of our child feeding programs.

As we begin another seliool vear. we. at the local level, have not only
our normal concerns, but are freed with a battery of new problems as
well, Some of the major aveas are:

Cost and availability of food and supplies:

For the first time in our history, we, in St. Paul, opened onr 92 lunch
programs without one pound of either ground beef or frankfurters.
We have been unable to purchase either of these items and they are,
without question, because of their versatility, the backbone of the
school Iunch program. Qur problems were two-fold. We could not
seeure the cquantity we needed and the last quotation we heard before
the ceiling was lifted, was $1.23 per pound for ground heef and $1.27
per pound for frankfurters. This wonld make & two ounce serving,
which is the miniimal requivement under type A lunch standards, cost
£0.24G per serving for ground beef and cach frankfurter $0.16, Last
year at this time we were paying $0.835 per ponnd for ground beef
and $0.69 for frankfurters. This is an ivcrease of 47.6 percent and 84
peveent respectively, ’

We have purchased and substituted canned meats and convenience
foods to meet protein requirements for September and October. Most
of these items are now on allotment to onr suppliers and we cannot
at this time secure additional amounts in the quantities we need.

Now that the ceiling has been lifted on beef we can only hope that
the meat situation will ease. If it does not, there are many of us who
do not know how we will keep going. ‘

There is almost no item wsed in cither school luneh or sehool break-
fast that has not advanced in priee, Pasta products have doubled and
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quantitics are limited. Dried eggs were $27 per case last year and are
now $83-per case. Applesance was $£.32 per case and is now §8.94. The
list is enidless. We have found that our hids which were let last May
(and do not reflect the current costs) for the first half of this school
vear showed : Canned fruits aud vegetables up 18 pereent, staples up
10.4 pereent, paper products up 7 percent, cleaning supplies up 8.2
percent, labor np 5 percent. {

At that time we were unable to secure bids for sliced or diced beets,
sliced or diced carrots, sliced apples, ved tart cherries, peach halves or
slices, and pear halves. We rebid these items in Angust and weve only
able to buy pears. We have not had peach halves or slices in our pro-
gram fora year.

In Octobier we will bid again for the canned foods we will need for
the last half of this school year. Needless to say, based npon ourjex-
periences in May and August, we have grave concerns not only about
costs. but also about the availability of eanned fruits and vegetables
as well as a variety of staples. ,

Another new problem, at least to our area, which many school dis-
triets have had to aceept this year is contracts with escalation ciauses
to protect the supplier agninst rising costs. As a result, we do net know
from day to day what our costs will be, !

Paper and plastie items are normally bid on a fivm price for a year
with delivery as needed. In most instances this year prices were only
guaranteed for only 30-60 or 90 days. As an example—we ordered 21/
million plastic packets (spoon, fork, and napkin secured in pliofiln)
for use in our satellite programs. The bid price was subject to chauge
after 30 days and we were faced with either expending a large sum
of eash and finding a way to stere this item or taking the risk of paying
more after 30 days when we needed more,

Another example. we ordered 1 willion plastic soup spoons for use
in onr brealsfast programs. Five companies bid this iten and not one
conld give ns a firm price of any kind, but each said the price would
be the market price on the day the order was placed.

Senator Ariex, What did voualldo?

Mrs. Barw. We ordered this at a market price of $3.30 per thousand.
We werd inforied last Thursday that they could furnish 50.000 of
what we needed. We beught 160,000 at $8.50 per thousand on Monday
and on Tuesday T received a eall saying that the price wonld he $8.45
per thousand. This is an increase of 156 percent in 4 months. We have
no assurances we will be able to purchase the hbalance we will need.

With the problems we are experiencing in trying to buy food in the
quantities we need for onr districts, it is very difticult to helieve that
the TLI.D.AL will be able to purchase commodities during 1973-74
that would even approach those provided in 1972-73. We checked last
week with our State office and they had no word of commoditics we
will receive, Sinee there is a 3 to 4 month time lag between purchasing
by T.S.D.A. and delivery to onr schools, it would appear that we can
expect little hefore January, if then. :

Muny. school districts have contracts with local bakevies to use
government flour in the varions bakery items and provide the items
at a lesser cost to the schools. We have been told that there is a ques-
tion on whether flour, which has been a comimodity for meny, nany
years, will he available for all of thisschool year.
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We wonld urge you to make permanent the legislation that wounkl
provide cash payments to support the commodity shortfalls. Public
Law 93-13 passed so speedily by the Congress last spring saved many
of us from almost certain disaster and is certainly a must. legislation
for 1973-74 if we are to have any hope of survival,

STUDENT PRICEY

One of the major objectives of school feeding programs has always
been to provide meals at a minimal cost so they would be available to
all children. This is no longer true. We are foreed to price ourselves
ont of the student market and we can document evidence to show there
is a direet relationship between the price of the school Taneh and par-
tietpation. Two vears ago. in St. Paul, we had 26 schools in low in-
conie areas on totally reduced rates. The maximnm charge to students
was 20 cents per lunch. Regulations were changed the next year by
U.S.D.AL and we were no Tonger permitted to continie operating in
this manner. Our records show that we fed 4.2 percent fewer children
in these schools when the price of the lunch veturned to normal.

Last year for economic veasons we were forced to raise our lunch
prices 5 conts and our participation dropped 10 percent,

We tried very hard throughont last vear to gain this 10 pereent back.
We were not very successful as we wound up the year with an 8 per-
cent drop in participation. :

Our surveys show the decrease to be in that group which we call the
“forgotten child.” He or she is the one from the large middle group of
famnlies whose pavents do not qualify for assistance and who eannot
really afford to pay for the hinches. It scems to those of us who face
these children every day that we are feeding children whose parents
are in high income brackets and those who arve economically deprived
while the ehildren of parents whose income is in the middle group are
forced either to do withont or carry a bag haneh whieli in a great many
cases would not meet accepted nutrition standards.

It would veally be an education for everyone to go into a school and
walk up and down the aisle and see what these bag Tunches contain.

We have raised prices 5 cents again this year and we may have to
raise them still more if we do not get some relief soon i o costs, 1t
we Jose another 8 percent to 10 percent of onr paying customers this
year, it will be reflected immediately in our cost per meal. The pro-
grams wmust have the payving child participating in order to maintain
volume and keep the per meal cost as low as possible. Toaeh school food
service director whom we have contacted has said that to survive last
year they were foreed to ent staff and labor to a barve mintunun and in
some instances below a good efficiency standard,

T have 18 schools where there is one person and this is not good.

There is just no place to go anymore to try to effect savings.

REIMBURSEMENT

We asked three Midwestern State divectors to tell ns what their
projected costs for providing a school lnneh and breakfast in 1973-7T4
are. Michigan quoted a Tunch priee at 68.86 cents, hreakfast at 28.7
cents: Towa. lunch at 72,14 cents, breakfast at 37.88 cents; Minnesota,
lunch at 70.1 cents. breakfast at 30 cents.
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These fignres indicate onr very real need for inereased Federal
reimbursement and we do appreciate the increase shown in S, 1063,
However, food. supplies and service costs have skyrocketed to such a
degree over the summer months, the inereases in reimbursement will
not allow the food service programs to hope to reach a break-even
point which is a requirement for our departinent in many school dis-
tricts. They. too, are faced with higher costs for books, paper. supplics,
<alaries, et cotera.

At the end of the last school year St. Panl had 11.994 students on
Tree luneh and 44 pereent of all lunches served were free. We anticipate
this figure will increase this year. Our projected costs for preparing a
lunch at current prices is 715 cents. I vou add 43 cents plus 10 conts
plus 7 cents for commoditics, this totals 62 cents and we would lose
2.5 cents on every free lunch we serve. 12,000 free lunches per day
times 9.5 cents times 170 days would mean a loss of $190.950 on free
lunches alone., ' ,

We wonld wrge you as a bare miniium to inerease section + to
12 cents and section 11 to 55 cents, and that breakfast veimbursement
be raised from 8 cents to 10 cents, We recognize that these are sizable
imereases, but we would say to you that these are programs where the
benefits ave immediately apparent and where the funds spent. are
acernable to the intended purpose. We would hope, in the face of
apidly rising prices for evervthing and everyvone. that. we would not
lToge sight. of the basic needs of ¢hildven.

If these programs are allowed to fail now. we. in school food service
and the Congress. will have lost 28 vears of progress toward the elini-
nation of child hunger and malnutrition in this Nation.

ON NUTRITION EDUCATION

In conclusion. we wonld like to ask that every consideration he given
to the passage of the section of this bill that deals with nutrition
edueation, There is a very real need for this progium in our sehools
today. Good food habits and diet must be tanght from carly childhood
and reinforced by repetitive exposure if we are to guarantee stronger.
healthier adults who will be better able to solve their own problems
and these of the coming generations. The future of Ameriea will be
greatly influenced by what is invested today and tomorrow in school
food services and nutrition education prograis.

Our concerns are:

1. Availability of food and supplics.

2, The fact-that we are in a “sellers marvket.”

3. Skyrocketing costs,

4. Use of escalation clanses in contracts. .

5. A contract today does not insure delivery of merchandise.

6. Price changes from day to day.

7. Lack of USD.A commadities.

8. Pricingschiool lunch out of the student market.

9. Decreasing participation by the paying child,

10. Operating on a break-even level.

11. Lack of funding for the special milk programn. )

We would urge support of S. 1063 with the following adjnstments:
1. Provide permanent legislation for commodity shortfalls:

2. Inerease section 4 funds from 8 cents to 12 cents, )
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3. Tncrease section 11 funds from 43 cents to 55 cents, _

4. Tnerease breakfast reimbursement from 8§ cents to 10 cents.

5. Continue funding of the special milk prograni. :

6. Adopt the provisions outlined in S. 1063 relative to nutrition
education. :

Thank you, sir.

Senator Avuex, That is very fine. It certainly presents a real tragic
pietnre of the problem.

Mrs. Barw. It certainly is, and every day brings another problem.

Senator ArnreN. Thank you very much.

Neal Bjornson will be the next witness. I understand youn will speak
for Mr. IHealy.

STATEMENT OF NEAL R. BYJORNSON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA-
TIVE, NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

Mr. BaoornsoN. T am Neal Bjornson. legislative representative for
the National Milk Producers Federation. I am appeaving here today
on behalf of Mv. Patrick B. Iealy, secretary of the National Milk
Producers Iederation.

Senator ArnueN. Is this Mr. ITealy's statement presented by.yon?

Mr. Baornson. T would appreciate it if this could be accepted on
behalf of My, Iealy. I will summarize the statement and ask that it
appear in the record in its entirety.

We are pleased to have the opportunity to disenss a number of the
most important programs this Government operates. T speak, of
course, of our child nutrition programs. In a very real sense, the
monceys expended in this effort represent an investment in onr Nation
and its future. Research has clearly established the direct link between |
proper nutrition and the mental and physical development of children.,

The federation has a long history of strong support for the basic
child nutrition programs as well as efforts to strengthen them and
obtain adequate funding. Ior the last 2 days, the dairy farmer leader-
ship of the country has been gathered here in Washington drafting
the resolutions that will be presented to the voting delegates at our
annual convention later this year. Among those actions proposed was
a restatement of support for these programs.

The entive thrust of this complex of programs has been toward
improving the nutrition of our young people by making available to
them nutritions and wholesome foods, In 1972, an action was taken
in the form of an amendment to seetion 10 of the Child Nutrition At
of 1966 which deeply concerns us. This amendment permitted the
serving, or oflering of, competitive foods in school food service facil-
ities, This in itself may not seem too hard to accept; however, no
requirement was included that the foods be nutritious or make any
nutritional contribution to the child’s well-being.

Senator ArnteN. Iixense me at that point. I think that is a valid
point, but is there not some regulatory control by the local school
board or the State school board? You would have to assume these
peoplo would have the welfare of the children at heart? Surely they
would male some requirement as to what couid be served and sold by
this method ?

Mr. Bsornson. I hope this would be the case. There may be cause,
however, where this indeed may not be the case. We are not necessarily
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arguing against the competitive food concept. but we do cestainly feel
there should be « nutritional requirement included in this.

Senator .pex. That is very fine. T think it onght to be nutritious.

Mr. Baoryson. I have discussed that in the statement. We do feel
there should he a clear direction from the Federal level regarding nu-
tritional aspects of these food offerings. .

I would like to briefly discuss the special milk program. This is
major child nutrition program and also one of great deal importance
to the dairy industry. Over the years, it has been one of the inost etfec-
tive and least costly means of improving child nutrition. During the
1971-72 school year, almost 37 percent of the fluid milk made available
to children was offered through the special milk program. In years
past, as much as 50 percent of the milk offered in schools was made
available under the progran. Expansions of the school lunch and
breakfast program have made additional milk available through these
sonrces, bnt, sadly, we note that since the 1967-68 school year, there
has been a steady decline in the milk served under the special milk
program.

The program has suffered a good deal from repeated efforts to cut
it. back or reduce it to almost a shadow program. The bndget request
submitted to Congress for fiscal year 1974 is another example. The
request. of %25 million for the programn, compared to the $97,122.000
available last year, is a severe blow to the prograny itself, but more
importantly, the nutritional well-being of the programn recipients. We
were gratified by the action of the Senate in restoring the funding of
the program to the level of fiscal year 1973. We only hope that this
action will be sustained by the Senate-House conference commitiee on
the appropriations bill.

Senator Arsas. This is more or less ont of onr hands at this time.

Mr. Byonxsox. I realize that the funding question at this point is
not nnder the jurisdiction of the committee.

Tn 1970, Congress passed, and the President signed into law, Pnblic
Law 91-295. This legislation provides a permanent authorization of
8120 million per year for the special milk program. Recognizing past
efforts to eliminate or drastically scale down the program, Congress
wrote provisions into that law requiring the continuation of the pro-
gram. In part, seetion 3 of the law reads: “The Secretary shall achinin-
ister the special milk progran provided £/ by this section to the
maximum extent practicable in the sane manher as he administered the
special millk program provided for by Public Law 89-642, as amended,
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969.”

During fiscal year 1969, over %102 million were expended in the
form of reimbursements to participating institutions. Congress clearly
stated its intent that the program be maintained as an instrument of
iinproved nutrition. We appland other cfforts to expand school lunch
and school breakfast programs. These cannot help but improve child
mtrition. It would be a mistake, however, to seek to accomplish these
@oals at the expeuse of a program that lias proven its worth o well
over the years.

Senator’ Artex. Apparently the effort was to make the milk pro-
gram be absorbed in the lunch program without a compensuting
inerease in the funding, is that right?

M. Brorxsox. I helieve that every timea proposal hes been advanced
to cut back or eliminate the special milk program the argument has

l
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been presented that there will he no veal decrease in the amomt of
milk consumed becanse theve will be an expansion in the school break-
fast or school lunch programs. Every time, however, when you take
a look at this there w onld. in fact, be a decrease in milk served. This
vear with the decrease proposed in funding you wonld have something
in_the neighborhood of 2 hillion fewer halt pints of milk served to
school chll(hen It may be more than that when yon consldm the
«leerease in school Tuneh participation as pointed out by carlier

witnesses.

I think there is one reconmendation we wonld make in commection
with the special milk program as regards the legislation that is being
considered here. We would recommend a restatement of the mtont ex-
pressed in the 1970 act. Such action at this time wonld prove reassun-
ing to program administrators around the connty and wonld provide
clear and unmistakable direction to Federal bndget planners.

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before yon, Mr. Chairnna.

Senator AvLieN. Thank you very much, Mr. Bjornson. We appreciate
your testimony and your patience in w 'utln«r until we could hear you.

Mr. Brorxsox. Thank you.

(The statement. of Mr. Healy, above mentioned, follows:)

STaTEMENT oF I'atiicx B, XEany, Secrerary, NaTioNan Mnx Prontveees
' FEDERATION

T am Patrick B, Healy. Seeretary of the National Milk Producers Federation,
The Federation is a national farm commaodity organization representing dairy
farmers and the cooperstive marketing associntions they own and operate.

We are pleased to have this opportunity to diseuss a munber of the most jm-
portant programs thix government operates. 1 speak, of course, of our child
mntrition prograns, In a very reel sense, thie monies expended in this offort rep-
resent an investment in our nation and its future. Research has clenrly estab-
lished the direet link between proper nuatrition and the mental and physical
development of children.

The Federation hax n long history of strong support for the basie child nntri-
tion programs as well as efforts to stirengthen then and obtain adequate funding,
For the last two days, the dairy farmer leadership of the conntry has been
gathered here in Washington drafting the resolutions that will be presented to
the voting delegates at onr aunual convention later this year, Among those
actions proposed was a restatement of support for these programs,

'Phe entire thrust of this complex of programs has been toward improving the
nutrition of our young people by waking available to them nutritions mud whole-
some foode, Tn 1972, s action was tnken in the form of an amendment to Section
10 of the Child Nutrition Aet of 19¢6 whieh deeply concerns us, This .nm'mlnwnt
permitted the serving, or offering of, competitive foods in food Service facilities.
This in itself may not xcem too hard to aecept: however, no vrequircindsg wis
ineluded that the foods be nutritious or make any nutritional contribut on to
the chiild's well-being,

We are pleased that both & 1005, as introdueed by Senator Case, and S, 1003,
infroduced by Senator Imnphrey, recognize thisx problem and propose direet
action to deal with it. "The two proposals differ <omewhat in their approach, and
solection of a solution to this problein must, of eourse. rest with the Members
of tlie Committee, 1f the competitive food concept is to be continied. iowever,
care must he exercised to assure that these foods are nutritional in nature, The
Lrigage included in 8, 1003 is directed toward this goal: however, we do feel
that it could be strengthened and made clearer by requiring that any competitive
feod offerings eet nuatritional standards established by the Seerotitry of
Agricalture,

Recent inereases in food prices have atrracted a great deal of attention as far
as the cousnmers of the nation were concerned. Little public note of the impact
this would have on the Child Nantrition Progrins was appavent, however, nntil
the last few weeks, Your action in calling this hearing is particularly timely as
ehoals across the mition are getting underway and mauny of them are ficed
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with severe problems in maintaining an adeguate food service prograni I wil
not attempt to deal in detail with the funding problems faeing the school fuod
servige effort. Yon have received testinony from the American School Food
Nervice Association which makes these problents abundantly clear. 1 do want
to, however, make clear our support for the action necessary to waintain somud,
effective ehild nutrition programs.-

The Special Milk Program has, over the years, heen one of the most effective
and least costly means of improving child mutrition. During tlie 1971-72 schuol
vear, alnost 37 pereent of the fiuid milk nmde availabte to children was offered
tlivongh the \puu.ll Milk Progriun. In years past, as munel as 50 percent: of the
milk offered in schiools was throngh this progriun. Bxpansions of the schanl tuneh
and breakfast program have nmde additionmal milk available throngh {hese
sourees, buf, sadly, we note that sinee the 1067-68 school year, there has been
i steady decline in the milk served under the Special Milk Program,

We fecl this represents a missed opportunity to make very real progress in
the effort to tmprove the nufritional level of our children. A half-pint of milk
does not sound like muel, ‘but o a child who perhaps missed breakfast or had

i inadequite one, it can well be the difference between a productive morning

ina classroom and Hstless, inattentive one,

The Special Milk Progeam has suffered a good deal from repeated efforts ta
cue it buck or rednee it to almost a shadow program, 'Che budget veguest \uh-
mitted to Congress for fisetl year 1974 is another such effort. "Lhe request of 823
million for rlu,- program compared to the $97.123,000 available fast year is a
severe blow to the progrian, but more importantly, to the nutritional well-heing
of the program recipients. We were gratified by the action of the Senate in
restoring the funding of the program to the level of fiscal year 1973, We only
lope that this action will be sustained by the Sepate-donge Couference Com-
mitLee on the appropriations bill,

Even with funding at the smme level as last year, theve will either l)e program
cuthaeks or increases in the priee the children pay for milk, Costs live risen,
Raw milk pri are bigher than a year ago. Labor, packaging and distribntion
costs are high :

T 1970, Congress passed, and the President signed into Taw, Public Law 91-2495,
Thia legislation provides o permanent authorization of £120 million per
the Special Milk Program. Recoguizing past efforts to eliminate or drastically
sciale down the bBrogrm, Congress wrote provisions into the haw requiring the
contintation of the program. In part, Section 3 of the law reads: “The Secretary
shall adminisfer the Special Milk Program provided for by this section to the
waximum extent practicable in the same manner as he administered the Special
Milk Program provided for Ly Pnblic Law §3-0G42, as amended, during the fiscal
vear endiug Jnne 50, 1964,

Dhring tiscal yeav 1969, over $102 mitlion were expended in the form of rein-
bursements to participating insfitutions. Congress cleavly stated its futent that
the program he maintained as an instrument of improved mutrition, We appland
oher efforts to expand school Tnnceh and bhreaktast progras, These ¢annot help
but improve child nutrition. It wonld be a mistake. however, to seek to acconm-
phish these "n-m at the exvense of @ progrnn that has proven its worth so weil
over the

We feol ktmn"l\ that a restatement of the infent expressed in the 1970 Aot
af thix time would preve reassuring fo program administrators around the
countey and wonld provide clenr and unmistakable direction to Federal budget
plitnners,

Section 708 of the Foed and .-\gl-i(:ulfnro.;\ct of 1963 provided a velicle by
which the Federal sovernment could enter the market to purchase daire com-
maodities for use in domestie feod distribution programs when stocks availuble
s et of price support operations were inadequitte, In recent months, sone
nse has Leen unide of this provision ; however, it is possible that wove could bie
done,

A great deal of coneern has been expressed over {hie Inck of adequate stoels of
Tuoad to meet the needs for child nutrition program assistance, It might be helpful
for the Comulittee to consider action to expiand the autrliority contained in See-
tion TUO to permit the purclitze of other food itewms for u¥e in these programs,
This would provide the Seercetary of Agricultnre additional flexibility in program
administration and conld alse be nseful in providing progrun administrators at
the state and Jocal level assurance that eonunoedities they had planned ou for
nge in their programs would be fortheoming,
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Again, may we thank you for the opportunity to present our views on this
important question. The need for these programs cannot.pe. overstated. The
Nuational Milk Iroducers Federation is as strong in its snpport for these efforts
foday as it was when the programs were first being formulated. Over, the vears,
this Committee has rendered the American public a great service through its
efforts to maintain and improve these activities,

Scnator ArLrry. We have o meeting at-1:30 by the snbcoxmmttee on
another bill which we hope to take action on, s0 at this time in order
to give the witnesses and stafl an oppoxtumh, to have himch wo \\1]1
recess. The commlttu,, however, will come back for exeentive session.

We will stand in recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon.

| Wherenpon, at 12:35 p.m., the subcommittee vecessed, to reconvene
at2p. m., th(, same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator Aruexs. Mrs. Ixutherford come around, please..

We appreciate you coming before the subcommittee to give us the
benefit of your views, and we will be delighted to hear from you at any
time now.

STATEMENRT OF THELMA V. RUTHERFORD, ACSW DIRECTOR, IN-
FORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICE, HEALTH AND WELFARE
COUNCIL—NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA, AND CHAIRMAN, LEGIS-
LATIVE COMMITTEE, D.C. MAYOR'S COMMISSION ON FO00D,
NUTRITION AND HEALTH

Mrs. Rurienrorn. Thauk you. T am sorry I didn't take the bnﬂ—
S. 1063—and go through it section by section, but I didn’t have that
kind of time, ho\\ cver, [ have an ides of its conten‘fs and T would like
to say that T am in accord with it. I am Thelma Rutherfor d, divector

of Information and Referral Serviee, HWWC-NCA, but I am appear-

ing as chairman of the Legislative Committee to "the D.C. Mayor's
Commission on Food, \Tutntxon. and Health, also for.a group of
mothers and consumer aides w 01]\mu with CITANGE, Inc., one of our
United Planning Organizations (\‘ntor in the Northwost Cardoza
area, who are concerned with the rising costs of food, and now, the
inerease in school Tunch prices across the Nation,

I appreciate this opportunity to speak on such an important subject
and T am grateful that vou are holding these hearings, We need good

»i(urml‘ttlou to enable the Seer ctary of An\-lcultme and administra-

tn'e persons in the State oflices to hottor operate, implement, and ad-
minister the scheol hineh programs. The committees on which I serve

have followed the various food legislation with great interest, and
intelligently endeavored to liave some input in m.ll\mfr the food pro-
grams work. For no matter how cond the lew\sl.ltmn. i the school
himeh progrims do not reach the eonsumer—students and teachers in
this ease—they will do no good. This statement is also true for the
other programs of the U.S. Department of Agrieulture, namely, the
food stamps, nutrition for the elderly, supplemental Iooda and do-
nated foods or commoditics.

We want to recommend and indeed plead, that the legislation for
the school lunch program insist that all Federal food bl”S include
in its language funds for nutrition education. It scems incongrous
that food programs throughout the Nation, largely funded by the
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, fail to include the necessary instrne-
tions and administrative expenses to establish a nutrition education
program. .

We wonld also requiest that the new legislation extend Innch pro-
grams to all schools by September 1974 instead of 1975 and that Iunch
he furnished withont charge to «ll students. -

I was very happy to hear this morning Senator McGovern say in his
statement that. he would seek to “extend the benefits of child nntrition
programs to all school children in the land,* and also the statement of
Senator TTumphrey. This wonld assnre each school child at least one
nntritious meal a day. The U.S. Department of Agriculture conkl
increase its reimbnrsement to the States and the balance then conld be
picked up by the States. o

We feel certain that the school lunch program would bring about a
decrease in some of the health problems caused by poor nntrition or
other dietary needs. The “free lunch to all students™” will insure at
least one good nutritious meal daily and will eliminate the hostility
and stigena often generated by the methods now nsed in come schools
m the handling of free lunches for the “poor or needy” student.

Contrary to Mr. Yentter's statement, school lunch programs shoniit
be mandatory, at Ieast it should he mandated in the legislation that all
States have food programs. We have found in the District of Cohun-
hia that some of the administrators—cven thongh we have a mandate
for the schools—some of the principals me so opposed to the school
foorl program that they try to get ont of purticipating in it. This has
been very diflicult for the food director here in the District.

We were informed by Mr. Stewmt, Dircetor, Food Services Sec-
tion, that lic mnst increase the school luneh prices by 10 cents per
child—clementary stndents from 25 to 35 cents per Inneh and see-
ondary stndents, from 30 to 40 cents per Inneh. For some families
this may mean as nmeh as $2 increase per week where there are four
children in the lunch program, This increase may cause many fami-
lies to have to take their children out of the program, This is happen-
ing here now in spite of the fact that there has been no inerease n the
family income. No one seems to have considered the hardships im-
posed on these families becinse of these increases. :

We have heard that some of the older parents in the families are now
buying dogfood for their own consumption.

In the carly days of the school luneh program, it was pointed out
that ehildren were better diseiplined, better motivated to leavning and
showed greater interest 1n their elasswork after they had eaten an ep-
petizing and nourishing meal. In light of this, we wonld recommend
vour consideration of the sehical hreaklast progurani, established by the
Chilid Nutrition Act as an important part of this legislation, Locally
we are reminded daily of the great need for nntritious meals in the
ner city, both for yonth and the aged, ITence, we cannot say enoucrh
to impress on this conmittee and other legrislative committees the i-

wrtance of heavings wherein the commuaity people can have some
mpnt in the legislation, We are ever ready to be of assistance in get-
ting to yon facts, fignres, and statistical data to strengthen your bills,
There were TJ94 students enrolled in the public schools in the
CITANGLE, Ine, area last spring. Nine schools, two of them junior
high and seven elementary schools, with 3,363 students receiving free
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Ianeh based on the family finaueial situation and 4,129 payinge a
rednced fee for their Tunch., Of this last number, T am wondering how
nuny may now be cent off the program becanse of increased costs.
Morecover, the inereased cost of milk in the sehools, and now the stop-
page of the special milk, must be considered in your deliberations and
amendments to the school lunch program.

We thank you again for this opportunity to be heard and remind
you of our sincere concern for the natritional needs of our youth and
elderly. And we would like to be of service any time you need us.

Senator Avvex. Thank yon, Mrs, Rntherford. We appreciate vour
appearance hefore the subcommittee and giving us this fine testimony
and we will consider yon as we stndy the bills.

Thank yon.

Mrs. Rururkerorn, Thank you very much.

senator Avrex, Mr. Feighner, please.

1 would like to apologize for A\o schednle we have had and the fact
vou were delayed, I appreciate you being here.

STATEMENT OF J. W. FEIGHNER, PRESIDENT, TGM’S F0ODS. LTD,,
COLUMBUS, GA. :

Mr. Frrcuxee, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

My name is J, W, Feighner. We are going to niake this as brief as
possible.

1 am president of Tom’s Foods, Lid.. Columbus. Ga. This appear-
ance is entered in behalf of the National Confectioners Association,
which is the national trade association ol candy manufacturers and in-
dustry suppliers located thronghout the United States. and the Na-
tional Candy Wholesalers Association, which is the national trade
association of candy wholesalers. Accompanyving ne here today in
particular vepresentation of candy wholesalers is David C. MedMahan
of MceMahan Candy and Speeialty Co., Batesville, Miss,

The statement T shall present. will confine itself to the provisions
enacted in 1972 which provided that the determination regarding the
sale of sp-called competitive foods on school premises shonld be a State
or local decision and not one of the Seeretary of Agriculture, We think
it is strange that there are some who ave utterly and absolutely op-
posed to permiiting State and local officials from making their own
decisions regarding competitive food service. Under the current law,
State and/or local oflicials are completely free to decide whether they
wish to permit any competitive food serviee whatsoever and. if so.
when. where, and what is to be offeved tor sale. Tt is interesting that
some State or local officinls who are free now ta make their own deci-
sions in this area feel so strongly that the Federal Government should
make this deeision not_only for them but for all other schools in the
country. The State and local anthority authorized nnder current law
mitkes good sense. Conditions and eirenmstances vary widely throngh-
ont. the United States and among other things which State and Joeal
authorities now may decide are what food items may be sold at specitic
times and places on the sehool premises. Making certain wholesome
pleasnre foods available on the school premises ean be valuable to the
schools by encouraging students to remain on the school premises
mstead of leaving the school grounds to encounter trafiic hazards and
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the temiptation to make other purchases which can be injurious to the
mental and physical healtli of students.

Woe feel this Is an extremely important consideration.

It is puzzling that some contend that while State and local offici: lls
are caprble of condncting their school systems. they are not capable
of deciding what items may be sold at what times on the school
premises,

Also, the timing is peeuliar, The final regulations under the 1972
law only became effective in Jone of this vear, as vou arc well aware,
Therefore, notwithstanding the logic of permitting State and local
decigion in this matter, tlns comnnttec now has before it and is con-
sidering legislition to repeal the 1972 revision even before it has h.l(l
anopj mtumt) to observe its functioning.,

Whatever consideration the subcommittee and committee may give
to 8. 1005 and 8. 1063, it is urged that section 1 of S. 10035 be deleted
and that section 9 of 3. 1063 be stricken.

We certainly want to thank you for permitting us to appear before
vour committee, and 1 might just add this one offhand comment, I
have been on_onr own loeal school board for 12 to 13 years, We have
a very fine group of citizens. T stay out of anything that affects this
personally, but we have dentists, we have doctors, and we have business-
men, school teachers, one retived school teacher, and they are, in my
opinion, very competent to make these decisions themselves,

Senator Arnnen, Thank vou very muech, Mr. Feighner, and Mz,
MeMahan,

STATEMENRT OF DAVID C. McMAHAN, McMAHAN CANDY & SPE-

CIALTY CO., BATESVILLE, MISS., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL

CANDY WHOLESALERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. MceMamnmax, I would Il]\(‘ to make one statement. T am a general
line candy wholesaler and I have noticed over the years, lwmdlets
of whother the school sells eandy or not, the child w ill stop on The w ay
to school or buy it somewhere, and i invar iably across from the school
a store will open up and have substandard merchandise we are not
witling to sell. They will sell anything to the children to male a dollar,
Yet when we sell (ln(-(tl\ to the qclmol they are very seleetive in buying
quality merchandise only, That is ver v noficeable that when the schools
by they buy top brands. while the place next to the school will buy
anyt lmw to make a nickel.

Senator ArLey, I receall Senator Talinadge on the floor of the Senate
when this matter was pointed out that without the sale of this type
of merchandise in the schools it wonld result in children going off ‘the
sehool grounds, ranning the visk of being run over or xnb]octod to all
sorts of hazards and places outside and off' the school ground. 1 thought
it was a very forceful point,

Now, T believe Mr. Bjornson made the comment that Senator Hum-
phrey” s bill was requir ing that this food be nutritious. Notice, 11 that
15 all that. bill does—I haven't made a study of it. I rather im wine it
is more than—but there wonld be no objection on your part that this
would be added if that is the only thing being added.

Mr, Frrcnzenr, There is also the determination of what is nutritious
and what isn’t.

P .
CAANSEE L ol L e s T

ot e i,
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Senator AvreN, Tam always impressed with these hearings on mat-
ters of Federal funds. of people back home. they are always ‘interested
in obtaining I? odm al funds. but they slm]\ mqponsrblhtloq somotnnos.
and T guess it is hnman nature. But here is an opportunity to exercise
a little responsibility in conneetion with this program, and it is a little
hit of excrcise of States’ rights and legal determination and local con-
trol it appearstome in general,

T notice the 90(-1(4'11\', Mr. Yeutter, as you point out. the program
is just now getting underway, this policy is now being implemented, he
is getting umdolmos from the various local hoards and all. and he wants
to see how it will operate. I think that was very valuable testimony.

One of the witnesses for legislation in general stated, if not in oral
testimony certainly in (-on\orq.mon withont divulging any confidence,
they stated that the matter of primary concern is the m(m('t.n\ end
of this to lleviate this hardship that the programs are expe: ieneing
now, and T am hopeful that we_will not get into matters of policy,
that we will injeet some more Federal funds into the program which is
very. very fine. and T am all for it. T am swre you gentlemen are.

Mr. Frienyser. Oh, yos, s,

Senator ArreN. T Lope there won't he too much in the wav of re-
form legislation and modifying rules of longstanding. vules of short-
st.mdm,ﬂ: for that matter, that have been declaved to be the poliey of the
Congress and of our Government.

I appreciate very mueh your appearance and we are going to—the
bills will all go un now to the fall committee for further consideration
and possibly next Wednesday. and with that thought in mind T am go-
ing to hold the record open throngh Tuesday. \oph\mbm 18, for fn-
ther statements that may be added to become part of the record.

We have ealled on Seeretary Yeutter to prepare the Denartment’s
recommendation with regard to each sepavate provision of the vari-
ous hills. the MeGovern bill. Hiumphrey bitl, and the Case hill. the
Case bill being embodied in the Flumphrey bifl. but T helieve not the
McGovern hill. T don't believe Mr. McGovern's bill has that Case
langnage in it.

My, Ferenxer. Thaven't seen it. Thave only seen two,

Senator Arren. Senatoy MeGovern apparently took the position
that we should act on mattersthat are inemergency status.

T uppreciate your appearance.

Mr. Fereninen. Thank you for letting us come hefore you.

Senator ArreN. If there are no other witnesses we will stand in
recess,

[ Wherenpon. at 2:12 o'clock pan., the subcommittee was recessed
subject.tothe call of the Chair.]

[ Additional statements filed for the record aie as follows ;]

STATEMENT oF IToN, WaALTER F, MoxNpaLE, A U8, SENator FroxM THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA

Mr., Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, T welcome the opportunity
to testify on behalf of the increase in federal pnyments under the Nattonal Rehool
TLuneh Act embodied in Senator Humphrey’s bill, 8. 1063, as amended. T partien-
larly wish to emphasize the necessity for an inerease In the level of foderal sub-
sidies it order to maintain the contimued high level of school and student partici-
pation in the sehool lunch program, and I urge this Committee to take prompt
action on S, 1063 to preserve the important goals of the program. We must not
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allow this program, critical as it is to the children of our nation, their education,
and their futures, to wither from insufficient funding.

As enacted in 1946, the National School Lunch Aect sought “to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation’s children and to encourage the domestie con-
stumption of nutritions agricultural commodities and other foods.” The nutritional
benefits of the school luneh progriin to the participating child are obvious aud
need not be dwelt upon here. For many, the federally subsidized Inneh is the only
uutritionally balanced meal the ¢hild will receive during the conrse of the day.
For others, the school hunceh provided through the auspices of the federal progriu
will be the only meal the child eats that day. In addition to the nutritional henelits
it provides, the Iuneh program is eritical to edueational progress. A child eannot
learn if Ire is hungary. Hunger makes the child restless, lethargic, inattentive
and even physically ill, The federally supported school Innch enables the child to
benelit from his edueational experience. Finally, one must not underestimate the
effects of pereeived inequality on a ehild, When one child-—a victim of decreased
participation in the program—watches his sehool mate eating a hot meal in the
school cafeteria while hie or shie cuts a meager meal from home, or no meal at all,
the social and psychological damage to the child is diflienlt to measure. If the
Congress is to continue to honor its commiument to this Nation's children, federal
support for this important program must keep pace with the rising cost of school
Iunches to the sehools participating in thie school Innelr program. Otherwise.
schools will drop out of the prograin ov will raise the price of lnnches to the child.
In either case, partieipation is lessened and nntrition, education, and child devel-
opment will suffer,

Federal payments reimburse participating schools for the cost of meals, The
federal sehool Tnneh program provides this aid to the school in two interrelated
forms. First, under Section 11 of the National Sehool Luneh Act, free and reduced-
price lunches are furnished to needy children who satisfy federal eligibility stand-
ards. It is estimated that more than & million children receive n free or reduced.
price Ianeh under thiy aspect of the program. The Department of Agriculture
believes that about 80 percent of the poor in onr Nation's participating schools
receive a free or reduced-price luneh, In addition, under Section 4 of the Act, the
federal gdvernment subsidizes, at a earrent level of § cents per meal, each Tunch
served by participating sehools. More than 1§ million additional children benetit
from this aspeet of the program. All in all, more than 26 million children receive
i federally supported lunch.

In order to maintain the current level of school and student partieipation in the
program and to contimne the provision of linches, federal payments must approxi-
mate actual costs to the schools. The cost of a Iunch is the total of the cost of the
food served, .the cost of the lnbor needed to prepare and serve the food. and cer-
tain other costs including equipment, By far the largest component in the equa-
tion is the cost of food. Since November 1971, when the support level of 40 cents
per meal reimbursement for free lunches under Section 11 was established on the
basis of then-current prices, the wholesale cost of food has inereased 37.7 percent
nationally. Yet, the federal subsidy has remained at the 40-cent level sot on the
hasis of 1971 prices. Similarly. since September 1972, when the level of 8 cents
per meal under Section 4 was set, the wholesale cost of food has inereased alhmost
30 percent with no concommitant inerease in the federal payment level, When one
ulso considers.the parallel increase in the cost of Iahor rnd other inputs necessary
to the preparationef a lunch, it is abundantly clear that federal payments are
too low, |

The dimensions of the problem caused by inereased costs and no inerease in
payment rates are aceurately revealed in a forty-state survey by the Senate Seleet
Committee on Nutrition and IHuman Needs, The Committee found that the au-
ticipated cost of producing a Iunch dnring the 1973-1974 school year varied from
A low of 50 cents per meal to a high of 85 cents per meal, the average cost being
61,4 cents per menl, Not only is the average cost above the federal support level
of 48 cents for a free hmeh, but even the lowest cost in the survey is above the
subsidy level. Officials of the School Tuneh Section of the Minnesota Department
of Eduention advise me that the basie cost of a school luneh, which stood at less
than 40 cents when the Section 4 and Section 11 levels were set, may be as high
as 70 cents during the 1973-1974 school yenr. In short, federal payments do not
approximate aetunal cost,

When the cost of a meal exceeds the Federal payment level, some schools will
have sufficient funds to make up the difference or sufficient flexibility to reduce
costx. Of course this will mean a reduction in the quality, quantity, and variety
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of mends and wlded bordens on State and local funds, For those distriets which
are not tingpelally <ecure or are unable ro reduce costs, and suech aistriets ave
clearly in the majority. the options are twao, Bither raise the price to the student
of the federally stpported weal or drop out of the school haneh program. The
Huuger Committee snrvey reveals that thix year school lineh prices hive been
inereased by as muel ax 10 cents per meal in 29 of the 40 <tates contacted. In
Minnesora, where some SG66.0 students participate in the school luneh program
daily. prices have risen by approximately 3§ cents per meal from the 1972-1973
level,

For the student who is receiving a free lunch, the imposition of any charge for
A seltool hineh will more often than not mean that the child goes witltont a lunch.
Fur those children wlto pay tor their Innehes, shudies indicate that price increases
will men g decrease in participation. The Hunger Commirtee survey points to
thix relationship, and Depeirtinent of Agricnlfure studies contirm its existence, ITn
short. when rising costs make federal supports insafficient, price increases will
nsualy roesult. Unless thie cost inereases ave defrayed by the federal governnent.
fewer <tndeits will veceive the benetits of the National School Luneh Act.

Scewtor Humphrey's bill raises the reimbursement vates on all limches from
S to 12 cents per weal and the reimbursement rate on free luuches to 45 cents per
meal, Athonugit it is conceivable that an even greater inerease nuay be required in
the neav fuature to keep pace with rvising eosts, the increases embodied in 8. 10063
will surely help loeal school districrs maintain meal service uniler Section 4 at 2
reasonable price and etable school districts to veeover the actual cost of serving
a free futich under Section 11, Most importautly. rhe risk of decreased pavticipa-
tion i the sehool hineh program ay be alleviated,

The bhill, as amended, also contains many other desirable features which T fnlly
support. For instanee, the hill extends the weomen. infants. and children (WI(Y)
supplewiental feeding program and increases funding for that important sweapon
against hunger and mahmtrition, It alke incregases school bhreakfast reiimmburse-
ments and provides a framework for development of a meaningful nutrition
ednertion progrann,

Finally. in developing mrgeutly needed school himteh legislation, T urge the
Senate Agricniture Committee to focns on the erisis precipitated by the Adminis-
fration’s decision to withdraw fonding for the special milk program. Althongh
the Senate appropriated $H7 million. the Honse of Representatives unfortunately
su=tained the President’s poxsition i action on the fiseal 1973 Agrieulture appro-
priatinns bill by appropriating only 823 million for the milk prograwm, T hope that
the Senate cunferees on this measure will stand tast in support of continued
funding to provide milk to all schnols participating in the national sehool lunch
program. But unde; the terms of the continving resolntion for the Department of
Agriculinre. funding must be provided at the lower of the two designated levels
untitl differences hetween the House and Senate-passed appropriations hitls are
worked ont, This has rexulted in the loss of essential special milk funding to
schaools thronghont the United States—a step which the Senate songht to avoid.
Nehools with sehool Tuneh programs have been eliminated from the xchool milk
prograin. Mintesota stands to lose $2.671.000 in fedeval support ns a resnit of the
cnt-laiels in mitk funds. To reaffitm the Senate position, and alleviate the havd-
ships resnliing from the loss of special milk fands, T wonld hope that the Senate
Agrieunlture Committee would approve, as part of ‘the new school luncl: bill. a
provision restoring the eligibility of all sehools for speeial milk funding.

We luve made a profound commifment to the alleviation of hunger in this
Nition, The seliool Tuneh program is a covuerstone of onr efforts. Insufficient
fumbng threatens achievement of our goals, (‘uhgress mmst act to fulfill its
promise to the 26 million children who now depend upoen federally supported
Tuncles,

searemeyr or ITox, Pumie A ITarr, & U8, Seyartor Froy rHe STATE OF
MICTIIGAN

Thank vent for allowing wme the opportiunity fo preseut niy views abont the bills
vou are considering here fday, They have my wholeheavted sapport. In par-
tiendar, 1 support the iucrease to 12¢ for Section 4 and o 45¢ for Section 11
Tuneiins,
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The erisis predicted over the sununer for the school luneh programs throughout
the country is now upon us, We must get and aet quickly to increase the federal
snbxidy rate for free and reduced priced lunehes, We hive made o0 much progress
in the last few years. We camnot allow school children to start going hungry
again beeanse of a price spiral we cannot control. Too much depends on the
nourishment of our youngsters: theiv health, their edncation, fheir futures, We
cannot. §lip back. Yet unless se act on these hills, 800,000 children will have to
drop-ont of the sehool hmeh program.

In my own home state of Michigan, many scliools have had to increase the cost
of anches by five cents, Past experiecnce shows that cach five cent increase
eliminates 15% of the participants, or about 80.000 children. These are children
from homes who feel the pineli of rising food prices the hardest aud can Jeast
afford the loss of a higlh-protein hot nieal.

T we Qo not increase our subsidics, the price may lJzn‘e fo Zo up again, Loeal
s¢hwols have fimited options, Flhey cannot charge for free lunches; they eannot
chavge more than 20¢ for reduced-price hinches, Increased costs must be npde
up by loeal funds or charging more for “paid-for” lunches. 1The losctes may be s0
hieh that neither the loeal (disiriets or the middle ineome tamilies can absorh
thenm. On Tree Inneclies. the average loss is 12¢ a lunel; on paid-for and redueed
price mnches, they can lose 8¢ apivce,

We must hielp them out or they may take the only other road open to them—
abandonment of the cutire prograni It is alarming that by July., 12 Michizan
high schools ad already dropped ont, substitufing only a-la-carte innches and
vending machines, More will iave to do the same. Lacking in proper natritional
cdieation, many of these childven will chioose <junk foods” designed for smcek-
ing. not substanee. Commodity distribution, as expected, is far Letow the average
aud even Jast vear's level, Without comuodities, or cash payments in their place.
the schools may be Greed with furtlier losses and further increases for lnnelr and
hreakthast.

Many of your witnesses will recount. the desperate state of affaivs in the
nation’s school districts heesinse of these increased costs, Let me nrge yon also to
remember during these debatex the specinl milk subgidy program. Teimbnrse-
ment rates have traditionally heen three cents per half-pint for milk soll ag a
separate itom : four cepts for supplement to Type A lunehes: or fwo cents for nll
milk served, if not offered sepatrately, Tovery yeav, as you well know, we have
battled over the approprintions for this program. This year. funds were cut.in
thie Honse, at the Administration’s requoest, from Inst year’s level of $07,123.000
10 $25.000,000. We restored the cut, mnd hope that the inereased funds will be
Kept by the Conference Commitiee.

Yof, this may be too Lite, Schools eaunot. operate nuder hudget= not set until
Jamiary, Now they must follow the Department of Agricultnre vegnliations issned
under nur cantinuing resolution which. contrary to our Congressioual intentions.
totally climinated milk sphsidies to all seliools which hiave any fype of food
service program, even only sonp and sandwiches twice o week, The theory is that
these schools alrveady offer milk, and more iz not needed.

Milk costg, too, Isive gone up, In Michigan, our schools have had two price
inereases sinee Augnst, and there are more to come. Tast year schools charged

B3—4¢ per half pint for seconds and snacks; now they must charge -84, and -

poxsilly more in the future, 1

e effects of these increased costs and restriction to only “ho-program™
sehools ave already heen felt in thp sehools:

1. Some elementary schaols have switched frpm milk to less expensive and 1oss
nutritious frait flavored drinks as reecess snacks.

2, Poor children no longer receive free supplemental milk.,

3. Kinderghrteners, who come too late for hreakfast and leave before iuneh.
may receive no millk at all during the morning,

Action to restore this year's cuts is beyond the senpe of ymur committee hear-
ingge. But you can act to eliminate the yearly bickering about this program hy
supporting Senator MeGavern's amendment, to Section 3 of the Child Nutrition
Aot assuring thith “Any selioel or non-profit ¢hild cave institution <hall recoive
the Special Millk Program upon their reqmest. Children that qualify for frec
Innehes under gnidelines set Torth by thie Secretary shiall alzo be eligible Tor free
milk™. T hape {hatt you wili give this your full considerationm.
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STATEMENT OF HoN, Epwarp M. KENNEbY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THe STATE OF
MASSACIIUSETTS .

Mg, CnamrMAN: I am pleased to have this opportunity to express my con-
cern for the need to provide assistance to those yonngsters who are threatened
with the loss of school meal programs authorized under the Child Nutrition Act.

Food costs have increased so drastically each month of this year that today
the compound cffects of spiraling costs have seriously disrupted the supply of
adequate nutrition for hundreds of thousands of people all over this country.

In June. 1972, when I conducted hearings before the Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs, witnesses from the United States Department of
Agriculture testified that funds for federal food assistance progrums were left
unspent. beeause the Department claimed there was insuflicient need. Yet, these
ofticials also admitted they had called for a freeze on participation in federal
food service programs and in that way prevented local progrum managers from
identifying additionnl needy peoble, .

Again this vear, U.S.D.A. officials testified in similar hearings that appropri-
ated food assistance funds were also going unused even though two million needy
children were not getting school lunches, Recipients of snrplus coumnmodities were
not recciving decent menls, and some 75,000 old people had been dropped from
the food <tamp rolls,

Inflation has created high food costs that are squeezing the budgets of all
Amertean families. And those with adequate incommes. have been highly vocal
about the problems they face because this month's prices are so muceh greater than
they were earlier this year, Indeed those who must live on low incomes are in a
struggle for survival to keep a food budget balanced on an ever shrinking incone,
And the children in those families emerge as the saddest victims of the hattle
against inflation, At home their parents cannot provide the food stuffs to meet
adequate nutritional requirements. And unless the Congress provides incrensed
assistance, those same youngsters may lose the meals they had received frowm
school breakfast and school lunch programs.

Twenty-seven years ago, the Congress created the National School Lunch
Program, “to supply lunches without cost or at a reduced cost to all children
who are determined by local authorities to be unable to pay the full price
thereof.” Yet., millions of school children are threatened with the loss of these
benefits beeause spiraling food costs might put loeal sehool districts out of the
child feeding husiness,

The proposals included in the legislation considered by this subcommittee are
therefore designed to retain the participation of those hungry needy youngsters
wlho left gehwol last June as recipients of breakfast and lunch programs: and
who returned to school this month eagerly hoping for a continuation of the
healthy benefits they received from those meals. We must work to enact these
proposaly, simply hecnuse so many children depena upon the school feeding
program for the only solid meal they will receive during the day,

Treasury Recretavy Shultz last week admitted to reporters that a loaf of
bread made from United States supplied wheat is cheaper in Moscow than it is in
Washington, D.C., since the massive Russian wheat deal was settled, But the
50,000 school children who receive free lunches in Washington shouldn’t be
forced to go bungry simply because our government has mismanaged our national
food supply System,

State schinol food service directors are deeply concerned about the nced to
maintain adequate feeding programs for the thousands of children in their
schoeols who ave eligible for aid. During the last school year in Massachusetts, 145
million school Tunches were served in my state, 259 of those meals were free
hinelies served to the neediest youngsters, Also during that year, in 62 Massa-
chusetts communities, about 2.5 million free breakfasts were served in 208
schools,

These flgures indiente how important it is to maintain these programs so that
we ean at least neet the need already described. School food service programs
are so vulnerable to the effects of inflation that many children will be denied
neals unless we enact the provisions of the bill pending before this committee.

§, 2409 increases the federal reimbursement rate for school lunches and school
hreakfasts. so that 12 cents will be paid by the federal government for all lunches,
and 15 cents will be paid for free and reduced Innches.
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Breakfast reimbursement rates will be eight cents for the regular, 23 cents for
reduced price and 28 cents for free meals, In addition, this measure authorizes
poople living on Indian rexervationg to participate in the W.LC. (Women, Infants
and Children) Program,

The bill calls for the extension of the school Junch program to all schools by
1976 and the bill provides for the delivery of {ree and redueed price milk to all
deprived youngsters ; regardless of whether they are enrolled in a sehool that also
operates a Tuneh program, This provision is specially aimed at recent. U.S.D.A.
poliey directives that deny free and reduced price milk to poor youngsters en-
rolied in xchools that alxo operate full luneh programs,

Fiunally, this bill authorizes states to extend reduced price lunch to children
in families of the working poor. Existing regnlations restrict school lunches to
children from families whose incomes fall below the poverty line. The provisions
tie this measure will ensure thit needy children will ebtain the benefits required
for decent nutrition,

Mr, Chairman, there is one other area in which your aftention will he especially
important to those who rely upon federal food assistanee programs. Under
current policies state ehool luneh the allotted administrative costs are too ineager
to adequately manage the administrative expenses that many states incur, The
formula used by the U.S.D.AL allots only $68,000 each year for administrative
costs, Yet, the Director of the Massachusetts Division of School Fuaeilities and
Related Services told me that these expenses amount. to over $150.000 per year,
T ather states the amounts available for such expenses are similarly too low
to cover these costs. For that reason, I would urge the committee to seriously
consider ways to provide adequate funding for these vital costs.

Your concerned attention to this matter will be deeply appreciated.

STATEMENT OF INDORSEMENT—EMERGENCY C11Lb NUTRITION AcT OF 1973

Justification for subsistence for human growth in a progressive society
should be sufficient, in itself. for a bill to amend the National Sclinol Lunch
amd Child Nutrition Acts in 1973,

The potential of the human mind and physical well-being is greatly enhanced
by adequate substance, Greater rewards to the economy aud the person are
derived from good nutrition,

T'o fail in its obligation to furnish balanced diet by support of the Administra-
tions attempts to furnish a balanced budget, the Department of Agriculture
manifests the false assumption that squeezing the stomachs of the poor, the
deprived, the elderly and oppressed is the best method of balancing the pay-
ments,

The Emergency Child Nutrition Act of 1973 provides for Federal finaneial
ausisfanee where it is greatly needed to nurture increased brain power and pres-
ervition of life. Nehool c¢hildren ave eligible for breakfust, laneh and milk
subsidies under the provisions of this bill,

We, the members of D.C, Citywide (onsumer Council indorse the Imergeney
(hild Nutrition Act of 1973, with the ameundments, thereto, to the National
School Lunch and Child Nuntrition Acts,

Mrs, WILNELMINA F. PATTERSON,
Vice President, D.C, Cityweide Consumer Council.

wasuixeroy, D.C., September 13. 113,
Sceuitor JAMES B, ALLEN,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee om Agricultural Researeh and General L ygisla-
tion, NDirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C,

DEaR SENAToR ALLEN ; The undersigned, as connsel for the National Soft Drink
Assoeiation, is desirous of submitting the attached statement in opposition to
Senate hills 1005 and 1063 on whieh hearings are scheduled this morning before
your subeommit tee,

The association is the national trade association which represents approxi-
mately 3,800 soft drink bottlers in the United States, and it is on their behalf
that we request that the statement be made a permanent part of the hearing
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record on 8, 1005 and 8, 1063, 'Thiree copies of this letter aud our statement have

been provided to Mr, James M. Kendall of the snbeo.nmittee’s staff.
Respecitfully subntitteq.
Thnoyas A. Dauy,
Legal Counsel, Natinnal Soft Drink Assoeietion,

[The Enclosure follows ;]

STATEMENT BY THE NATIONAL SoFt DRINK ASS0cIATION IN OprosITIoN To S, 1005
AND 8, 1063

The Natienal Soft Drink Association, the national trade assoeiation comnpris-
ing well over 1,700 soft drink bottlers in the United States, respectfully regquests
that this statement in opposition to 8. 1005 and portions of 8. 1063 he made part
of the permanent hearing record of the subconmittee, Tt in vespectfully urged
that the subconunittee consider it in their deliberations ou the wnendments to
the Child Nutvition Aet of 1966,

(hur opposition to fthe bills under eousiderntion goex specitically to Section 1 of
S. 1005 and the inteut of the mwendment in this portion of the bill to delete
tire =o-catled competitive food sale provision from the Child Natrition \et of
196G, This same intention is fouud in Section 9(h) of 8, 1063 and ix likewise
oppased. Tir addition., we oppose Section 90a) of 8, 1063, which seeks to ban foods
which made no “signiticant nutritional contribution™ to the school huneh pro-
Qrant.

In our opinion, exach of the mmendments seeks to aceomplish the same end:
mamely, to federally eontrol or in some instianees ban the sale of competitive food
ffems in the nation's sehools. Tn the one ¢ase. this would be aceamplished hy
regnlation from the Seeretary of Agrvicnlfure, and in the other case. the loea!
sehool's food service depeirtment. Tn the first instance, we sulmit that it is im-
possible for the Secretary of Agriculture to address imself wisely fo the peculiar
needs of enclt xehiool distriet in the mation, and in the seeond justance, the action
eithier permitting or denying the siale of “additional foods which ninke a sigoi-
ficant. mrtrition:) contribntion’ hy the food serviee department wonld he arbitrary
at best and most certainly wonld be confusing, Competitive foads significant mi-
tritionally to one food service department may he insuticiently nutritional to
another, We snggest fnrther that there is more to nutrition than vitamins, Quick
energy, assimilation of liguid. enjoyment and acceeptability. all characteristies
of soft drinks, can of themselves ov togethier contribnte to the total well-being
of the stndent,

We respecttully submit that passage of these amendments wonld result in
dostroying the additional following positive attrilnites existing under cnrveunt
Taw:

1. Deprive loeal anthorvities from applying (heir own oxpertise and judgment
to meet loenl conditions which they know hest,

2 Deprive gchool programs and organizations of hadly needed funds to finance
niuy worthy activities,

3. Devrive students of the opportunity of huying Tunelr at the schonl where
items they desire to ent with their luneh become unavailiable,

We respeetfully submit that passage of the antendments would result in the
following negative sitnations;

1. Stndentg wonld leave the school environs for places where the desired
hanued competitive food items were obtaimahle,

2. Increase the risk of injnry to students off the schaol eampus and suhjoct
them to undesirable ontside associations at student “gathering places.”

3. Confront miny schools with economic problems which conld-in themselves
destroy the sc¢honl hineh program in the school which, in effect, wonld feastrate
the will of the Congress in establishing the School Lunch Progemm over 25 years
ago,

Tu eonelusion, we would respectfully submit that the Child Nutrition Aet as it
stands at thie present does not compel the sale of competitive foods: neither does
it forbid their sale. Tn onr apinion. it wisely leaves the choice of programs to the
Toeal scheool anthorities, This, it seems to us. was the wisdom of Congress in plac-
ing the Sehont Launeh Program in its present posture. We smbmit thnt the Con-
gress was right then and is covrreet now, We see nothivg thut has ocenrren sinee
Conzress st considered the matter that shonld alter its past judzment on the
suhjeet, .

We nrge the snhenmmittee to decline to favorably respond to 8, 1005 and 8,
1063.
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Drooxtingrox, AN, Seplember 10, 1073,
on, James 13, ALLEYN,

Russell Ofice Building.

Wastington, D.C.

1 ArTor: I'd like to thank yon for the opportunity to testify before yonr
nished eomniittee on behalt of the United States Jayceees.

Last year, during my term as mttional president, 1 bad the clianee to travel
@ half million miltes and anderstand the eoncerns of many of onr 300,000 Jaycees
and 200,000 JIayeettes., They are indeed eoncerned with federal spending and
hight prices, bt they are also coneerned with priorities and good investments,

Our members e 18-36 years of age and for the most part have children in
school, It is very easy to see the value of an inexpeusive luneh for the child of o
young fumily man or two working parents struggling to make ends meet, And
we kuow that what is provided is not just a weal but a nutritiounlly bataneed
meal, and that makes a good deal of difference,

When the proposal was brought to the U.S, Jayceex last year to help involve
the remuaining 15,000 “no program™ sehiools on the National School Lunch Pro-
gram, we supported it because 1. of the proven importance that nutrition plays
in the developnient of a ehild’s education and health ; 2, if one of us loses, we all
lose, Far better to invest in a ehild nutrittounally while he’s young than to have
fo pay for him medieally and on welfture when he's older. )

We know this is a eritical period for the National Sehool Tuiueh Program, for
food prices have never been higler. But we believe the best method to relieve

~the cost to sehool distriets is not to pass the cost on (o the middle class consumer—

Imit rather te raise reimbursement rates, The poor child is alveady receiving o
free lnneh, so the cost” will again be borne by the young family mau who is
strugeling to establish himself and has not yet hit his peak eariing years,

I also knew that the U,S. Jaycees Center for Improved Child Nutrition has
mobilized onr state and loeal eliapters throughont the eountry aud that they will
be expressing the Jnyeees’ support of child feeding programs to Cougress, their
state legislatures and local sehool boards.

Finally, we believe strongly that as the Center's newsletier “*Common Sense”
stutes, “It just makes comnmon sense to feed ehildren,”

Sineerely yours, :

Sasuen D, Wriveg,
Jayeees Center for Luproved Child Nutrition,

StrareMuNT o Fren T, KUszMAUL, DIRECYOR, AMERICANISM AND CHILDREN AND
Yours DIvistoN, AMERICAN LIEGION, INDIANAPOLIS, IND,

My, Chairman and Members of the Subconmittee : The American Legion appre-
ciates the opportunity to present its views in support of legislition presently
being considered by this Snbeounnittee wihieh would amend the National Selipol
Tainch and Child Nntrition Acts for the purpose of providing additional federal
financial assistauce to tlie school luneh and school breakfast programs and the
establishment of programs in nutrition edneation and training.,

Since 1024, the Legion has condieted a National Children & Youth Program.
Our program is community centered aud conducted for the most part by au
estimated 50,000 volunteer workers of The American Legion aud the Ameriean
Legion Anxiliary. These volunteers are located in over 16,000 local American
Legion Posts and nearly 14,000 local Units ot the Ameriean fegion Aaxiliary.
Tlecause onr progra is conuuunity centered, we helieve that we hiave an excellent
vaniage point from which to learn of the various problems confronting onv
children including the ueed tor adequaite nutrition of our school-age youngsters,

For the past three deendes, The Aerican Legion has beeh coneerned with the
problems of -adequate ehild nutrition, As early as 1941, the Legion recoguized
the need for improved child nutrition due to the nmuber o military induectees
who were treated for defects of health traceable to early malnuteition aud nnder-
nourishment. 1t was at this time that The American Legion endorsed federally
supported school Inneh and milk programs and encouraged its Posts and Auxiliary
Units to give their leadership aud cooperation to sehool Tuneh programs in hehalf
af the needy children of onr country. Frow this early concern, nther resolutions
were adopted to support our original mandated position, Following is a summary
of actions and reconmimendations of 1'he American Legion in velation to improving
the nutrition of schiool-age children : ‘
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That loeul Posts and Urits continue their efforts in the school lunch
program aid also to support aud lend their leadership and cooperation in
establishing school mitk projects iu their respective eonununities {1442y,

That we wrge the representutives in Congress to oppose any reductions in
the school lunch and milk program which would bring undue hardship to
thousands of children (1966),

At the Legion's National Couvention last month, che followiug resolution was
wanimoeusly adepted : Resolution No.o 441 tdequate Nutrivioa for School
Childrea,”

Wherens, There has been an expression of concern by health anthorities and
virious national organizations with an interest in the status of proper nutrition
anonyg young peaple : and

Whereas, The federal school lunelv program and other federally supported
putrition programs for ehildren have demoustrated their worth ax evidenced by
a reduetion of health problems, improved school perforisninee among children,
and a reduction in the dropout rate ; and

Whereas, There are many schiool systems throughout the United States that
do not participate in the Federal-State supported school lunch program ; and

Whereas, Spiraling food costs are endangering the continued operation of this
valuable program in some loealities ; and

Whereas, Since 1041, The American Legion has supported the Federal School
Lunch Program and other related programs of nutrition for children: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, by The Ameriean Legion in National Convention assembled in Houo-
hulu, Hawaii, August 21, 22, 23, 1973, That American Legion Posts loeated in
communities without an adequate school nutritiom program cooperate with other
iuterested organizations and school authorities to the end that adeguate school
mutrition progrimms may be established and maintained in such vommunities:
and be it further

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States and the various state legish -
tures are urged to appropriate sufficient funds for school nutrition programs to
reflect the increased cost of food.

The American Legion as a National Idrganization conduets a prograsn entitlesd
“Femporary Financinl Assistance,” This is the nnme given to the program
through which a I’ost of The American Legion can call upon the resources of
our National Organization for eash assistance to help meot the needs of veterans'
children when it is established that there are no other resources available to
provide the required assistance,

The primary purpose of this program is to serve as a bulwark injan offort to
prevent the family juvolved from economie collapse. It has become guite evident
from our most. reeent requests for finaneinl assistance that some families are not
able to meet the rising costs of food. Often these same families are not receiving
other forms of assistance because of certain regulations or they are required to
go throngl a lengthy waiting period before assistance is available.

The assistinee we render is immediate but only temporary and limited. Last
yvear our state organizations and our loeal Posts and Units expended nearly S2
mitlion for faod. clothing. and nmedical care for veterans’ children, Frequently.
Inrge families with economle problems hiave many children jin sehool and if these
schools are not jnvoived in a federally supported seliool luneh program. we may
be depriving them of the only well-balanced meal they could hope for ou any
school day, Our program enceurages the lacal Awmeriean egion Post to investi-
gate the family’s «ituation and try to secure free lunches, If no such program is
offered—who suffers?

The Amerienn Tegion National Organization is concerned with the recent dis-
clesure that some 18,000 sehools are “no-program schools.” They do not pnr-
ticipate in the federal school Tuneh progrmn for many rensons. Loeal apposition
hecnuse of philosophical differences, spiraling food costs. Inck of facilitiex and
the nbsence of adeguately trained people in the field of proper nutrition are just
a few examples, From all areas of our country. woe nre recetving reports of schoola
which have closed down their cafeterias for many of the reasons cited above,

It Is with these cirenmstances in mind that The Awmerlean Legion once ngnin
wrges jneveesed federal support for all national school Wmeh programs. Resoln-
tion 441 enocifienlly asks for inereased federal spending {u the area of ehild
nutrition and after reviewing the proposed legislation before this Subcommitive
it 1= onr judgement that the proposals set forth would provide the opportunity
for an improvement in meeting the nutritional needs of our school-age children,

We urge favorable action by the Subcommittee on thls legislatlon.
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