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NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

THURSDAY, MAROCH 8, 1073

‘House 'or REPRESENTATIVES,
GeNERAL SuncouMiTTER ON EpuvcATioN '
or THE CoMMITTEE ON EnUCATION AND LABOR,
The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 2176
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cail D. Perkins (chairman of
the subcommittes) presiding, -~ ' ST
Present: Representatives Perkins, Lehman and Quie. - . =
Staff members present: John F. Jennings, majority counsel; Chazle~
W. Radcliffe, minority counse! for education; and Mrs. Marian
Wyman, special assistaat to the chairman, ot
mnéxa.n Pzrkins, The committes will come to order. A quorum
resent. i
he General Subcommittee on Education is beginning hearings
today on H.R. 4974, a bill to amend the National School Lunct. Act
and the Child Nutrition Act. o
[Text of H.R. 4074 follows:]

{H. R. 4974, 93d Coog,, 18t Sass.]

A BILL To establish a program of nutrition education for ¢hildren as 8 %rt of the natioral school lwnsh
w& ¢hild nutrition pxggram's and to amencfdthe B’ﬂuonaf Sc%?i)l 'Emw end Chid Nutrition Aots for
purposas related t) strengthening the existing child nutrition progrima i

Be it enacled Lu the Senate and House of Representative: of the Uniled Stoles of

America sn Congresa assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ' Child Nutrition
Education Act of 1973",

8ec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture %herelnafter referred to as the “Secre-
tary") is authorized to formulate the basic elements of a nutrition education
program for children to be extended on a voluntary basis through Siate educa-
tioral afencies to schools and service institutions as a part of the school lunch
and child nutritfon programs. Such a program shall include, but shril not be
limlted to, the preparatlta of course outlines, based oh the advice of experts in
the field of child nutritior, classrcom teaching alds, visual materials, the training
of schont food service personnel, and the training of teachers to conduct courses
jn nut:ition utilizing the school food service gro am a8 & Jaboratory, In developing
such a program the Secretary shall consult with the Office of Fducation of the
Deé)artment of Health, Fducation, and Welfare and with recognized authorities
{n the field of humen nutrition and nutrition education.

(b) For the fiscal year 1974, the Secretar{ is suthorized to uss not to excesd
$2,000,000 out of funds rada svallable for the condust of school lunch and child
nutrition egrograma for the purpose of developing a nytrition education l?::c am
as cutlined under Sa) above. From the funds made available under this eu fon,
the Secretary shall advance to each State educationual agenty an amount not to
exceed $25,000 for the fiscal year 1974, ‘The amounts so advanced shall be for tke

urpose of the employment of & nutrition educs.tion specialist in each State edyca-
ional agency in order to provide for the planning and development of a rutrition
education program Jor the children in each State.

1)




. council shall bé appo

2

(o) For the fiscal year 1975 grants to the States for the conduct of nutrition
education programs for children shall be based on a rate of 50 cents for each child
enrolled in'schools or service Institutions within the State and, for each fiacal year
thercafter, egrama will be based oi rate of $1 for each child so enrolled, Enrollment
data 80 used will be the latest available as certified by the Office of Education of
the De'lpl?rtmen of Health, Education, and Welfare, e
o (dz 3 fun {Mge %’lgﬂbbu,qn?fr pubgection (o) piay be ided for the employs

ment of personnel including suppor{ing services, {n {he State edicational agedoies .
to coordinate an%&romote the conduet of nutrition education programs In par-’
t-!c}ﬁ?tin? school districts, and for othér purposes related to such programs . o

ere I8 heteby 'suthprized to be appropriated the funds necessary to carry out
ehegurpoee of this section. - " - P TR o oSy

(e) A nutrition educailon advisory council shall be established in eachi State to

rovide guldance and asslstance in formulating the nutrition educatlon program to

conducted {n &he_§tsazq gnger&h‘e authority of this'section. The members of the
nted by tl
s})proved by the State educafional agency and shall be professionals {n the felds”
of nutrition, education, health, and welfare. .. - -

L | STAYE ADMINISTRAMVE RXPENSES :

Sre¢. 8. Sectlon 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1066 is amended by adding at the
ond thereof the following: - ‘ ‘ , ﬁ
“For each fiscal yeat beginning with the fiscal year 1974, State educational
agencies are authorized to use an amount, not to exceed 2 per centum of a g%ate‘d,
ayments made to such agencles by the Secretary under the Natiobal School
unch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 in the preceding fiscal year, to
assist fn the administration and supervision of the programs 'authorfzecf under
such Acts: Protided, That not less than 78 per centum of any funds used under
this authority shall ba dii¢cted to the employment of fleld nutrition superviso.s
snd auditors who have s certificate of training In the aubject areas or the equiva-
ent in the fleld aupervisory or auditln% experlence; Provided further, That the
unds expended ut.Ger this section shall be used to suﬁplemcnt the exfstlng level
of administrative augport services and experiditures therefor for the child nutri-
tion programs in each State.” Y e S

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS

Skc. 4. (a) The first sentence of section 4{(c) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
is amended to read as follows: : T ‘

Funds apportioned and pald to any State for the purpose of this section shall
be disbarsed by the State educational agency to schools selected by the State
edudational agency to assist such schools in ﬁnancing the costs of operating a
breakfast program apA for the purpose of subsection ( f."’ : S
is ;l‘lée‘second senteace of section 4(c) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966

eleted.

" (¢) Section 4(b) of the Chitd Nu‘rition Act of 1966 is amended by adding the
tollowing paragraphs at the end of such section:

““The national average payment established by the Secretary for all breakfasts
gerved to eligiblc children shall not be less than 8 cents; an amount of not less
than 15 cents shall be added for each reduced-price breakfast; and an amount of
not less than 20 cents shall be added for each free breakfast. In cases uf 3evere
need, a payment of up to 45 cents may be made for breakfasts served to children
qua]{fylng for a frece breakfast.

“For the fiscat years subscciucnt to the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, tbe
breakfast paynients specified [n this subsection shall reflect changes in the cost of
: Eeratin 8 school breakfast program under this Act by giving equal weight to
changes {n the wholesate (Frlccs of all foods and hourly wage rates for emiployees
of cating Placcs'publlshc by the Dureau of Labor Sfatistics of the Depariment
of Labor.’ _ , '

N (TIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

SE. . Scetion 14 of the National Schoo! Lunch At i3 amended as follows:
- {1) i subscction a) replace the word “thirteen” with the word "ninnteen” and
{nsert after the phrase “(or the equivalent thereof)”, the first time it appears the
following: “one member shall be a supervisor of 8 school lunch program in a
school system in an urban area (or the equivalent thereof); one inember
shall hie a supervisor of a school lunch program in a school system in a rural area;

e chief state school- officer of each Stato,iand




3

‘Awo members shall be patents,of achool age children; two members shall be seo-
‘ ondug school students gmlctl‘ u{m?;hlﬂ thg acl}glc‘. l\in‘oh grognm,n. .
- }152) y..x‘beqetion'(b is amended by striking out “‘nine” an lngerthjginll U thereof
“fiteen", and by adding tha followhig to sald subsection: ‘“The new members to be
O s by decionB.of st R Nt B ot ne quiendinent to substetion
ction § o ! utritlon Edveation Adt of shall be ap-
- pointed ?qr,texms Q.Hhree years; except that the terms of the wobnfiaty otuden?a :

B 'hmbe‘twoyem. : Ly . < T
‘ ";gg)’lu subsestion (), delete the word “seven'’ and insert in Heu thereof the word -
oo (4) Subsection () 13 amended by adding the followin‘f at tho end of such sub-
- sedtion:-"'For the purpose of obtaining information incldent fo caaking the afore. -
. sald récommendations, the council, by vote of its members present may request
“tho appearance, at any of its meetings, of representatives frofa. governmental or
nohgovernmental agenicios or organlsations concerned with the nutrition and wels

fare of children,

- (8) Buck section 1s amended by adding at the end theteof the followlng:
0 JIn existence untl terminated by Aot of Congress:

The Council shall continue i .
enadted after the enactment of the Child Nutrition Education Act of -1973."!.

BEGULATIONS

Sec. 6. The National School Lunch Act is amended by adding after section 15
the following new section: - . R -
""Se¢. 16. Prior to the publication in the Federal Reglster of an proXoced
regulations to implement the provision of this A¢i or the Child Nutrition Act of
1968, the Secretary shall sollcit the comments and recommendations of the
National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition, and a representative group of -
~ State and local achool food service adminis’rators and selected lay citizens and
shall establish a five-membar group to work with the Dapartment of Agricmturg
in the development of such regulations that reflect the comments of such groups.’

REIMBURBEMENT

Sec. 7. (a) Section 4 of the National School Lunch Act is amended to delete
the phrase “‘8 cents per lunch’ as it appears in sald section and suhatitute the
hrage 10 cents Per lunch, For the fiscal years subsequent to the fiscal year
gining Julr 1, 1973, the national aversge payment shall reflect changes In the
cost of operating the sct ool lunch prgﬁram under this Act by gl ring equal welght
-to changes in the wholeta): prices of all foods and hourly wage rates for employees
i‘a %::)th,x,g places published by the Bureaa of Labor Statistics of the Department of
. .

(b} In any fiscal {ear in whizh the national average payment I8 incrensed above
the amount prescribed in the previous fiscal year, the maximum Federal food-
cost contributlon rate, for the type of lunch served, as provided for under section
8 of the National School Lunch Act, ghall be increased by a like amount.

BPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Sec. 8. Section 13 of the Natlonal School Lunch Act is amended by adding the
following to subsection (d) of eald section: *: Provided, hotrerer, That the Secre-
tary may enter into agreement with State educational agencles for the adminls-
tration of the program in eituations wiiere it is conducted under sponsorship of
the local government. In such situations the Secretary shall reimburse partici~
pating service inst{tutions through State educational Agencles under agreement

“. with the Secretary”, : ;
g COMPETITIVE FOODS

Seo. 9. (a) Section 9(a) of the Natioral Schoo! Lunch Act (nutritional and
other proiram requirements) {8 amended by adding at the end thereof the fol«
lowing: ‘Additional foods which make a significan} nutritional contribution may
be offered for sale to children during the periods of food service conducted under
programs authorized under this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to the
extent such offerings areé necessary to meet nutritional needs of pupils in gsrtici-
pating gchools: Provided, 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 frotn such sales shall accrue to sald dupartment.” ‘ ’
_ U g)%'l‘be second sentence of section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42

. 1779) is deleted.
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beforo the word *‘or” in paragtaph (1); by deleting paragraphs @), ®), amd (65

and by rodesignating paragra ﬁ 7) ‘a8 paragraph (4 ?

OGRANTS FOR PROGRAM CO8YS

Skc. 16. The National School Lunch Act is amended by adding at the end tfhere-
-of the following:
“LOCAL COBTS OF SUPERVISION

“Swc, 17, The Secrmary 18 authori!ed to 'make grant.a to State edacauonal t.gen-
‘cles, cut of amounts appropriated by Congresa for th %ﬁmrpoms of this s spotion,
assist in the supervision of local ro ram operations. ant to each State is to
be determined on the basis of S % or each school atteh ance unit particloating
in programs authnrized under the National School Lunch Act and the Chi d Nu-
trition Act of 1066.”

Chairman Privins. Although H.R, 4074 contains many proﬁsmhs
strengthenmg the administration of the lunch, breakfast, and other

child nutrition programs, I conceive of the bill &g ‘having tWO princlpb.l
putposes.

‘ o first purpast is to rhake the slements of nutrition education an
essential part of the schooling of all children in this country. Toachieve

. this purpose, the bxll suthorizes grants 1o the States in order to estab-
lish or ox Sand nutrition education courses,

The bill also repeals a pros ision of the Child Nutrmon Act snacted
last year which condqno%t o uge aof venfqu machines offering non-
nutritions food in the ool cafetérias of tie colintty.

1 believe that thig sectron must be repealod ¥ twe ave wiot %o frus-
trate all efforis at gmwdx hig sound nutrition for sur youth. Our bill would

“provide instaad t ddltronal foods may only be available i m -sohool
cafetorias when t,hey ave nutritional value for the students a% when
they are under the supervision of the people responsible for the food
servxce program in the school.,

"he second basie purpose of FLR. 4874 is to inorease Federa] supporb
for the school lunoh and breakfost programs The rate of reimburse-
ment {or theso programs will be increased under the bill from § cents a
meal to 10 cents & mea}, and the additional reimbursement for free

L meals will ba increased from 40 cents to 45 cents . '

I believe that the mcmased reamburse ent for free mea]s is nece

~essary in ordler {o permit the Federal Government to_continue to

moet its goal of feeding 2l needy children. As President Nixon stated

8 oouple of years we must assure that no needy child goes hungry
in ﬂulg counitry. 'ﬁm bill wou]d help us to meet that commitment.




6

The bill, by ineroasing the basic support from 8 cents to 10 cents a
meal. would also help us to stup a very disturbing trend I seo devel-
oping in the school lunch program. According to & recent survey con-
ducted by the committec, there has been a decline within the last

earhof more than 300,000 children who paid the full price for their
unches.

These statistics indicate to me that the recent lgrowt‘h in the school
lunch program has resulted almost oxclusively from the substantial
jncrease in the number of students receiving free meals and that there
has actually been a decline in the number of students paying the full
cost of their meals.

Although some of the students who paid the full cest last year may
now be receiving free meals, my suspicion is that many of them have
simply dropped out of the school lunch program. This is due to the
fact that many school districts have had to increase the price of their
meals because of rising food prices and higher employee salaries.

If the Federal Government does not increase its support for the
school lunch program, I am afraid that many more students—who
are mostly from middle income families—will drop out of the school
lunch program.

T am sure that if they drop out, their nutritional nceds will not be
as fully mat as if they had participated.

I would like our witnesses today to comment on these observations
and to tell me whether their experiences on the local and State level
have led them to the same conclusions.

Cur first witnesses today are Miss Josephine Martin, Atlanta, Ga.;
Mrs. Gretchen Plagge, Mr. John Stalker, and Mrs. Gene White. All
of you maﬁr come around and, Dr. Perryman, I presume you will want
to get in the center of the panel and call on the witnesses. You procced
in any way that you prefer.

We are delighted to welcorme all of you here egain. Miss Martin
and Dr. Perryman have been before this committee on numerous
occasions, .

(o ahead, Dr. Perryman. )

nghout objection, all prepared statemen's will be inserted in the
record.

AMERICAN SCHOOL F0OD SERVICE ASSOUIATION—A PANEL CON-
SISTING OF JOHN YERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; JOSE-
PHINE MARTIN, ATLANTA, GA.; JOHN STALKER, BOSTON, MASS.;
MRS. GENE WHITE, CHINA LAKE, CALIF.; GRETCHEN PLAGGE,
SANTA FE, N. MEX.; AND, JEANETTE SOHINN, DADE COUNTY, FLA.

Mr. Pearyman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. On behalf
of the more than 55,000 members o the American School Food Services
Association, I want to express our appreciation for this opportunity
to meet before this subcommittee this morning and to testify on your
bill, H.R. 4974,

It is not my purpose this morning to muke & statement, but rather
to call upon this panel that we have brought with us. The legislation
is extensive. It does have many Barts, and therefore, in an effort to
avoid repetition and to make the best use of the committee’s time, we
hava given assignments to thess very competent people this morning

and I will ask thein to testify on various parts of the bill.
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. L would like first of "alilhto' call upon the chairman of our Legislative
Committes, Miss Jo%eg e Martin, director'of‘thq‘ school lunch pro-
gtam for the State of Georgia. ~ = © L 0

Miss Marmiy, Mr, Chairman and members of the committes, my
name s Josophine Martin. I am administrator of the Georgla school
food service program and chairman of the Legislative Committes, .

' 1 welcome the opportunity to testify in'support of H.R. 4974, The

. Child Nutrition Education Act of 1073,

“First, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of the -

‘Education and Labor Committee for enactment of legislation in the

ares of child nutrition, and in the total education arena.
Under your loaderst

1iF‘, education in the United States
 reformed, and food service is an important part of that reformation:
" The Child Nutrition Act of 1966, which established the breakfast
program; Public Law 91-248, the bill that assured every economi-
cally needy child the right to a lunch at school; Public Law 92-153
the bill that ggaranteod funds to provide the economically needy. child
a lunch; and Public Law 92-433, the bill that extended the breakfast
progll;ixlm and stabilized the financial structure of that program for
all children, o o

Each of these laws has made a specific dynamic contribution toward
the goal of “‘putting an end to hunger in America’s classrooms” and
t(})lj ltd e broader goal of school nutrition programs as a right for all
[ ren, ’ ’

As dramatic as the growth has been since 1970, the task is not fin-
ished. There are still 18,000 schools without food service, 2 million
neady children are not being reached, and several million children for
* som breakfast should be provided. Nutrition education hardly is
being taught, while researcn is telling us more about .the direct
relationships between nutrition and physical, emotional and mental
health and development, ‘ o

H.R. 4974, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973, provides
a bridge between the current status of child nutrition programs and
our goal of school food service and nutrition education as a basic part.
of every child’s educational opporttmit{. S

H.R, 4974 contains necessary legislative provisions and funding
authorities essential to maintaining the w(ifmamic growth experi-
enced since 1970, and provisicns which will make child nutrition
programs more responsive to nutritional needs of children. )

As I have studied the bill, it seemas to me that it has provisions which-
-are needed. No. 1, it establishes standards for all food served in
school. No. 2, it provides for a nutrition program for the State, No. 3,
it Yr,ovides for a sounder basis for program planning, administration
end operation. , ‘ :

No. 4, it provides a foundation for expanding programs to reach
- all schools by 1078, No. §, it establishes a sound financial structure:
for child nutrition programs. o

Thiz morning my statement focuses on those provisions of H.R.
4974 which provide a sounder basis for program glanning, admin-
istration and operation of child nutrition programs by: (1) lucreasing
~ th? size of the ?\*ation‘al Advisory Council to make it more represente

- ative and to enlarge its responsibilities to include planning. L

52) Providing for particni)atnon of the National Advisory Council
and local and-State school food service administrators in working -

has bean
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H.R. 474, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973, rovides bridge be-
2 tween, the cuncnt status of child nutrition Programs and goat 6f schoot food service
- and nutrition aducation us a baslcsart of every child’s educational o portunity,
LR, 1974 contalns necessary legislative provisions and funding nuthorities es-
sential to maintaining the dynamic growth experienced sinco 1970, andu}l)rovlsions “
“h{éh will make child nutrition programs more responme to nutntlon needs of
ren,
The bill fills many gaps in the current lo slatlon, rovldes ) fmmewo'k for pro-.
Cogram expanalon, and simp'ifies administration of child nutritloam]rogr D
H. mvldea a sounder basis for program planhing, niatz tion, and o
operatlon r' child nutrition programs: ,
) Increases size of National Advisory Councll to make it moré reptesentative
an enlan:es its responsibilities to include lannlng (Sectlon 5). Ll iy
‘ Provides for participation of National Advisory Couneil and local and state T
: schoo food service a minmratou In working with USDA in proposlng tegula- -
o t!ons (Qectlon 6). :
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2r 1 Sines 1068, the prograln has become School Nufrition with lanch, bireakfs
L milk,(nmj-{ob'd idg,siagiangee',' sgb,cial dev_eloPmental projscts, and nutrition edﬂ‘c‘%{ﬁ%’ﬁ :
i hgng training. Since 1068, the iImplementation of uniforn standards for eligiblilty -
~and free pnd. ?‘id““’d polley fmplementation has Lecomo a ;reant%r- UDSA nOW .
“requires” 4 Civil' Rights Comt)llan‘ce chéck for ¥ of the sthools w t'hln'thf: state
- each vear, The relmbureement for fuee menls I3 based on 484 or cost, whichever s
- lawet. These iterms are cnum«{-m(-edonlly to fecus on the pdditlonal adininistrative
rectlglrem‘enta laced - on - state educational agencies for program aduiuistration
ch inaiiad , 8
=T

iith limited additlonal resourees, -~ :- . o no o T o e
- There areé precededts In fedéral le%siallon which authorize ¢. peréentage of allo« - -
- ¢atlong for administration, such as Title I of the ESEA which-authorizes 19, for -
administration And the Older Americans Adt; nutritlon progranis l'(PL 92‘—?258)
~‘which authorlz»s 10% for rdministration, The American School Food Servica
. Asgoclation belrves 12' hat thé proposal for SEA contatned in H. R, 4074 _Sa will o
quvlde & niore equitable funding formula and a more adéquate amount of funds =
~ for administration and vﬂ? v:ill help promiots the employment of personnel with ¢
spetial t.mlni_nf to provide the kind of leadership to local distri¢ts which 19 to -
- move child autritlon progearhs toward our national goal, = i it T o
- (4): Sectlon 17 provides funds to assist local systims with administrationand -

= gtipervision of programs. : ~ TN TR e e
f’ 5 i per operating usnit for local

-~ This bill will provide an:ea'r:nln?s formula of $25 at :
- supetvision afid administration. Although this amount is far too little to finance
s supervisor In the average sizq school distriet, it will provide an incentive f
16¢al districts tb employ profedsionally trained ’i;ergonnel, .0 hianage the pro
A professional jafned person 13 needed to help teachers and managers in n
n education and to manage ﬁxe schoolbgoo.d service programs, . *.ou ot

ASFA belloves the heart of the Child Nutrition Program is where the progra
{s operatéd; the pérdonnel nmanaging and operating the programa determine th
qui t{o’of progtam for ¢hildren and also quality of resource utilization. Funds
need 1o be avallable to help distriots implement programs presctibed by the -
[§) ‘;,Séétlp‘xj"s,provlda for State Educational Agencles to administer Spectat
Foc ,&P:ograms for Children when such programs are operated by local govers
2 Under: the existing Yaw, If the state Agency is prohibited from admimsggﬂns
Spe‘clﬁlyr\ogd Programs for Children to private fot}fvs all SFPC are administéred .
- for the state by the Reglonal Office of USDA. “hfsf,ﬁ’ vislon would slmplify. - -
~ admindstration withi.n*s‘st‘,&f.eé Ag an exam?le,ith‘e: John F. Kennedy Center in -
-~ Alanta; a community eomplex, receives nutrition program funds uhder one pre-

grani not form three different sources. The Center contalns a public school, day ..

{; pare center, and & ‘sun;}nei' recreation grogram-sThe, state finances the food served -
- {n’ the publio schopl. USD,

1. The taglonal U aya for. food served for day care, A
‘privats contractor who'prdvﬂ%es méals for E 31
. re Oﬁg.i,oﬂleg." bt v F LT T

he fecreation prograta I§ pa

d by ths

hﬁ d:t: ¢ move on now to the provisiohs for expanding programs to reach all -
childrén: . - R A R e
21, ILR. 4974 éstablished a permanent duthorization of forty million dollars for -
nonfood asyistance (Section 13).* Programv? cannot function without facilitfes. In -
- order to “?? bring all no-program and new schools into the food de¥ fee program
- and to (2) replace obeole ‘e‘anq wornl out. equ!{rment 1n the 80,000 exist] nglggroz
grams, a conﬁnuing apgxo riatlon of forty million dollars is needed. Half should -
- - be'get rajde for new school lunch frogm,ms,,gnd_ half should be provided toen-
. fourage schools to ‘modernize existing programs. We estimate that the frfgeht =
~ investment in the school lunch plant is about $2.4 billlon, ‘Depreciating thig in. -
- vestment over a 20 year. perlod ret}ulrea an annual replacement cost of 3120 mil- -~
- liom; and we ask for onie-seventh of that to assist schools to keep the plant efficient.
It t-fle national goal for child nutrition program is to be achieved, faciiities must =
- be'updated, adequate, and available. . 7.7 oo T T R
“2.The bill also broadens the definition of no-program schools as related to non.-
food assistence (Section 12). Many school districts Improvised a system of feeding
fn the Iate gixties to get a meal to children In schools with no facilities, and predent -
rules penalize them for thelr troubles. Section 12 would define & “school without
food service to fnclude those which have lnitiated meel service on 4 tefnporary .
or emergen%\{ basts. This would permit those districts to establish an improved:
- and more efféctive food service on a permanent basfs, o B0
-3, H, R/ 4974 establishes a?r_egu,t,rement for all schools within a district to maka i .
" the progfam available by June 30, 1976. The budgét messago clearly spellsout the - .
- present timetable for reaching all schools, and It is 1980. The preser: fuading = *
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- Now I would like ¢
~espand to reach all schools by.1975, and_ ’
emphasls. We need more nonfoad ‘assistance funds, . -
I order to bring all no rog]ram schools and new schools intoﬁ the
_ food service program and to replace obsolete and worn out m_ ¢
. ;,m the 80 000 existing programs, $ $40 million is needed ANNUA :
, esent mvest ient in the school lunch plant is. ,about $ 4
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modnty funds td help balance the tood budget. With food costs spn'al-‘
ling an the USI) redmtmg 6-percent incroases dilring the current.
- year, the need for an aburidant supply. of foods has never been greate
‘I would liks to oint otit that they predict an avara.%e of 6 percent
Many of our food items have incieased a.. much percent, par-
ticularly our protein items. :

" Instead the value of the commodlty foods s far lower than Jast
}'ear, ‘and with program expansion, they must be stretched ever farther.
* In Massachusotts, we are experiencing a 50-percent reduction. .. -

- With an expectation of serving 120 million meals during fiseal yoar-
1973, the financial loss to communities here represents $4.8 million. . .
~H.R. 4074 would sssure that the money appropna(ed by Congress .
~for donated foods would be used for food e
&t surF us foods are not avsilable for. USDA purchase. the unex-

’ pended unds would be. allocated to the Statés for food-only éxpendl.&‘ gl
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children of receiviuf these muelineeded nutritional tems, oo 0 - -
. Sections 13 and 14 of 11.R.:4074 would inuké cettaih’that all chils
dren in the Nation in need of & freo ilu"jn“ch;h‘tgl ‘the oppdrtunity to par-
ticipate, and would provide™fluanicial: assistance: toward - equipping
schools with cither inadequate or no food serviee facilities. ,
The full $40 million requested under nonfood ussistance would be

tures. This would lielp to control the Jocal food budgot anid assure the

‘needed at least through 1975, until all ﬁ’u(;h_schbols are in the'program - .

" 48 provided in section 14. b cLn . -
-~ Finally, section 16 of this bill would authorize cost grants to im-.
prove program officiencies. With these moneys, local communities
‘cottld be combined into districts or regions with a professionally quali-
- fied person employed to su})orviso the entire operation. ~
© With the advantages of central purchasing and eentral control
monetary savings made would be far greater than the rcquested
- grant of $250 per school. - : -
. I'wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committes,

~ and express my ;&pf)rqcintion' for having had the opportunity to testify ~ -
~in support of this legislation. I believe that the passage of H.R. 4974

“ would represent a major step in improving the nutritional health of

_our Nation's health.

" board represonting the western region o

~Thank yow, - . ;
- Chairman Perkiys. The next witness, B TR
: - Mr. PErryMAN. Mr.-Chairman, to talk to the cominittee about the
~ - ‘nutrition education aspects of H.R. 4974, I would like to turn to Mrs,
~ Gene White of the China Lake School District in Californis, legislas
- tive chairman for our California afliliate, and & member of our school
f the United States. =
- Mrs, Wrrre, Mr, Chairmen and members of the conunittee, I am
Mus. Qene White, director of food services for the China Lake School
District, China Lake, Calif. I am also representing the California

School Food Service Association aslegislative chairman and the Ameri- ‘f‘
- can School Food Service Association as western regional director.: = -

T wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to 'testify
support of IL.R. 4974, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973.

~ legislation is urgently needed to strengthen end expand child nutri.

“specifically to the nutrition education section of this act.
o Nutrition education, for purpose of this legislation, is & compre-
~ hensive instructional program for children which coordinates class-
room teaching with }om Jearning experiences in the schoo! food
service program. ; ‘ : ;
Children learn what they live. School food service, when part of
a coordinated nutrition education program, becomes an extension
of the classroom—a place whero theory and practice join forces.
Here children have the unique opportuuity to reinforce classroom
leaminﬁ with practical application. In so doing, they develop sound
- esling habits essential for life-long good health. 'Those of us who
work daily with children find that poor eating habits are & prevalent,
extensive problem that directly affects the child’s health and academio
achiovement. R ‘
~ Poor eating habits, and ‘related health problems; afflict children
from both poverty and affluent families. As a result, we find that
schools urgently need a comprehensive, ongoing nutrition education
program for all children at all grade levels.

- tion programs in our Nation’s schools. My remark will be directed

.
Thisg « ¢
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lies'are ohanging. Nutsition i becoraing
o i i,tsﬁiiilgd%alf of which again emphre
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Masssohusetts Departments
sutvey in 1969 Ivalving 80,000's
on the aurygi/;:d,v only;&_ﬁgc 0
breakfast; on y 83 percent b
1o breakfast: 8 percent had no lunen, S i
~:The 10-State nutrition survéy conducted in 1968-70 by the De-
~partment of Health, Eduocation, and Welfare involved 24,0&) famitlos
- And over 86,000 individuals. This was tho largest nutrition survey.
. over u’,nderivﬁi(,en in the United States, and its findings are the largast
I&oachv of data ever gathered on the nutritional status of people in this
_Several findings of this survey are particula lf)." relevant to the role:
-of sehools in providing for the nutrition of cf ddren.-‘A,f‘siﬂiiﬁcra‘nt: :
- pattian of the population surveyed was malnourishod or at high risk
: ;of(d‘syolqping{nutritlonalﬂ problems, T
= Children under the age of 17, es ecially toonagers, had the highes
~ prevalence of nutritional problems. Schoo! lune programs made a
- vﬂ?’i Jimportant contribution to the nourishment of meny children.
- This study further indicates nutrition education should begin as-
oatly a8 possible: for two important ‘reasons: Food attitudes’ and
~ habils are farmed early in lifo and children from low-income families
odten drop aut of school prematurely, theroby indicating that nutri-

¥ sohools, - e
rvations. - For ‘example, the .

1644, ducted .a- nutrition

dents. It was found, in part, that -~

of the children had an adequate

A satisfaotory luneh; 13 porcant had:

n education should start at the earliost possible time
The basis of ouy concern. heré,tod,{, tion  education,
- which is basiq to life {tself, is a neglected, low priority.itom in many =~
State instruetional programs—if indeed it existsatall, %
- 1t is reportad that only six or seven States have & nutrition edu~ = -
 caldon spacislist assigned to their State educational -agencies at the

i¢_that nutrition educatio

presont tbme. oo T T LR
- :Tha Child Nutrition Act of 1978 would, for the first time, provide
“al). State’ educatioual agencies the opportunity. to develop a com.
'mgwaslxo;pm Wm for nutrition edueation, . . et
- ;Eunds would be used in the 1073-74 fiscal year to employ 8 nu<
trition education spedialist in State educations.f agency for the pur 088 .
of developing  this -program. In subsequent years, funds would be
~used; in part, to conduct nutrition education programs in partici-
hading schools, ~. T S

- This would include prepatation of course outlines and instructiona)
materials. Also included would be the training of teachers and foodl

- service personnel, to the end that school food service would become

an intograted part of the total educational program, - :

- A nutrition education advisory council would be established in

- each State to provide guidance and assistanco in formulating the
nutrition education I_ixrogrs\m. , , '

-~ 'The 1960 White House Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health
. recommended. =

That a comprensive &nd sequential program of Nutrition Education be in-

~ cluded as an integral part, of the eurricurum of every achool In the United States.
.- and {ta territories. ;
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1y of the comimittee: 1 am” Mrs, Gret

ServiCe Divlsio State Defﬁr |
1»0 am a Reglstered Dietitian wit

o Assoclatlon and haVe served as a ‘hospital dletitian and in th

‘etalt food aerylcea,
- 1'speak }o ou todagcconceminf the s4le of competltlve‘fdods ooIs
;: the Sge(zeral gy B ﬁi:cid hool Food Servico Programs are in Opér&t}on(
to Section

S Thig st,at.ement must acknowledge two basic conslderat{onS' There ls 6n thé i
~one hand the philasophy of local autonomy of school offictals and schoo! boatds and <
. state ageneles; and on the other hand, 8 sound criterta or guldeline’ which will-
“eatablish a inlalmum standard for directlon and policy making, in the samé

manner that minimum standards. arc cstablished "in ail arcas of  educational

cactlvity, To fllustrato: State agencles establish minimum standards for the kinds
“and types of books which will appear in school librarics in order to provide & wide
range of reference and readin % materials for students in all areas of pursuit; There -
are ininimum standards established with regard to safety and regulations jn sehdol
transportation; There are minimuni standards with rcg,l;rd to teacher-pupil ratios;
There are minlmum standards for course offerings; These standards in no way
restrict the exparnsion and growth of a school's acadeinic program or services to

_pupils so long as adherence to the basic poliey or minimum requirement is s

maintained,
The regulations with regard to Public Law 91-248 concerning the sale of comi-

- petitive foods attempted to establish such minimum standards, The main problem -
was, 23 1 gce {t; that these minimim standards weto develoHed at a polnt-fap -

temoved from the setting in which the{ must be enforeced. Whila many of us wel- -
, comed these regufations, they were, I think, In large part & kind of “cmteh" upoﬂ-
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3 ‘,.a‘ sure you “do, that from the éarliest ages of childhood, we hqve taughé
‘thildren to Joo n swee high-calorie foods 88 8 part of our reward system.
We wfm\m exgloite and déveloped tho child’s desire for non-nutritléus” foods
In"a very subtle as well as in an overt fashion. We have further explolted his ,
~limited ‘economl- . resources by providing countless opportunities for the pur-
chase of foods \.ith little or limited numtlonal value whlch substitute for a -
balanced, well-prepared meal. :
1t is difficult t to imagine a ‘chitd coming to school early in the momm many
- times without a breakfast (whether he could have had lt or not), & having;
50 cenfs in his pocket for the purcha.se of & Tybe A zchool tunch \ﬁ)o will resfst
- the temptation all morning long of passinf by the vendin nmcfﬂres aid snack -
counters which are gofng full steam ahead In an effort to ‘alse money for activity =
- funds and program activitl “who will d eny his a{zgeme ‘aefore the schoot lunch- =
- room opéns &t 11:30, What hos happengd is' tha has substituted car- .
: nated bhoverages and candy for a meal which ts deslgned to meét at least one-
~ thlrd of hiq daily nut itional requirements
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~oo 1. do nob think that . wo either- ahould ‘or could legislate so-called spack'and -
-empty caloris {foods entirely out of children's lives. 1 da belieye that it is wrong -
 to provide these foods as a substitute for a kbulancs(,! meal, When one tells me
- that we must give the child the right to choose all of those foads, I must answer -
.. that we have not yet émbrated the theory of givlntf tho child the rllght to choose
© - all of the subjocts that he nceds to take for a rounded education; all of the activ..
» 1tios which be may feel he is ﬂualiﬁed to participate in as a minor age ¢hild; and -
d argument, with regard to the program of autrition

I do not ballave that it is a v.
‘and nutrltigﬁ‘.ed_uml@@ offered fn tho achools, - (e R T
T belleve that the minimuni standardd for a program of nutrition education
and food ﬂ?wloo‘ ghould [nclude sotne viable guarantes that the economic and -
fizcal stabl e{lof the program is not: threatoned by the sale of competitive foods,
~A program which uses the financlal rasources of both state and federal %ove;nment»
.- to the extent that the Chi'! Nutrition Programs now do ¢arrled with it certaln
- res?onaibmtles ot the part of recfplent authorities to account in a responsible ard -
. valld manner for the way {n which thls Prc;gr:am i3 execuied. Assurance muat bo -
-given to thu stats agency on the part of a local féod authority that the sale of ©
“cotupetitive foods shall not be at sueh time or place as will cause a threat to the
2 nonprofit federally.funided -food setvice progeam. Although I Jay no-claim.to
g .beln% an economist, {¢ is not difficult to appreciate the inequity of placlng a non-
- /profit_enterprise in_ direct- competition to a busiriess activity swhich has at its
/- disposal somé of the most gophistirated advertising techniques ever devised for
- television and the press, a food product,withiextremelg high shelf or lasting life,
. very low operating cost, and great customer appeal. It is nalye to éxpect a noh<
profit federally-funded food service program to survive fisancially if there are no -
‘guidelines under which competitive foods may bé sold and if the proteeds ¢an -
be dralned off to any school-approved activitz. ST T R e
I belleva that the minimum guidelines of the state agen?’ should establish the =
.commitment of the s;ate,afency and jts delegated board to the prineiples of -
~gound nutrition and professfonal management at every level of the food service
program. This requirement should speak to the hi?hl%/1 unpredictable w‘aly inwhich
many boards hire, fire and train their personnel. It should s[mak to realistic wage
structures which will attract qualificd as well a3 interested Individuals, It should
-speak to the benefits which non-certified personnel a3 well a3 certified personnel
_hdve & right to expect 83 a8 minimum standard of employment.™ - i
e Fm‘ally?, I belleve that the Congress of thé United States has a moial as well a3 -
Jegal responsibility to Sprotect the nutritional integrity of the National School = -
“Lunch: rodgram and - School Breakfast Program. Historically, these programs
- bave been developed to protect the health and well-belng of the nation's children, -
- This i3 no tlme to weaken the very core of this program by yielding to the in-
fluences ‘of<hi§bly~ sophisticated pemonal and private business interests. The
.- proviston for the sale of competitive food services can well be given at times and -
- places ‘within the school achedule when it will not conflict with ot violate the -
g,r.igci leg to which the National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Acts
" have been dédicated over the past 27 years, 1, therefore, sincerely envourage the -
adoption of Section 9 of H.R. 4974 as a basis for prescribing basic miimum .
. ggl delines for adoption b&’ statekadgencles by which loeal pollcies consistent with
those guidelinss will be developed, permiting the sale of competitive foods at’ -
. specifio times and under circumstances which will allow tbe strengthening of a
sound t?rggram of nutrition and nutrition education for the school children of
out nation. R o ' E
‘ é\tay I express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing hefote you
0day. . y
Mprs. Praage, I think first of all we must acknowledge two ba ic
considerations. 'There ir on the one hand the philosophy of local auton-
omy of school officials, school boards, and State agencies. On the other
hand a sound criteria or guideline which will establish a minimum
- standard for direction and policymaking in the same manner that min-
imum standards are establiched in all areas of educational retivities.
- Irefer to minimunt standards for school lanarles‘,‘ for school trans-
“portation with regard to safelg. for teacher-pupil ratios, for carriculum
development. Theso standards in 1o way restrict the expausion and -
growth of a school’s academic program or services to pupils so long as
adherence to the basic policy or minimum requirement is maintained.

Q
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) oup, unless certain guidelines are developed for this hoard fo
dollow, oo S L e T e W
- I believe that the program of nutrition education for oyr children
I3 us important to the general development of an individual student
- and his physical and intollectual maturity a¢ any ‘other challenge
. that we in education address ourselves.. =~ T
- I we do educate for the development of the whole pur{xise then
- & basic consideration should be that of the health and well bein of
that individual as he grows and matures into an efféctive member
ofoursogiety, " e
- The quality of our lives, and by this I refer to the capacity to live
~uF to our full potential with s reasonable assurance of freedom from
illness a1d diseases, is a freedom which we all have & right to expect.
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. Tt1s'diflcult to imagine a'ohild poming "s,cb% eafly
ng, many-timea without a breakfast; whetlier hie’¢duld have' h
~or not, and having, let s +ay; 50 cents in his pocket forithe pirp
of ‘a type A school lunch, who will resist’the- tempmtdntél.!,mqmmg
long of ‘passing by the vonding machines and:shack countery whiol

. are dgqlng’ full 'steam ahead-in an offort:to raisé money. for: adtivity
. funds and program aofivities, and"who: willideny lils appetita before -
~. the school lunch opens at 11:30. S TREEE R L
~ T'would like to comment one more time on somoe of M, Andét:
- column, Hosays, . 0 e
- The compétition from the veriding machines will Iéave children with léas monesy
to spend otl;)e r,x'mre wholes%me,m?eié‘ria?ood.ﬁl-higl vzroulsccaus?% ‘érérlo'u‘;g setbac
¢ - for tho federally supported food service programs. These programs have troybl
~bréaking even aa it 3. s o e e
~ What has happened in the schools whers these products have been =
- offered for sale is that the child has substituted carbonated beverages -
- and candy for a meal which is designed to meet at least one-third
- of his daily nutritional requirements, . oo
1 do not think that we either should or could legislate so-called -
snack and empty calorie foods entirely out of children's lives. 1 do
believe that it is wrong to provide these foods as a substitute for a
balanced meal, , ' R
I beliove that the minimum standards for a pro%mm of nutrition
education and food service should include some viable guarantee that
the cconomic and fiseal stability of the program is not threatencd by
the sale of competilive foods. o
Assurance should be given to the state agency on the part of a local
- school fucd authority that the sale of competitive foods shall not be at
such time or place as well because a threat to the nonprofit federally
funded sch_onrl'ood service program or to the pupils best nutritional
interest and well being. ;
Although I lay no claim to beirg an economist, it is not difficult to
-appreciate the inequities of placing a nonprofit enterpriso in direct
competition to a business activity which has at its disposal some of the -
most sophisticated advertising techniques ever devised for television, -
a food product with an extremely high shelf or lasting life, & very low
operating cost, end e great consumer appeal. - ,
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wh_at’is consndered the fifth categor: under the so-called special re-
yent ¢ ac a o, which-includes 1i rarg books and equ ipmemt .

; title III of- NDEA ult. education t Ie 111
ESEA the. nnovative title and guid ance and counse title V
'ESEA, ald to State deﬁartments of education; along wfth “your
basic supporb rogram :
posed 'in the President’s budget that the State’ department of edu-

o School Lunch Act; and it is being pro-

cation; who must likewise secure funds out of this package all grouped. "
together, will make the sllocations. How in your judgment will the

brxesc Scﬁoo] Lur ch Act fere if the so-called special rovenue sharing’ri
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# Mr. Quie, T thank you, Chalrman. 1, oo, feel -that school

f_eedmg moﬁey has to be separate from tha other. monay go wa don't

,’av% aay ‘ ement. there. Your testamony further strengthens that;

~ convietion. i

S 'I‘he %nesfinn I hwe is why 1s it that aiﬁuent parents and schioo)
ministrators and school boards ‘are so neghgent about nutritxona .

%ds? Why don’t they care about childern's nutritional neads? <.

.That i3 & peculiar thing with thess people who have the respone o

smllity of the chﬂdren As'on af’ﬂuent parent, I care about the nutri-: o
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; th%z Hito eéono 8 firgt? i
y: instanoes the foo;l bu et woukl ‘
betore o mone ‘md on. gasohno for the tqtmbr L1
. Or ‘cometles of | quororan or.of tema { ‘courve,. this
,‘ I think reemphasizes the aead for a nutne on ecl pmmmw o

‘I mvislawéd ‘ah elemt%ntng schoobl‘ain the St&te u{ Ge%eot« & It ber
- of ryeard ago whete the - , )34 )
in Xumﬁon edueation’an, f’ewas 8 ty, a lbw fncome

Conarunity,. and rshe’ sai that many: of "ehﬂdrén ‘ﬂ chga
. did no ha%e bmak!aae. ab if their p&vnmve them ¢ nlcl;ef"l on the
: wa to whoo ‘they (rmuid have a carbona L \
g parents ve them o'dime, they »would havé 8 g‘ t
~ and a carbonate everage. She sg‘i’?ﬁ am determined ¢

: ildren are - pai-ents k‘now mdra aboub nu
: th%n thezr parents do.

We have our work cur, out for us. '
: t:be sll right ii I &Skl
ons bocamo I havg t:d leave? Vi
ahe ,' -
E mmt/e alsomthoeom Mve tooda ) 0 -
iy \tlm presmt, a.ct dmt. )’Oli people mdf:m that ydn cemag

ek ;
o I notioe that we have wrimn in le aﬁon a rohibidon
Foderal control: of educauo*n ‘where wg?ils 8ll of pthe lawe &S »y..

: ﬂ%{: 4 :_{ =
p)oi; éhag} !t%g,g bén?o ed to nuﬁdﬂu any de et m oﬂogu ALl
oV Aga rfy Brogra mtru ston ttfuou, OF  petaoanel .
L eduealionsl inshitu oo\ s{ﬁh or o? ugg f
*%ﬁsn s °y¢ni? o m tranapartation
, teaehera in order to overoome raclal imbman tj»o e
dét't ‘waiit the Fedérul GOYemment con uything
ms%lth Oﬁt&ﬁcurﬂculaﬂi A *Mt&v{gxﬂﬁ@ﬁ: nd
- wan (-] () sm S
todo wnth n?mtlon or oompetiti tml?oods g
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Tt decrns'that with the tremendous strength you have in influencing

. the Dapartment of Agriculture, that you must have somo strengt

in the State-and the State Department of Eduecation. You should
‘be able with some work to have them write those regulations becauso
the legislation does not mandate that you put a coke machine and
_candy bar machine in every school. ) . .
It says we are going to leave that decislon to the States and local -
schools. If the Stato does not believe tho local schools havo the com-

petence, the Statos can writo the legislation because that is where - -

vhe control of education actually exists and should exist; in the States,
Now, why is this different? 5 ,

- Mrs. PrLagor. Representative Quie, I apﬁlrecmto the fact that you

seemto be su&gorting the very position which I was making an at-
tempt to oxpréss this morning. . ; L
T. (i;nn. I ap&reciate that you did a good job, . - . :

- Mrs. Pracor. We can't throw out everything he says because of

one situation or circumstance either. I do think that it is important

that this authority—this policymeking authority—reside with the
~ State and local school entitles, - = - < :

. Howevaer, I think that when we have a program that has as heavy
an investment from Federal sources ag it does, that the Fedoral agency.
has & right to require a statement of policy and commitment on the
part of thosa recipients of those funds that indicates that they will -
~ _protect the intefrﬁy and the basic philosophy for which that Federal

: ‘Pr%ﬁfamisdev oped. -~ .. . co ey

S sponsibility that rests with the State agency and with local boards but, -
- as I attempted to say, I think we have to be realistic enough to realize

that these people are elected officials; they come from many avenues of
life and, as you have already indicated by an earlier comment, they-
are not necessarily -experts in any- particular field of education and
:;ihe‘ seek guidelines and directives by ‘which they can make; these

eclsions. - - S : oo C

‘The inclusion in this bill of State nutrition advisory council, I think,
goes & long way toward suggesting how this might be done. Such &
council, you see, could recommend to a State education agency or a
‘local board just what type of minimum standard they feel should be
adopted and then, of course, it would be up to this group to make the.

~ firm commitment,.

*This then would be the requirement that I seo Federal legislation
rhaking béfore Federal funds could be authorized. Some kind of 4 phi-
losoY}l¥1 and commitment which is consistent with the: total program.
would have to be stated and formally adopted. o
- Mr./Quik. I think that would work well because in the Rochester -
school system in my congressional district where they were denied the
opportunity to sell apples during the school lunch period, they would
~conyince that council and the State that a]pples aro nutritious and not
harmful to the children. That is what really got me started when the
leiislatipn- denied them the opportunity to sell apples during the
school time. . R .

. T also, I would say, like the idea of the kids being able to work out a
program so they can get some of the returns for sale of ap&les for their
own programs and that is where I might differ with you folks. :

is is what I am asking. T agree with you, I think that it is the re- - .




‘other rts ot educatidn, tho; that & fié
ork Euslnees ogératié n; which: they welo doing,
gs_;ﬁaéon ¢hmge at word to nutrition myself, 50
] could make the eténninatlomlBgt An: % g ‘
V_Wb ow have & 15-cént subs htesooo
Ior the onéa that are not fres or reducad tost and
efoqu don’t havae that kind ‘of a subsld:
to haveitt eother way around; and I cobld und
b& un ap? §t weré the othér way around. But
ou hay dy and noW you'ivant to bring it, up to 817:cent
) bsidy P us imaautomatlo oscalator as you'go alonig.
‘ dt% t think you: are sufféring to6 much'of: & 'hardshi Ath th
kind of subsidy. on your lunch; How would you feel about the:
ton if the antount you receive was Feduced: by the value ‘of
hat was thrown away by the kids’ afwr the lunch:period?
M;fs . Praage, I would perhaps want to say oné word aboiit,
: gnize goma vel grave problems with'régard m Wwaste,’ and I
thinkthatmuohpf this gi)lngoohavetobeadd ths prograr
of nutritlon education with: the very-young ¢hildren partleularly.
ad: that the greatest amount of -waste are in the areas of
vegetablés and salddsﬁ~Many »young children, whathel' they a ‘in ‘
or-out “of: the Junch 'p ogram -at’home ot:at: school, tend:
thes o foods and:much of zhjs a ain goes' back to nutrition educat on.
’l‘here lias been some  yery interesting : things rovealéd in' recent
u‘d_Jes about’ why. we feal i e e do about nutrition, Represehta-
3 4 /T think it is'important . that wa. realize that:wé ‘are
already g taught s great deal about: n\ltntion, whether. we knt
it or not, an whether or not it 13 always'v , vas
Dr,cJoan Gusso has ‘written o >great*deal abét . the" aﬁ'ecté of
a.dverdsing upon ‘the nutrition' edueation *of ‘the American . publie; -
an(élﬁv:ih%t sha’ 188 to say is quite disturbing 8 to how we learn abou :
nu (1)) VER R ER v it "rufH; £t XEn
- She has 'done‘a at. deal of stud s for mstance, with ;1bo' ;
~ the nutrition edueagtlign that childrenyreoeivé on Saturdsy momir.gg
* via:the"TV: set. This T would:suggest has.been:about the most sub-
- stantial’ soures 4t least, quantitat vely, of the nuf.rition educa.tlon we
have recelved thus far, -
- We have trained our- chﬂdren from their earhest yearé to look« 2
ugon aweet foods'as i kihd of rbward for good' behavior, We: soldom
ffer ‘children: & cariot stick or ‘& colery stick for good bhhavior.: Mc¢
o tentheenticemeﬁtisapnobecan y or cookled) s by ¥ i
86, from the very b ib y subtle means;: we: tend:
childré away from scme of -thede foods: thdt latér in:schodls. they
and ‘we look gon a8 a sehndalous ‘'wasts hn mah, zw:zys; e
oge ;+ thro nutrition ! education;: we: can: to‘z‘tnm
the tider It itlSaVery iiportant poiht that you have roug tap:
M, -QUl‘D.“ It:kind of ‘verninds:me of achild specialist who:Was
before our committes  Wwhen' a.skhd when you ‘ought to startiwith-a. -
child ‘atid esaidzyeambefore are bornyntiz i ave ot op dor
S Mre Smnxnn :I'5would like to: spee.k on behalf: of States, who ‘do:
haye requirements. Many States do have'stisng requu‘ementa it
tlonally. * and - Are involved im nutntion eduéatxoh’ wo . Brevin
Mmg@husatts e A Y 1 T BN IO G LT BES SO A ;».’-f o
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o t  think what hae happenod as a result of this chisnge b the Cay
Clawids t h t the lnduatry: hut en nalt e of it to write Jotters - -
W the local sommunitiss inf that. the: -é act took away
the powe of both Sme and loca governmente an thac was g,omg

know ln Congrsos it wag clear indmated thn thla wes placing
the resgi)nsibuity on States and. al'y od meny, probsbly h&lfpof thg
Sta d have strong nutritional requlrementa n thelr own States,
;. And we are teaching nuitritional educatlon But Mst o siaternents
 that ate emanating a8 -4 result.of the ch a,n§l ladon that fg
" causin the confusion and they ue mlsbtat 3 p tlon of Cohgresa -
K to: the- oca aup erintendents; to the
‘,extenb that we had t ou& material in our, State to:all local
: "s‘;ﬁ"ed md"?htze “lhngm ?m%“&xfmsﬁﬁ?zgﬁi‘ ]&u""p"m:}& me"
o , an ation -phaged
| Living Sols

j  this s whnt has. hsp{w ed. as we are. under sevore ressul'é .
~inat A} has a strong pbatritional am, Woé even go 80, far as
-t say,.:t,_dt,;t 9 qoﬂed, ctmdy, and wbo ted bevérageb Are excludad

- iThoss are the onl anes speciﬁcally excludedi But still with tho ins
- dus t:g' ofawmonte ing forwarded directly and. quoting out of context
; ,tlL think that is what s causing tnany 'of ouf probleras and
. two be 0od_to have 8 little stronger statemant aghin. /i1’
e vie, I'recognize thdt, but I don't the, Federal:.(} Vérs
o ment ehonld protest you from pressure. Ydu will have tb have thiat.
s :‘x’zy hope that those do‘veloping the know ed&o o of young

the inte gence un rstcn thie situstion, i+
2 Mrs. Waare, Mr, I}vo dlxke to mpl{ y: that the U8,
~ Department of / nn tatou tho resent: tirge to. -
~ develop thd position of nuki n’ oduca.t.ion b 1oy, 3 W&'; dnd -

- the hope that this would be a continuing program then, an what,
~ We Bre nskmg for. now could becomo’an oterall nstionwlde progiem -

Cowi tmme of Education s ahiad Wl
R MR o o i v i
 ment tha erdl su 0C 0 ot
, “ymust come with their own funds whenever tgpop;ovide * free lunch fer.,} ;

child,

deysaid that they generally raiwd theso Toeal Iunds by inerens o
rice for the paying students, Is this wliy middle-income stadents -
‘ h %2 gguauze};l qu;» of the program and wﬁl the logislmon tlmb We-; g
- hays ou he S
o &gugm Ygs. this is onid of the reasons that you &re loM=f o
‘many of the ?aymgcha en becauda thosa that aye not entitled to free.
nﬂ coir:e 1 mo :{Iawmwmebfm&&s ngoli hw?xi gﬁe o:s fix
children in achool and drop out as of the ot up,:
“We do have many eomguniuee th Mussachnsetes who ﬂge $

' programs slso, but they %the point beyorid which .
: t go. So o ﬂ' t drs ticall anid
: no go we:f{ftﬂat ,f,? as }ﬁb u&o« who are go gg-in::mo groupsd

rman Pnnxm

; Mr. Liaruaw, M %IWonldhkdtointrodue« Mrs, Jemtté

- Schinn of the Da.de Oounty chool system who is mm b !oo& Ha
servies, - B



- court orders, and what are your views on such court orders?
. * Go shead, Miss Martin, =~ - o :

. tion with the school breakfast program, The Clark

: ;Iu‘r”el_i ! on to the "qubsiibsi ‘t\héft‘:h‘uirmdh just askéd ,ﬂf‘thiég I3 ‘és{s‘écigny&
lovant 10 our own distriet. If the chairman would Xérmit;,% ‘would
g to have Mrs. Schinn comnient on that because tf ]‘é v

' R D < yay'I under-¢
-stand ~f¢h¢»fs.§‘ﬁ}te of Florida regulations, you are not 4 !o}veyi o com<
_mingle fufds from taxatlon and other sources in order to-work on this
pnrtgulai‘,problem..n‘ G ;:,:, s vl R ‘ , Ty ,;,,‘,: Bt e o
8o the only ‘ﬁlace‘ the oxtra funds can’ come from is the peopls who
d‘?g’ﬁ& for lunch. Would it be possible, Mr, Chairman, for' Mrs, Schinn
to comae tnd corntent’on thisy - FRLIR B T e
. Chaifman Perring. Yos: ' 00 o 0l e e
_ Mrs. Scainn, In Florida, our supervisory units are made from what::

wo call minimum foundation tax funds and this is i tha hoard budget,

- 80 thoro would not be any danger of commingling, Mr. Lehman, in’
our particular situation, - TP TE Tl Gl B
- Mr.LEauay. No danger, but there is' no way you:can, astually. -
-~ Mrs, Seuinn. No, we keep them separate, = = ° -7 oo T
. "Mr, Lenumax. In that case, if you are not able to got Federal funds,”
- you have to get additional funds from the ﬁmymg schoolchildren and
- tho only way you can got more is to raisé the price and force more of ' - .
~ them out of tho school lunch program, ~ - " T
- Atid so it is & self-defeating program, S e e T
~ Mis. Scruny. Right. Each: time:we raise prices in Dadé County,

_our participation drops about 10 percent. Therefore, anything we can:

“do toﬁet money into the program to support it and
-~ from the ,

- Mr. Lenvan, I don’t know of another scl
~ such an ability to self-destruct as the school lunch program does, -
~ Chairman Perxiss. Let mo ask a question. Last Tuesday Dr,
- Briggs, the city school ‘superintendent from’ Cleveland, Ohio,. told
us that a Federal court has required the Cleveland publio schools

‘paying children is helpful to the programy, -

not support it

f another scliool program that hay

~ to provide free or reduced price unches to all needy-children in the -

- national school lunch program. -~ o S i
Are any of you distinguished Jadies and gentlemen aware of similar -

Miss MarTiN, We had a similar court case in Geo(rjgia in connec~
) unty schools
were ordered to grovide breakfast in all elementary schools, to make -
breakfast “availa ;
- available to children in any one school. T
. For that reason we feel that the provision in this Fiece of legisla- -
- tion that would require school districts participating in the National
- School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act to inake lunches available
~in all schools by 1976 is a way of getting ahead of the courts,
S0, we think this is a very important provision with this legislation,

- Chairman Perkins. Do you agree?

le to all needy children if they made breakfast

- Mirs. Serinn, Florida is unique, Congressman Perkins, in'that,\x@?
~have very few schools without food service programs, So this partof =

- the legislation does not really affect Florida, -

- We havs initiated 63 breakfast programs in DadéCountY this yoar
- and these programs were selected where we had high economie need,

a high degree of poverty, a high number of free lunches. ~

£0-616—~78—8




Whlte

80

‘Yl 6 foel thae we wm robably have eo initiate breakfast, rograms‘* ¢

in the rest of the schools because if you are going to provide:s food:
rvice to one group, you almost have to provide it for all childre
; Ch man Peaxms 1 agreé with you, -

assachuisetts was the first State in- the Natlon to.

m'endate gﬁ li)lie achool participation in the program. As of last Sep-
vtemwe[:; ‘fgl o&% section' days wore required to have the. program by
£ i
“publio school in Massachnsetts will heve the %‘V Y-
-Septem ¥ 1073.:So this is a mandate In:aur le slation. e had
& court cass previous to that and it was ata outgrowth of that court
‘case and of a commission nn matnirition unger in M&ssachuaetts} i
hat we developéd considerable legislation— :
'hat mandate was passed in 1970 and we Mll heve every public’
*sohool in the Frogram in September, . .
BRKINS, One. concludmg ques.xon. Do you feel the so-
alled Speciel revenus sharln ‘package, which includes your :bas
;schoo lunch progran, is fol owm the suggestion of the White Hous
Conference o g utritlon] or does tcontrevene the suggestmn that w
‘agreed toin that White ouse lgn ference? :
Mrs, SotitNN, ongressman erkins, we are very
bout the Federal revenue sharin )ﬁ program, and what xt w:ll do
school food gervica programs in-Florids., .
We ate really concerned becatise we foel that we ute going o recel
z 9, and. that we are in oanger of losmg our section

;this st age of the go.me?
- Mr, PerrynaN, Mr,

privilege of being a
in_that White House Conference and a part of the ¢ group that‘
se]ed A universal school food service program for this counts'
udgment, the folding in of the funds for child nutrition pr
groms mgo overall educational funding would be o total disaster, I
‘think that it would set the cause of our pro%rems back many years, I

‘thin hthat in many communities wo wou
together

~ 1 think if they are lost or closed for a penod of years we very lxkély,
,ﬂwi!l never get them back. Lunchrcoms will be carve(f up.into ¢ ass«'
roonis. Corner hot dog stands will grow up to take the place
nutrition and nutrition education programs. ..

I think it is"the most ominous threat to school food semce;i 18
vears with which T have been associated with it and if such a bill does'
come before this committes, Mr, Chairman, speaking on behalf of our.
“association, we wonld request the privilege of testifying, . .~ ,

- Miss MarTin. Mr, Chairman, I do not feel that revenue sharmg is
consistent with the aims, the recommendation of tha White House
Conference on Nutrition and Health, either as far as the school food'
“component or nutrition education component e
"+ To digress slightly from your uestion, I would hke to make just aﬁ,i
couple % observations, if I may. I think this bill that is being consid-~
- ece today, H.R. 4974, will } rovide authorities with a direction for ana- . -
~tional program that will us into the recommendations of the -
house Conference on Food Nutrition and Health. : %

d lose our. progcems” all




erénce In 1969 has stimulated. the intertet a
ro Nation; and it has hoy,héénis,.timu?md sirice 3

World: War on questions of nutrition and hunger.. .

Obviously, a3 a result of that conference, at least’

ant influence was brought’to bear, which brought about

of Publio Law 91~248 and when Mr. Nixon signed

that he felt that this was milestone legislation for all ti

elassrooms. - <o T s

- Chairman PERkIng. Was any aspect of this soxcalled

- ‘sharing Broposal discussed in t _at,:;mn ite Housé Confer

. Mrs. Pragar, No, I do not believe so, Congressman Perki
-~ Mr, Perrysan. Nob b m{»knowledser% N

- Mrs; Praaon. If inde 1 it Is the commitr

istration to end hunger—~=— . "o S R T

. Chairman Perrins. . must go,to anothe.r_.meeunf;:.u t Congress. -

man Lehman will continue.with the hearing. We will hold addi.ﬁ%na

héariﬁ’glé later on and we will press to get this legialé‘wnl;en_ﬁc
the earliest possible date, Dr, Perrymaun, Iiwanf;ft%f ,@h?g; k all
are doing a

ou ar

for your appearance here on this occasion.’
my way of thinking,. we have to Keop the

hool breakfast p,roT, ms sound and riot:let them. be torn to pleces

To:

fee] that this committee will defeat such propbsi.yb‘aslha‘xjé;bé,ég,. Uy

ested thus far in the spécial revenue sharing prop il

. s ring

gé,‘eslﬁté fund these programs more 'ﬁdéquatﬁry-f L want
direotion std will cooperate with all of; you £

man wnllnowchair the earing.

Mr. PerryMan. Thank you very much, Mt

rEeey g';;:@ N T ) 1’:? ‘,{;"-.‘-f‘:;; i
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ubl"’ "Of,n‘ mtbstio"’ t z

g at bne mber of t nty
¥t mt’i“m S Oty Sohool -Board simltanebudior
tﬂ% 8 Caunty. Seho oard mll:ho lgglti’i"

1adt that I ' was loaming thnt t,he g
*h‘emog}obin conte‘\t‘of 8 ohi
‘the leh nir;g abhl f-that

Howev o this
mation which s .

Mr, LEfmAN, Would anyon""e s6 like to comment? © :
- Mr, STALKER.. ,n:eMassaohusetts ‘at the Massachusett,s_;lnstitut‘
of r they ate turning thelr efforts into finding out and he

ed -4 program “called, the Institute for Learning. And- th

had an opportunit to atterid and they are stidying a!l method

You learn, but the ‘doctor. there . testified- that there Wwas |
direct, re at;onship on the Intake of protein to the production o

urochemical in our brain that transmits knowledgo between th
cells and that cheraical was mcreased withm the Leain iu dmect p
portion to the protein intake:

- So, that there are other- studies followmg that pattem that yo
mi hL hke to hav ‘and we could forward it to you.-

Lenuman, If thero was ‘something that we could extra(;t from
these studxes that we could make a part of the record of the commi
tee, it would be of value in support of this kind of legislation." Y
© M8, Watre. Mr, Chairman, I think we might be able to get you':
__some very specific information by wa.y of some’ specml documenta-
uon and present this later : ;




3 10 B¢ fit to. this éxtent that-In ter
oglcal developmént of the braln, of course, there.is
_malnutrition and brain development; Bui.in terms of-tha
| ‘:;‘pe,trt,,latxvor: the school prograin,-we need to look at malnutri.-
a3 belng muul{ﬂe’,iu cause because this can mean over nutrition
Il as undor nutrtion. .. o oL ot Ly
child_may. bo malnutured:but not. ‘,V-;hux(llgry-rbeo
T hig is'known to really. affect the child’s ability t
i ,s.kcthéol.;so. we have soveral different aré
study, 0o e i e <o
; \N. There s a difference between malnutrition and hunger,
irs: Wrire - This is corrett. Thig is why. our nitrition education
foel is so fmportant.. . Ut T aT
Mr, Letiman. - We have in Dade County, and:Mrs, Schinn would

onfirm this, a prablem of school lunches during the summer programs

for disadvantaged children. What kind of support do you need at th

‘Federal level to'see that the same children who go to summer pros:

‘ g;ain_s are-fed as well as they were on the re%ular, programs without
<‘lni§lbg den to your school Junch programs? = T
- Whers do you need. help:there because obviously, we n
re from my own experience, i i i '
; Miss MagTIN, Mr, Lehman; may I take this opportunity to say how.
‘nice {t Is to sée yotsgain, and I remémber it was about & yesr and a'

half ago that we were testifying before the. Senate Agricultural
Commitbee, - " - T h o s fer ey :
- Wo appreciated your leadership then, and we are looking forward ¢
your: leadership on the House Education and Labor Committee, Th
‘8amg erovi,sions_, for providing lunches to children during. the summe
should be made as during the school year, -~ ., -+ =

:-We are very much concerned with the })rop0§ed new regulation that

ave been issued by the Department of Ag

f{:ﬁov{gfdsutﬁcierxt funds to provide a:total meal in some in: )
Stheehildren oo e e e el
- This bill,- H.R. 4074, would provido_one administrative simplif
“cation for tha food pro(gra‘m for children in that it would make possibl
‘the administration  of special food programs by State eJucationa)
~agencies when the food program is Lop_erabﬂe’d,b‘)fja'lotml government,
At the present time, the law.ruquires’ thaf if State edt_m&,!f.ignai,
, a%fnciw‘»prohlbited drom_administering: the program in any. Pm"%@
‘school, then all of ;htatProgrems within that State are administered by -
the regional office of USDA and in some instances, and 1 use & case in
_Atlanta, for example, for wo are not allowed to sdminister th speclal -
-food program for children. . = .0 . o

- In some instances, this creates quite an adminisfrative monstcosity
-At the John F. Kennedy. Center in Atlanta, which is 8:community
complex, there i a day care program that operates during the summet-
“lime, a regular school progtam (because we haveyear-rotind schools in
‘Atlanta), that operates in' the summettime, and ‘'a summer recréati
‘program in the summertimo, and all from one kitchen.. The sehool:
ceives funds from the SLA to pay for the regular school meals.’

* It prepares the food that is served in day care and subtnits.the
claim for reimbursement of those meals to ,,the;regibmlpfﬂcf'and: th
summer recreation program is under contract by a private food serv-
ice masiagement company and the private food service management -

‘Agriculture that




company cwtracls with the reglonal ofﬁce The children are, servcd .
,their recreation meal in the school dinmg room at, the same tune the :
'chi ron avea?’p meal, . ,
- =80, there aré somg administratiVe oomp]e\nties in tho presem opor‘t-‘
e tion that must be alleviated in the special food program. - :
- We feel that the children in the summertime need the same nutrl—
tiou l\f lunch that they have during the regular school year, ' e
. Mr, LEman,: Mrs, Schinn; would you like to comment, on that?"
,’l‘hat is more or loss the shme problem wé have i our area . g
= Mrs. ScriNN. We do alot of contracting for thesesummerprograms. '
* MroLxumay. With some of the community action agencies? o
o Mrs, ScrinN. Yes; but we aro provxdmg meals on a contrhct basis
_and using school kitchenis for this; §
£ Mr, LEHMAN, : What additional Federal legislation do )ou need to;
give this sanio support to the summer programs that tho ¥edoral Gov»
. ernment {3 ering 'to the re%:1 ular prograins? That is what I would like -
coto have written to me in thé form of a statement or a letter. If-you
o coul got it for me, {Jorhaps we could make the necessary ddjustment; -
. Mrs, ScHINN.: Th is more of a State need than a local need.:
sMr.LensAn, Right, There may be a lot of State needs; Lot me as
you something else. ’I‘hese ore things that have been buggm§ mé for
number of years. . ;
s Indh‘ootly, the lack of capital improvements or fle.nt -cohstruction -
‘has forced Many school & 3stems into double shifts, I know'in our ow
_distriet this hasrecognized to a certain extent our school lunch progr
When'; you rin one shift from 7:to 12:30 and one shift f romx 30t
'8 or § o’clock:ih ‘the afternoon; you are inniedlatelyy in seconda
,sohools mpinF out the real effective nutritional Junch' program
i d you like to conument on this us one of thé underlying destruc
tive processes of the lack of Federal suppolt in capital improveme
i in the echool system?: . .- *
-+ Miss MarTiN: Mr.: Lehman, Lwill be glad to take aqmck answer at
-;‘,that I think one of the groblems that sencol food service programs
- have in providing a flexible food service is lack of fizdbility in facili-

~ties and this i3 one of the reasons that-we feel the authorization for
. gonlfood assistance money should be at least $40 xmkhon on an annuul
‘basls - - :
- Most food servxce oprograms were deﬂugned and bullt back m the_~~
19560’s and ear ‘{v 1960’s when we had one meal a day. Kids came in"
,’ bem cen 11 and 1 and it was & <1mpoe feedmo program, but it is ot
more. - - »
@ ‘must haVe the famht:os, the capabxhby of provndmg all-day e
: meal service to young people, and this is going %:) require a muc more .-
- complicated, complex system of food service than we presently have
- }vl(llere we just had the equlpment to provide four or five nems in .
 Mr, Leian, Thank you, I don't think: we shtuld have npen or" :
- closéd campuses regulated at the Federal level, but I do know they -
have a bearing. on the school nutritional program. In Atlanta you
“have closed campuses. B
n Miami, we do not have closed campuses, and there is & lot of
dnﬂ'erence in what hapﬁens in schoo! lunch programs in those areas.
I was fortunate to look at rather briefly the school lunch programs
in several of the Western European countries, including JYsrael, which ;

-
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13 not Western European, but I was quite impreéssed with the fact
~ithat we are behind other industrialized netions where 1 have seen
- this kind of support. I wonder whether thero is any data that would
~Indicate fairly and equitably what a country like ¥rance or Sweden
~or England or Japan is doing in school lunch program compared to
this mest advanced nation in the world? -~ .~ .= -~
1 think I know what the answer is gofng to be, but I wonld like
Ctohavedtintherscord. o .o - T o e T
- Mr. PerryMAN, Mr. Congressman, American School Food Service
-~ Association is currently under contract with Agency for International -
. "Development :doing a worldwide survey of childfecding programs -
- and again with {our permission, T would bé pleased to senid informa-
- tion 50 ‘you which you might or might not wish to enter into the
corecord. o e e e B
. Mr.Lenman. T would like to have it and certainly I would like

- the information to be as consistent and effective as possible, R
- Is there anyone else who would liké to make a comment at this
~time? I thank you' personally for coming. I have enjoyed it, and it
‘has beer, a very‘_rewardin% learning experience for me,- -° o

~ Mr. Perryman, I would like to6 acknowledge your:presence here.

You are also from:-our south Florida district, and -you are doing a -

great job, - .
-~ Mr. Pearysman, Thank you, sir. oLy
, Mr. Lenman, Dr. Dale F, Roeck, associate dean of dentistry, =
- 'Temple University, Pennsylvania, .~ 0o o
- STATEMENT OF DALE F. ROECK, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL ON DENTAL
~ HEALTH OF THE AMERICAN DENTAL ASSOCtATION; ACCOMPA.
_ NIED BY HAL M. CHRISTENSEN, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE

_ Dr, Roeck:. Mr. Chairman and members of the comimitteo; T am -

 Dentistry and chairman of the Council on Dental Health of the
- American Dental Association. T am accompanied ’b){l“er.f Hal-M,..
Christensen, director of the Washington offico of the associatioh.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to offer testimony on H.R.
4974, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973, on behalt of b :
- the Aierican Dental Association and the National ben@al Association. .
. Owing to the relatively short notice of these hearings and in defer-
ence to the demands on tho time of the members of the committes, -
my comments will be brief. The associations’ particular interest in =
~H.R. 4974 is in the sections of the bill that would establish a new
rogram of nutrition education for children and the sections regu- -
“lating the sale of foods in competition with the national school lunch
_program., CET L
~ Wae believe that these provisions are well conceived and if énscted
would make an important contribution to the dental and gencral -
health of our children and future generations of children, .~ -
. As an attachment to my statement, I have included some summary .
information relating to the dental health problem in this country.
Especially pertinent to this discussion are thé facts that by age 2 =
approximately 50 percent of American children have experienced
tooth decay. : ETRA

Dr. Dale F. Roeck, associate dean of Temple University School of

on behalf of both



he averafe child - hm 3 decaved teoth f d
Jid Jn L4 st debayed, sl of Sl
ce recruits, the ar
0 exiractions, 28 brldges, nnd 20

,bntag Zsre n thte Untihted s 't]es“t, aled
_abon otcont. of the population saw
pbo t$2{)11 B soani by

gures to mdicam the vastness of the dentd \disease
,thls country and -to. demonstrats - that the long-rangs
t0_the problem lies in Provantxon. :‘While significant pl‘ogtess
made In recent years in Preventlon through the ﬂuorid ti
‘ tfhelpro ession&l app ica on‘ofv pical.
control

IlM
res . iating ditectly - to- nutritio ha
mber“o ‘schools and sﬁecial education fac
$0: rele?ses 6 public sbrvice: television pots

v;nion stations.. i
de sets and three filmstrips for schoolchxlcimn dealing with
_nutritlon  also. are distributed, Although there has. been
;gmwin -acceptance of these materials and increasi  cooperation
n the part of teachers and: st'hool sdministrators in the " use, it is
, stm in many instances, a sporadic and piecemeal approach. -
: T’he aunchin of & national dprogmm of chi ld nutrition eduoatxon
“as giropo:se in ILR. 4974 (:oul do much to fill the existing voidsin
_health education and, in relation to the ex%endltures envisioned, | p?
significant dividends in terms of batter healt and reduction of expen ~
ures for remedial care and treatment. T
~Once the program is underway, the Amencan Dental Assoc uonx,_:
is prepared to coo erate and nssnst in any way possible to help gssure *
Jts'success, It would appear that, as authorized in 11.R. 4974, thoem-
;plovment, in each State of a nutrition education specialist to plan and
ovelop the | progiram during the first year, with a grant based op per -
apita formuls wereafter, for support of tho program, is a soun ap~‘ :
proach toward the finaucing of the program. :
. _In this connection, trained dental h13 gienists now empIOfved in many, ’
school _districts should not bo overlooked as a valuable personnel

% to 42 conunercml te
% an

‘ Wi‘th respect to section 9 of the bill dealing with "competmve
focds™ our associations are ex(remely pleased to concur with the re- -
penl of the second sentence of section 10 of the Ghnld Nutrition Act
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laht, be so

is'thageorrect? . -0 ’ ro
f.hOEGK‘Yes’ sir. S e e b o
{r. RADCLIFFE. So that you are not suggesting then that there is

oy thing inherently wrong with placing the responsibility for. assur-
_it;}g l.hig ge’r‘v; o8 of hiitri,tibﬁs; fopd};) in’ SO%Q’QLhkér?ggéncy_théﬁ’ the De-
partmenit of Agriculture? =~ o 0 oo i
D iCK.- N0, providing there is assurance that nutritious foods.
that ‘are . available and not | utritious food
hank yous: oo
- connection; the ) 1atiqnsh,ig\;be,twe
h:foods and dental decay. was positively established an
_the Journal of the American Dental Association, in a )
1ented §t,!,ld{' published in 1953 by the Council on Denfal Heal
ng - q%‘ijnci, “on” Dental Therapeutics of the America
ssoefatlon. = e L T
Because of the associations’ responsibility. for: safeguarding th

“iléiital?healthf f the American public, the councils were charged to

document the known or potential hazards to dental health resulting
from’ the ;fre?p snt _consumption of sweetened beverages and other
sugar-containing'substances. - I N R e
. The Council concluded: -~ o0 e
- From the health polnt of view, it is desireable eapecially to hava Jeatﬂ'ctio,n of -
such use of su »ls_represemecf by the consumption of sweetene
beverages and forms of ¢candy which are of low nutritional valwe, . . "
p o ol suld bl de ool be bl et
TACLICAL means 10 e en to limit the consumpiion of gugar in & Q.
: :h;ié;{ M gﬁg b combinad with siaificant proportions of oiher foods of bigh -
putritive yalue, - . ' e

" The roport may be found in the October 1953 issue of the Journl

of the American Dental Association, page 387,

carbonated -

. Sinee tha Teport, soveral independent studies have added to and

‘amplified the conclusions reached by the association’s -councils. A
-partial listing of the most recent studies is apz)ended, to ‘this statement.
o ’Iilwqﬁlr_ sg,ﬁtement’ to’ the‘dSenatf "_c'?nln(lln,it oo WhicYI\l? cogsidereﬁ%:hi% i
‘matlor last year, we stated our.twofold concern. We share, first of
all, the 'desirg.of all Americans that children be afforded diets't,hat are
;higlp'jg nutritional value. -~ ECR TS R
. 'The present school lunch program plays a valuable role in helping -
to assure this, It would be imprudent and, we. think, unfair to the -
child to tempt him to ignore the well-balanced lunch ayailable to
him in favor of {)urcha.sins foods from vending ‘machines that-would .
be far less valuble in terms of his overall (frowt and development, .
-~ Second, we are concerned about'the deleterlous, effect on the

health of children that is the consequence of undué. consumption of

ous effect on the oral -
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,?sugalil‘i;ﬂcll‘foods, many of which: aré commonly sold in- vending
‘machines, o T T D s E g e R T
- Conclusive avidonce has long been available coricorning the hazards
~ to dental health resulting frota the undue consumiption of sugar, The -
- hazards are especially groat among scho‘ol-af childeort, - o0

-+ The sale of sugar-containing drinks dnd other confectiot= In schools
- through vonding machines encourages the botween-meal consumption
. of sugar-rich products, Dentists have been bringing this evidence to
- the attention of their patients and the ﬁenaral publie for decades,
- 'Sound oral health care involves disincentives .against indulgence:
in sufar-rich snacks between meals, much less in place of well-bal-
anted meoals, : ) : R IS

.- Uncontrolled ‘placement of food and drink vending machines pur-
~ veying such products militates against the offorts being made by -
; 'dﬁir;(tiiﬁsts, parents and-schools to teach good oral hygiene habits to .
- ¢hiidren, o o Lo Rl e B e
- For the foregoing reasons,: theAmerican Dental “Association and.
. -the Natlonal Dental Association strongly urge the retention of stats
- utory authority to regulate the sale of food itenis in cp&nﬂeti_tion"w,ith
- with programs authorized under the national school funch progtam. .
~-“Wae dppreciate this opportunity to present our views on:the*legis-
. [The attachment referred to followss ~ -~ ..~ .

. [ApPPENDIX A}
.. DIMENSIONS OF DENTAL HEALTH PROBLEM
- Dental disease is all bub unfyersal, . " ... o
, Fewer than half the people in this country have dental exams or treatment In
. & glven year; far fower than that recelve dental caré on & regular basls.* *~
L { age two, approximately 50 per cent of America’s children have ‘exg-.eﬂenced
tooth decay. On entering school, the average child has three decayed teeth and *
by age 13, the average child has 11 teeth decayed, missing or filled, .
;Af-brgxlmatgly 50 per cent of the children in American have ginglvitis, which
' tead to Oprog'ressive Ferlodo‘ntal disease, a major cause of tooth loss in adults.
Nearly 50 per cent of all children under age 15 have never becn to a dentlst.
This percentage Is substantially higher for children In rutal areas; "0 - - -
Almost 70 per cent of the children in poor families have never beén to a dentist.
Over 50 per cent of all Ameticans over age 65 have lost all of thelr nintural tdeth,
Of the total alult population of approximately 110 million, moré than 20
million have lost all their natural teeth; of the 90 milJion with teeth, 25 per cent -
tgxiavg vc{!te.structive periodontal disease and over 50 per cent have some stage of
n is. ) '
éllen palate, with or without cleft lip, occurs about once in every 700 births ot
. about 6,500 such births annual?. ' : Sl CoL Rl
Oral cancer is discovered in 14,000 new patients each year and accounts fot over .
7,000 deaths yearly, Of those who have had treatment, approximately 22 per cent
are in need of maxillo faclal prosthesis, ‘ _ Co
For every 100 Selective Service recruits, the Armed Forces needs to perform or
stip.ply 500 fillings, 80 extractions, 25 bridges and 20 dentures, . o

ek

[ArpENDIX B} .
RECENT BTUDIES RELATING TO NUTRITION AND DENTAL HFALTH

William David, D.D.S,, Lincoln, Nebraska: The Physical Character of Food as a
Dielary Factor in Dental Caries Conlrol; The Chronicle of the Omaha District
Dental Soclety, Volume 33: Feb., 1969, Pages 179-180.

Eleanor J, Edmonds: Diet ‘and Dental Health; Texas Dental Journal, Volume

88: May, 1070, Pages 21-22, o . ;

T. H. Grenb&. BSC, Ph.D.: Some Aspects of Pood and Denlal Carice; Chemlstry
.. and Industry, Yolume 28: Septcmber, 1968, Pages 1266-1270. ,
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LEHMAN. ‘Thenk you very much. 1 would ho o .that, w1th
5some of this back’lr of déntal’ qroblemu that we will: bg able to meet -
Snd § ve it the km of nationa pnorit) that, this country needs and .
.,eseves._ . i
~.-Mr. Rokok, We coneur. e
‘. Mr, Luman, L would like to mention that Dr. Jean Ma er, Har- '
_vard ‘University, had been invited to apgear this morning. He would .
- like to have been here, but he alres yh& itment which
" he was unable to break. Therefore, ~would like to include:in the
record at the end uf today’s heerin§ the statemeut eubmltted by Dr,
5 ;M ‘i;er, one of the leading nutritionists in the country. - G
~ hope that he will have an opportumty to Come before thls i
commitbee in the future. il
g Mr. Leman, I think at this time we can adJourn. We once agam e
- thank everyone for coming and for your support. We are going to
need all of the help we can get. ;
. [Whereupon, at 11:30. a.m. the commnttee adjourned to reconvene
at ths call of the Chair.]

(Dr. Mayef's statement follows:]

. SrareMENT Or DR. JEaN Mayen,! PrOTESsoR oF NUTRITION, DEPARTMENT &
' or NuTriTioN, HArvARD SchooL or Pusric HEALTH

OENEBAL COMMENTS

, One laﬁnideﬁcieney of the National School Lunch Pro hﬁmm as pmently o
. Enactlced I3 the weakness of its educational component. While the problem of
parting proper nutrition knowledge to the Nation is cne which transcends
tho 12 year school eycle, and should also take into account the efféct of labeling, - -
adv rtisin% and the role of the media, while more attentlon should lespald t the :
' Nutrition in junior colleges, colleges and medical schools, and while © -
other f proTrams should also have educational components, it remains true
the the school lunch education program can be the kingpin of the whole eﬁort. :
if %hperly structured ,
e Chafrman, I am hlghly ratified to be asked to comment on this Im ortant
, problem and deeply regret that a previous teaching commiitment of long s nding
r was Chalrman of the Yhite House Conference o Food Nutrition, and -

B Bealt Be is A‘{(ombe of the Presldent'l Consumer Advisor Couneﬂ and Chairman ot lu :
Nntrition 45d Hesith 4 ’




i e Sy
al a ‘uni's{le?lty other than mine provented my appearing personally before you
nEducation, always an {mportant facet of educatlon, Is now more

yrgently needed than ever: T S e
;}%D: ({1}1 food supply s more and mare complex. With 500 additiorial produets
every yeas In the supermarket, knowtnf ,w,thto buy i3 also hwoimng yearlyamore ..
complex task for the honsewife. It-{s to be hoped that regulations on tutritional
and ingredient labelling will be B&bltshed soon by thé Food and Drug Adminis« -
tratlon, Labelling will make the task of the housewifo easier. The labelling should -
be complemented by a massive publie campalgn i Nutrition -Education for th‘?
gﬁperal publie, A" minimum of one tenth of one pereent of our nationat !oomll
) othe‘ Es?e s;;etn kOIlla lI~Iu_‘t,r_ltion Education for the publia with particular emphasis -
- on the use of televislon,.: : Lo T
- (2) Advertising too often represents & massive threat to Nulrition Education, -
Advgtl@in‘f has resources presently huindreds of times in excess of federal budgets
. for Nutrition Edueation. The products most advertised on - lelevialon are soft .
. drinks and ofher “foods” of no or little nutritional value, We must improve
the veraeity, information content and tore of advert. sl“r(if thtough coordinated
. Action by the Food and Drug Administretion, Federa! Trade Commission, Federal - -
Communications Commis.fon, foundations and private efforts, -1 . . .~ -

- (3) Our educational s‘yste,m ls doing a poor job of teachlig nuttition. There ars
somo good reasons for it: Elementary schools and high sehools are alréady.over
- burdened with teaching responsibilities, Particularly. in the eities; objeetive meass
- urements of literacy, mathematics, and other cla.s_sl,‘cgl‘s_ulr)ggqta;one‘ | show dete-:

Horation in performance, To add new subjects in the classréom schedylé Is inder
. Mdndably resisted by teachers. Furthermore, teachers are often poorly propafed f
the jols of teaching Nufﬂtion_&ﬁd bave litt. b good material available, .. . .
. Much better use could be made of the school lunch program to ,te‘acb{Nyi‘ rition
Coordination of what gots on in'the lunch room with special sessions glyen b &
- hutritionists and dietitians under the sponsorship of the sehool syaterms colld be

- bighly effective without overtaxing the teaching facilitiés of thé schoo).. his 14
_ parliculary sq if good teaching material (booklels, posters, film) are made avail-:
- able. A model curreuum is appended, - T :
i In {u’nlor’ colleges and colleges, the requirément for Henlth Science courses is'a
useful development. Here, t06, howeves, there fa need for better teaching materlal .
 to sssist what are often naw and untried Health Selenca departments. . S U
-~ Medleal schools ate still deficlent in the teaching of Nutrition. They will cori-
- tinue to be #o until there i3 a clear glace for Nutrition In the curriculum and a =
_ professor of Nutritlon to dircet tho teaching. In this regard, I would support a
. modest yearly appropriation, say 15 million dollars, to support the salary ard
- office of a faculty member reaponsible for Nutrition Education in eaeh medical =~
i qc!ﬁool. Attentjon should similarly be pald to dental schools &nd allied health
-/ genools, o - . ; . 3 : IO -
-, (4) The federal food programs other than the School Lunch Program, such'as
- food stamps, commodities and the whole range of child nutritiori- programs, =
should have a built in Nutrition Education componént as has been plonieered in -
some (limited)} areas. Again, good teaching material should be developed. Use of .
- - television, radio, and other media should be stepped up, with special attention
" belng given to non-English speaking groups. - - N O

v ~" . MODEL CURRBICULUM FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION N ééaooys
. Firsteyele (Grades 1,8,8) o S ' '
Various }tlyﬁes of food—regional and ethnie foods. Descriptions of plants and -
animald which are used as food. Where nilk comes from, how butter is made. -
-~ Rapport with families, stores—Wheat growing and milling. Fishing. Discovery =
. of corn and potatoes. - : - _ :
Sceond cycle (Grades 4, 58y : o P
The huinan body, with special attention to how foori i1 used: chewing, the role

~ of ihe stomach, intestine, liver. How food and oxygen ara brought to all cells tn
= “thebody. Taste and olfaction. ‘ EE
Third cycle (Grades ?, 8,9) o . .

Tke nutrients: carbohydrates, fat, protein, vitauiny, Caloties.

Calorles in foods, caloric  expenditures—Nutritional Inbelling.  Ingredient
labelling. I ‘ ,




(Grad 410, 11, ,1?)‘,'!"&_ Sl i k- 0

ow ta caleulate your diet, Protelns and amino aclds: anlm
rcen Tha WdentIhcaion of Wiaming (naturel” Ahd syatbetss
Nutrition and athtetics. Nutrition and the prevention of -

1 and {ngredients in the échool lunch program wiil bie ém
gh&slwdg \ ‘:g,u,ie' ‘m? gi‘ade,,o%an foods pms_ente% in'the scﬁéo lureh room will
]latze,led both in terms of nutritional labelling and Ingredient labelling, ¢ =~
1 would atrongl{ rotommend that the ¥ederal Government assist s,t,a\t@ educas -
;lon'dgg rtments In estab i,ahjnian'd supporting a requ!r‘_,eg ctiurée on humnan bl
ol_ol;y  be glven sometime in the 1ast two years of high achool; this course would -
jnclude as ohe of Its componenis the physiologieal and health aspects of nutrition,

€
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* NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

WEDNEBDAY, JULY 11, 1073

.. House or REPRESENTATIVES, .
GENERAL SUBCOMMITTIE ON KDUCATION,
of THE CoMMITTEE ON EpUcCATION AND LABOR, . :
: ; o R Washington, D.C.
... The subcormnmittee met at 8:30 a.m, in room 2175, the Rayburn
House Office Building, Representative Per_kin‘s {chalrman) presiding.:
- Present: Representatives Perkins, Lehman, Quie, Bell, and Peyser.
- Also present: John Jennings, counsel; M
- to the Chaitman; and Charles ﬁadcliﬂe, minority counsel, - -

“'meeting this morning to continue to hear. testimony on H.R. 4974, '

B
in

1 'hﬁrin‘cipally natrition education through grants to
i

. changes in fundia,,. ST e , RN
- Between that/d?xte and the present; the need for Jegislative aetion
- has become more critical because the -financial pleture for school
- feeding programs has worsened considerably. Programs are again

facing deficits during the coming school year due princiglally to two
 factors: First, of course, is the increased cost of food with which the
ment rate at-8 cents again last week and, sccond, is the shortfall
- predicted for Department of Agriculture i)urchase of commodities

for donation to_school districts, This dua! problem is outlined in
correspondence I have just received from the Dayton, Ohio, public
schools:

To date we have experienced an average price increase of 20 percent on all
"1973~74 lunchroom supply items. This, together with an anticipated employee
* wage increage, profects a dark 1973-1874 lunchroom school lunch year. Costs
are rising beyond income derived from school lunch prices. Indications are also
that the lQ'f -1974 commodily program will not ¢xtend substantially beyond
“+ the low levels of 1972-1973. Under cutrent ingr>me ¢-u Litlons, a deficit'in excess

ol $200,000 i3 projected for the 1973-74 school fvuzh pregram, '
- 'The legislation under consideration today attempts to deal with
~ these two problems, I feel the time for action is no.s, s0 that schools
will know in time for next grear’s planning just what funds may be
oxpected for the operation of the local programs. ]
~ Our first witness this momil{g will be Dr. Clayton Yeutter, Assist-
~ant Secretary of Agriculture. Welcome, D1, Yeutter., -

(43)

an Wyman, assistant- -
. Chairman  Perkixs. The General Subcomittee on.Education is

* a8 well as on general aspects of child nutrition and malnutrition in the:
United States. An initial hearing on- this: legislation was held on. =
March 8, at which time testimony was heard on the gurpqs;es?ot the
d on { tates, changes -

: e competitive food service provisions, increased Federal support
for school lunch and breakfast programs, and other administrative - -

- Department of Agriculture failed to reckon iii setting the reimburse.




STATEMENT OF DR, CLAYTON YEUTTER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,

~ HERBERT D. ROKEX, DIREOTOR, OMILD NUTRITION DIVISION

- NUTRITION SERVICE = |

~Dr, YEurrer. Mr. Chairman, I believe you have before you now
~ ¢n3 final version of my comments which {s a' bit different from the
version that was delivered to you yester'ay. I apologize for all the
versions. Ono of these times wo will get properly organized and get
you a final copy of that in a more opportune time. T
= Mr. Chairman, I will clarify some of the differences in the state-
ments as we go along. : S
- 'Wae appreciate this opﬁortunity to meet with you today to discuss
- our views relating to H.R. 4074. We are pleased that the bill seeks to
further the positive achiovements of the federally assisted child
- nutrition pro‘grams which have a solid record of growth dating back .
~ to passage of the original National School Lunch Act, 27 years ago -
last month. This committee's role in the development of these pro~
‘grams is widely recognized. - TR :

the Education Special Revenue Sharing program under the Better
Schools Act. We feel, therefore, that it would be more appro*)riat,e that

our consideration of any changes to the National School Lunch Act
he deferred until Congress has completed action on that proposal. We
realize, however, that the Congress may choose to amend the School
Lunch Act at the same time it is acting on other education legislation.
V/ith this in mind, I would like to comment on some of the problems
wo se¢ in this bill. o

I would like to, if I may, take a moment to review some of the high-
lights of recent gains in child nutrition activities. We have H)lace a
hrgh priority on making school lunches accessible to all children in
k:eping with the intent of Congress and the recommendations of the
National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition. Latest reports from
che Food and Nutrition Service show that the national school lunch

rograni is now available to 85 percent of the nation’s school children.
F)ver 11,000 schools have (jloined the program since 1969. FNS is work-
ing closely with State and local school officials and concerned groups
_across the country to bring the school lunch program within reach of

the remaining 2.6 million Ylublic schoolchildren and 2.3 million young-
sters in parochial and other nonprofit private schools still without
food service. ) )

This is an impressive record of accomplishment for both the execu-
tive and legislative branches of government but there is no reason to
relax our efforts or lessen our concern. There is still & big job to do,
and we are in full accord with the spirit of H.R. 4974 to further build
on this record. In our opinion, however, some aspects of H.R, 4974
need further evaluation and we would ‘welcome the opportunity to
work with you in each of these areas.

V8. DEPARTMENT 0¥ AGRIOULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY EOWARD  *
"3, HEKMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, F0OD AND NUTRITION SERVICE;

~ FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVIOE; AND WIILIAM:G. BOLING, AS.
' SOCIATE DIRECTOR, OHILD NUTRITION DIVISION,’ FOOD AND

~ As you know, the administration has prprSed that thatf'portion of =
the school luneh program which provides assistance to State, localand -
private educaticn agencies for non-needy children should be a part of -







o _standards of the child nutrition programs,

‘ 40
responsibilltiés with emphasis on nutrition training keyed to the me;al" :

- We expect to learn a great deal from these training and education

projects, However, we now need an opportunity to complete the proj-

~ oots and the evaluation process. S Lo ‘ S

- For the present, we recommend that H.R. 4074 be amended to pro-

- vide a more general authorization for State administrative expenses,
training of nutrition program workers and administrators and special
developmental projects. o o R
- A parenthetical comment here is that H.R. 4074 as presently drafted
has two different provisions involving administrative exip‘enses lus
additional provisions that are already in the law for special develop-

“tion.

Particular programs together into one grouping to additionel flexibil- |
1ty for the States that administer those programs.

Specifically, we would propose that States be permitted to use up t6

mental projects plus the provision in H.R. 4974 for nutrition educa-
Our belief is that it would be much preferential to combine these =

2 percent_of the funds expended for child nutrition programs in the

previous fiscal year to finance projects in those three areas. This would
enable States to better allocate available resources to meet their needs. -
Needless to say, such an authorization would presently be subject to
the appropriation Process; and budget xroposals would, as now, be .
su’bi]ﬁct to approval by the Secretary of Agriculture, S

is plan for a more general authorization would also remedy the =
need expressed in another provision of H.R. 4074 designed to

strengthen State administration and supervision of child nutrition
programs, There is clear need for this kind of assistance. State staff
personnel form a vital link in the Federal-State local chain of child
nutrition program operations, Many State offices are serlously under-
staffed und have thus been handicapped in adjusting to the major

changes in program rules and procedures of recent years. A more

general authorization, such as we are suggesting, would give States
needed flexibility to set administrative priorities, based on their own
circumstances.

It really does go beyond administrative priorities into some of the
prgfram priorities we just enunciated.

urning to basic cash assistance for school lunch programs under
section 4 of the National School Lunch Act, we would like to point
out that Federal support has already increased substantially in recent
ears. The average rate of payment increased from 5 cents per lunch
n fiscal year 1971 to 8 cents per lunch in fiscal year 1973—an in-
crease of 60 percent in the basic Federal rate of assistance. During this
same period, the Wholesale Price Index for all food rose 15 percent and
the ingex of hourly earnings in eating and drinking places went up 12.5
percent. ‘ .

Thus, recent increases in the Federal payment far exceed any in-
creases in costs that have been experienced. Accordingly, we do not
believe a further major increase is warranted at this time.

With regard to payments under section 11 to help provide lunches
for needy children, we support the bill’s glap to move to an averagin
concept simlar to that now used for the basic section 4 payments an
the breakfast program. Both the Federal Government and the
States have found this to be a most workable system. Consistent with




g . 6;19‘7‘4.‘ budse'; propogal mﬁj},efqre Congress We wouldjreoommend :

SR

rt the H.R, 4074 proposal to provide that lunchés would be served
160 1o all students in schools with over 85 percent needy children. As
_ & basi¢ principle, we believe that those who can afford to gay the reg-
*\*r“-'”'k“’“ﬁé"é’o“;?°h~ regardless of which school they attend, should be

expecte 080, S T ey
Pfhe proposed increases in rate of payments for the school breakfast

~current fiscal year call for stan

-ou ‘ ar call f tates of payment of 20 cents for
 each free breakfast served, 15 cents for each reduced-price meal, and &
_cents for every regular-price meel. There is a safety valve in the rules
- that allow.the rates to go as high as 30 cents for free breskfasts and 20

cents for the reduced price, in

juS.‘Sy,highetj rates. This ailows sufficient flexibility to cope with un-

- usunl costs and meet special peeds,-. ..o . e
-In another provision, H.R. 4974 (,wo'u,ldrdef { s
iorities ‘of administer E:Eeder.al;aid to help néedy schools buy
ood service. equipment. By adding needy schoolslwifh temgorar o
00d service to. the category of “no food service” ‘schools, th :
- would make them eligible for the 50 percent of equipment funds now
reserved, by. law, for those schools with no. proﬁms at )l Thig
_change .would atﬁus@ the present priority- of making school meals -
vailable to children now without access to any food servics, . -
. The provision could dilute our cfforts in this direction

- service. Moreover, under present policies, schools which are secn to -
‘be struggling with ‘temporary and inadequate facilities already rate -
“high priority on the remaining 50 Eercent of the equipment funds
_each State has available. We do not
4974 would effectively improve on their situation, s
~Toward wider participation in. the lunch program, H.R. 4974
- -would require that all schools within a participating school district
“join the national school lunch prograr: by June 30, 1975. This pro-
_ - posal runs counter to the history of the child nutrition programs and
~of American edveation generally. Thess have traditionally been °
- matters for State and local decisior with the Federal Governent
& cooperating partner, but not the dominant one. In short, ws believe
the decision to participate or not dparticipate is one best niade at thn
local level, and one which should not be mandated by the Federal
~ Government. R
With regard to the pro‘?csal that the trust territories should be
~ brought into the regular child nutrition programs, we wovld propose
- that the H.R. 4974 plan be modified to authorize a 3-year pilot or -
development project to seek solutions to & variety of problems in-
_ ¢luding transportation and facilities as well as to find ways to satisfy
local food tastes and meet nutrition standards. . :
Parenthetically again in this regard we certainly agree that trust
* . territories should not be treated as second-class operations in this or
- any other Federal program but likewise we feel that these ought to be

Q

g?ragg paynient of 43 cents for all fres and reduced-price lunches
sgarding decisions on who should get fres lunches, we oamnot sup-

* program are, in our view, not nejgx?d at this ftix::m;Budge»t plans for the « -

L especially needed schools where costs i
art fom the pissent
6 hill: -

-be extromely difficult to administer, largely because of the problems
in drawing a distinction between a temporary and s permansat food:

elieve that the proposal in H.R.




YQI&M one bne:bftzgne( basls and we ought not have an iron-¢lad
coramitment by law ,qr;th‘e;executigrot‘cpmpa.r'ablé rograms thete
to.the programs that already cxlst In continental United State uniil -
6 know of the feasibility of such programs, ™ = - - o
,::a;Begargingj@hg;,‘gon;gmdity provision of H.R. 4074, we recognize -
at schools must be able to budget In ad¥ancs for a dependable level
~of . commodity support from the Federal Government, The ‘i‘f\g)plly‘
&-ice situation of vecent months has made it incressingly difficult -
-0 _acquire commodities under the surplus-removal gro_visionsf of .
. seotion 32 and the price-support programs of sectlon 416, . .
- . 'The farm bill, now before the Congress, would authorize the pur- -
_ chasé of commodities with section 32 funds, even though they may
. not be ix})surplus supply. If this Frovision, becomes law, as we believe
it will, this rrovision will permit us to meet the food needs of these -

- programs while continuing to give priority to the surplus removal
- of agrioultural commodities, , R N
.. This particular provision was in the Senate veision of the farm
. bill ]mssed 2 or 3 weeks ago and will be introduced today in the House.
. rsion probably by Mr. Quie who is a member of this subcommittee,
= Wae belleve_this aggrogch is prefercble to the one presently in
~+ . In another provision, H.R. 4074 would switch the ,responsibili?;;
~for controllin(f food sales that are deemed in competition with fed-

erally assisted food service programs back to the Federal Governs .
- ment. Public Law 02-433 enacted last September transferred this -
.- responsibility to State and local governments, reciuxring that Federal -
“regulations shall not prohibit the sale of competitiva foods, so long as
“the proceeds accrue to the benefit of the schools or approved student
~orgenizations, The Departinent, in accord with its understanding of
- congressional intent, issued reguiations providing that ‘‘State agencies = "~
and school food authorities shall establish such regulations or instruc- -
tions as are necessa?’ to control the sale of food in competition with
a school’s nonprofit food service under the program * * *.» S
I have recently written 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,
Such States as Florida and West Virginia have already done so, and
we have every indication that other States are moving promptiy to
assume_their responsibilities under the new law. This action tends. . .
to confirm our belief that control of competitive foods is truly &
madtter for state and local action. , : e
Fmall{, I would like to comment on the H.R. 4974 proposal to =
. amend the rulemaking procedure for establishing new regulations -~
governing child nutrition programs. As you know, our practice is
ublish proposed reﬁulations in the KFederal Register and allow " =
at least 30 days for public comnent on these proposals. All comments
are carefully considered and very often influence the outcome of the

rules.
The H.R. 4974 provision to mandate consultation with a specified
group or groups would seriously interfere with the execution of these
programs. Sy
~ First, it would impose a double rulemaking process, meaning it
would require informal rulemaking procedure prior to initiation of the
formal rulemaking procedure.




o

mentiteelf, 7T T
- Third, this kind of rulemaking procedure would. establish an’ un-
fortunate precedent that would extend beyond child nutrftion pto-
grams e_,a:i‘ coald: u{timat:ly hinder thsn a‘dtmih nis trativ(:l operations. og i
\ny -other (tovernment programs, ese grounds, we cannot
m{;rg ‘thlits feature dlthe }bi)ill.;g? vk '\f(t‘h ‘ N A i g:OAdvi’ : Q(! ’ oil 5
- We do, however, value the work of the Nationa sory Covnell
on Child Nutrition. T will be meeting with this group within s fow
days here in Washington. The Counell has done an outstending job

su

areas needing improvement, We support the H.R. 4974 proposal to
Increage the size of that qu;;‘. R W R
< As I mentioned earliér in the statement, we will welcome the optpor-
. ux%ty to continue working with the committee on specifie aspeots of
R, 4074, particularly on matters of timing. Timing can be a crucial
factor In adding new features of program sotivity into the school |
administration calendar, and it”ma'i' alréady be too late to implement .
some of the provisions of H.R. 497 hoo s
j:\lrlill be happy to share our views on this or any other question with the

%com_ ttee at any time.
view of the increass of 14.5 percent in

tional agencies to 10 cents if we intend to keep the school lunch
program healthy and sound and not let the middle-class child be
. priced out of the market? LT o S L
- Just tell me how we can afford not to. Where is the money going to
come from if the Federal Government fails to increase the reimburse-
ment rate to 10 conts? ‘ N v
. Dr. YEuTTER. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated in the testimony, the
Federal contribution has already gone up substantially,
~ Chalrman Perkins. Certainly. But that is a drop in the bucket,
ST , %roﬁram and the reimbursement
- rate for the cost of providing that lunch, Don't you see great danger of
‘the middle-class child being griced out of this school lunch program?
. Dr. Yeurrer. Certainly. Someons in Governiment at some level
~ must increase its contribution to this program in the forthcoming
-« - YORYS, o
y Chairman Pegrxins. In view of the high inflationary spiral, natu-
~rally the local government—and in most instances the State govern-
- ments—will make a proportionate increase. But don’t you feel we are

,tustiﬁed in §oin’g to 10 cents to preserve this great program in view of

_ the tremendous increase in the costs of food and labor and the in-

- creased cost of the lunchroom workers? - .

~ Dr. Yeurrer. Mr. Chairman, an increase from 8 to 10 cents in
percentage terms would exceed the increase in cost that is going to be
experienced by most school districts around the country. .

,Chail;?man ERkINS, How would it, if the increase generally is 15

4o percent .

-, Dr. Yeurrer, From present 8 to 10 would be a 25 percent inc ase
in Federal contribution which exceeds any projections I have seen on

Q

~ 8scond, in épé,ciifyin‘g‘ that_proposed rules shiould reflect the coths
nents of a spécific group, the: provision would tend to fgnote the
contributions of other groups and individuals inclqding the depart-

of studying the child nutrition programs and focusing ‘attention on -

in the upcoming school year, We -

alrmen PERKINS. Let me ask you thise or four questions, Tn
f1 In food during.the past year, how
can we afford not to increase the reimbursement rate to local educa~




i

, !ood costs and labor costs aud the other elements that would be buﬂt I
_ Into this program. Aside from tha% particular point, as comp gthe L
~ contributions of State versus local government, I have been in
o ggv 1ent t00, a3 you have, and revenue that {s being %:ln ated at-‘
telovel is ong of the optimisuo facts of governmen e these
" days. The State i‘vemment boday doing & better job of raising, :
~ - revenue than the Federa]l Government
- Inview of zhat point which is a swit,oh trom the sltuatlon whon you
- -and I were in State governtoent, it would seem to me that those ovorn-‘
. n;ents at_this lgar ticular poin t int in tim have o greater capab ty of
~ plcking up an Increass
P Ch pm Prrrins, You know the statlstlcs show that the revenue
at the local level is not going into social programs, but it is olng into -
- construction and into general welfare projects that must :
out at the local and State level. ;
Am I correct in that statement? :
~ Dr. Yeurres. I suppose one would ha.ve to eva.luate every State,,: :
individually in that regard, Mr. Chairman. I would not have that
information. It is obvieus that each State makes its own prionty‘
determinauo
- “'Chairman mems The General Accountm§ Office relee,sed within'
the last soveral daYs a study on the progress of the school lunch pro-
gram and the pro ms in achieving the objectives of the school lunch -
'pr%ram I would like to include that report in the record at this point

he document referred to follows:]
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REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

Progress And Problems In Achieving
Objectives Of School Lunch Program
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; OOM’TROU&R MML € THE UNITRD STATES
WWMN‘I‘ 0.0, Whis

‘Bel78564

To the President of the Serdte and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

 We have reviewed the progress ind problems in achieving the
objectives of the school lunch program administered by the Food
and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture. . ;

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U,S.C, 53), and the Accounting and Audmng Act of
1950 (31 U.S,C. 67)

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office
of Management and Budget, and to the Secretary of Agriculture,

T A,

Comptroller General
of the Jalted States




* CONPTROLLER GENF™AL'S
- REPORT 10 THE CuiGRESS

 DLGEST
 WHY THE REVIEN jAS MADE
;Tﬁé Food and‘Nutrition Service

admintsters four child-feeding pro-
grams and three related programs to

o safga:ard the health and well-haing -
“of th

Nation's ¢hildren,

' Federa) éssistance to the States

to carry out these programs has

7. increased over the years., From
S f18¢a) year 1967 to fiscal year

= 1973, for example, the assistance

 {increased from $438 mi11fon to an

2 estimated $1.5 bf1ton,

GAO reviewed the administration of

e the school lunch program, the

largest of the child-feeding pro-
“qrams, to detemine whether 1ts
objectives--making nutritious
~“lunches availadble to all schoo!
““¢children and providing them free
- or at reduced prices to needy
~ ¢hildren--were being achieved ef-

i fectively.

- The review fncluded visits to 13
“schoot districts and 46 schools in

" these districts inh California,

o= Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan,
" and Texas. (See app. 1.

- PINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

' Making nutiitious Linches available
to all eaﬂooi» ohildren

. The Service's statistics showed

that, between fiscal years 1969 and
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PROGRESS AND PROBLEMS

IN ACHIEVING OBJECTIVES

OF SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Food and Nutritfon Service
Oepartment of Agriculture B-178554

1972, the number of schools partici«
pating in the proaram increased from
about 74,900, with about 40 million
students enrolled, to about 82,900,
with about 45 m1liian students en-
rolled, Some of these schools were
operating only limited pro?rams
because of fnadequate facilities.

Servica data indicated that, early
fn the 1971-72 school year, about
24,900 e)1gible schools, with about
8.7 mi11{on students enrollad, were
not partic1pat{n€ in the program.
About 18,100 of these schools did
not have any type of food service,
and the Service fdentified at least
4,400, with 1.4 mi111on students
enrg&!gd, as needy schools, {(See
p. .

Some schools did not particfpate
because

--their offictals were not in-
terested in participating,

--thair officials preferred to
operate thefr own lunch programs,’
or

--1ocal conditions were such that
they did nnt want to participate.
(See p. 11,

Some schools did not participate
because they did not have the build-
ings and equipment necessary for
preparing and serving food. Some of
these schools said they lacked locat
funds to acquire the necessary




buildings and to urchase equ1pment.
(eep i) o purchase

Some participating schools had in«
adequate facilities and tharefore
could not serve lunches’ to all of
their students. (See p. 14.)

State agencies were not affettive
in extending the program to ai}
schools within their States, par-
ticularly to schools that required
Federal assistance for necessary
bu1ldings ¢nd equipment, The De-
‘partment's Office of the Inspector.
General reported that the Service's
regional offices had made only

© 1imfted efforts to extend zhe pro-
?;aT to private schools. (See p.

The Service did not have reliable
data on the schools needing assis-
tance and on the extent of their
needs. (See p. 16.)

Some of the reasons the schools
cited for not participating were
based on local preference or on
special local conditions not sus-
ceptible to Federal persuasion.
Other reasons, however, such as the
lack of interest and the lack of
facilities for preparing and serving
foud, evidenced problems which

could be resolved.

To resolve these problems,. the Serv-
{ce needs better data on the number
of schools not particfpating and
their reasons.

Such data would help the Service
determine vhat assistance or changes
{n"administrative poticies or leg~
{slation may be needed to enable

- such schoots to participate. (See

p. 17.)
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Proyidt  or ped aod— viod
Tunohed to all nes ents .

After the May 1970 enactment of
legislation which clarified re-
sponsibilities for providing free

or reduced-price lunches, the nume
ber of 3tudents eatina such lunches -
increased from about 5 mi11fon to

8,1 mi111on 1n April 1972, 2

60-percent increase. -
The Service's March 1972 Survey,

however, showed that about 1.5 mil=.

1{on needy students attending
participating schools still were
not eating free or reduced-price
lunches, To determine why, GAQ
{dentified 183 needy students at

20 schools visfted during the 1971-
72 school year who were not eating
free or reduced-price tunches and
interviewed them or members of their
families.

Of those interviewed, 75 said that
they did not want to participate
or to have the students participate
because of personal reasons, such

as pride or student preference not
to eat the school lunches.’

The other 108 persons interviewed
satd they wanted to eat, or to have
the students eat, the school lunches
free or at reduced prices, They
gave var{ous reasons for not par-
ticipating, some of which appeared
to be related to the schools' ad-
ministrative practices which did .
not comply with the Service's regu- .
latfons: some schools failed to
send applicatfon forms to all
families having children enrolled
and used procedures which resulted
in needy students' being fdentified.
{See p. 21.)




"The 0ff{ce of the Inspector General
found similar practfces in fts re-
view of the adminfstration of the

. free« and reduced-price-lunch ﬂ -
?ram {n other schools during the
971472 s¢hool year, It made

'severa) recommendatfons to the Serv-
ice, in¢luding ones on the need for

' 1:1--foilowup,by the Service's regiona)

office and State agency personne).

"I on the schools' {mplementation of
free- and reduced-price~junch
policies,

--qrompt corrective action on prodb-
em areas ’

‘--conttnued efforts to publicize the
avaflability of free and reduced-
- price lqnches. and

=-renewed efforts to have schools
develop systems that adequately
protect the anonymity of students
approved for free and reduced-
price meals.

The Service said that action had

" been or would be taken on these

. matters. (See p. 26.)

GAO ‘concurs with the Office of the
Inspector General's recommendations
to the Service and, {n view of the
actions that the Service has taken
or planned, {s not making any recom-
mendations on this aspect of the
program. (See p. 29.§

Need to obtain better information
on goat per Linch

" The Service lacked accurate informa-

<" tion on the cost of lunches served
~ under the program. 1t needs this
information to fnsure that 1ts re-

k . imbursements to the States are no

greater than the allowable costs
_but are sufficient to give States
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an {ncent{ve to bring more needy
students {nto the program.

The Service had not sufficiently
guided the schools on how to compute
the par-lunch cost because 1t had
not fdentffied what cost elements
should be tncluded. (See p. 31.)

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Secretdry of Agriculture should

hive the Administrator of the
Service:

--Make the studies necessary to
obtatn accurate information on
the number and needs of schools
that are not participating {n the
program and, §f it {s decided that
the schools should be participat-
1n?. determine whether chan?es in
existing administrative policies
or practices or {n legislation
are necessary.

--Direct the Service's regional
offices to Work more Closely with
the States in contacting non-
participating schools and, where
applicable, to contact non-
participatin% schools directly,
to convince them of the importance
of providing nutritious meals to
their students and to advise them
of the types of assistance avail-
able to them under the school
lunch program, Such promotional
efforts coutld be especially effec-
tive {n encouraging the partici-
pation of those schools whose
reasons for not participatin
may be other than the unavail-
abi}it of locatl funds. (See
p. 18,

--Spec{fically define the types of
costs incurred by participating
schools that are allowable for




vrefmbursement by the Service.
(See p. 32.) :

- ACENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Department generally agreed with
GAQ's conclusfons and recommenda-
tions and described actions that
were beaing taken to obtain better
{nformation, promote the program,
and define reimbursable costs.

(See p?. 18, 29, and 33 and

app. I1L.)

N
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NATT, OR, JDERATION

Pro?rq:i has been made toward
achleving the school Yunch program's
objectivesy further a¢tions by tha
Department could result in greater
rograss. Some extsting conditions,
owever, make 1t uncertdin whether
the objectives will be fully o
achfeved, The Congress shoutd find
this veport useful {n {ts continuing
evatuation of the schoot lunch
program,
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

; The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), Department of
‘Agriculture, administers four child-feeding programs and

" three related groguns which the Congress authorized to
‘safegusrd the health and well-being of the Nation's children
by providing various forms of assistance to the States to

. c#rry out nonprofit child<fesding programs.

: The child-feeding programs are (1) the National School
Lunch Program, which includes general cash-for-faod assist.
‘#nce for 411 lunches and special cash assistance for free

. or reducedeprice lunches for needy students, (2) the School
~Breskfast Progrdm, (3) the Special Milk Program, and (4) the
~.Specisl Food Service Program for children in nonprofit serv-
_ice institutions, such as day-care centers, settlement houses,
1-snd recreation certers, '

S The related programs are (1) the Nonfood (equipment)

- Assistance Frogram, (2) the program to provide cash advances
“to State educationsl agencies for their administrative ex-
~penses in conducting child-feeding programs and in assist-
ing local school districts snd service institutions in their
.efforts to reach more children, and (3) the program for
= nutritional training and education for workers, cooperators,
.~ 'and participants in the child-feeding programs and for sur-

" veys and studies of requirements for such programs.

i We reviewed the administration of the school lunch
program, the largest of the child-feeding programs, to
- determine whether its objectives--making nutritious lunchés
“: available to all school children and providing free or
“. yeduced-price lunches to needy children--were being effec-
“tively achieved. We made our review in 6 States, 13 school
districts, snd 46 schools in these districts, (See app, I,)

 HISTORY OF SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

, Although Federal assistance for school lunch operations -
.- began as early as 1933, the National School Lunch Act of

June 4, 1946 (42 U.S5.C. 1751), provided the £irst permanent
legislation authorizing Federal assistance for a school

lunch program. Specifically, the Congress declared that
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the objectives of the act were "to safeguard the health

snd wellbeing of the Nation's children and to encourage-
the domestic consumption of nutritious sgricultural com-
nodities and other food #an ‘

. The act authorized sssistance to States in the form
. of cash reimbursements for part of the food costs and su-

" thorited continuance of direct distridbution of suitable

foods acquired by the Department through the use of customs
receipts as authorized by section 32 of Public Law 74-320
(? U.S.C. 612¢). In addition, the act authorized the De-
partment to purchase and distribute certain foods which
would improve the nutritional quality of the lunches served,
Th; act listed the foliowing three basic operating stand«
aras. ' ) -

-<Lunches served should meet nutritional standards
established by the Department.

--The lunch program should be operated on a nonprofit
basis, - : .

--Children unsble to pay the full price should be
served free or reduced-price lunches.

The Department's food distribution authority was fur-
ther expanded by section 416 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U,S.C. 1431) which authorized donations of food
acquired by the Commodity Credit Corporation under price-
support progranms, ,

On October 15, 1962, Public Law 87-823 added section 11,
Spacia) Assistance, to the National School Lunch Act. This
section authorized higher rates of cash reimbursement to
needy schools (those drawing attendance from areas in which
poor economic conditions exist), to ussist these schools in
serving lunches to students unable to pay the full cost of
such lunches. Continuous funding under section 11, which
began in fiscal year 1966, increased from about $1.9 million
in that fiscal year to about $502 million™in fiscal year
1372 and is estimated at about $620 million"¥or fiscal year

73.

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771) ex-
tended, expanded, and strengthened the efforts of the school
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lunch program’ including the establishment of a permanent
grbgrém of nonfood assistance, This program providss up to
75 percent of the cost of equipment purchased or rented by
Z:'s¢hools drawing attendance from areas in which poor economic
cconditions exist, to enable such schools to establish, main-
:tain, and expand school food service programs,

- Public Law 91-248, approved May 14, 1370 (84 Stat.
207), clarified responsibilities for providing free and

- reduced-price meals. The law directed that such meals be
‘provided on the basis of income guidelines prescribed by

the Secretary of Agriculture. The law emphasized that the

.- States were to extend the school lunch program to all ‘
"“schools and that free or reduced-price lunches were to be

"~ 'made available to all needy students. Tie law also per-

- mitted transferring Federul funds between programs, pro-
vided for advance appropriations and carryover guthorization,
-strengthenazd the nutritional training and educational bene-
“fits of the programs, and required each State to develop a
-plan of child nutrition operations by January 1 of each year
" £or the following fiscal year. ,

Public Law 92-153, approved November 5, 1971 (85 Stat.,
~419), increased the amount of reimbursement for iunches
.served. An average reimbursement rate of & cents in general
cash-for-food assistance was established for each meal
.s.served and 40 cents in additional special assistance was

. guaranteed for each free meal unless the cost of providing
~such a meal was less than 46 cents, '

_ Public Law 92-433, approved September 26, 1972 (86 Stat,
724), increased the reimbursement rate for general cash-for-
-, food assistance to 8 cents for each meal served. The act
.- also required that 50 percent of nonfood assistancc funds be
..~ used solely for schools without food service and permitted
- the 25-percent matching requiremsnt to be waived for schools
without food service that are determined by the State to be
especially needy, -

" RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTRATION

The Department of Agriculture, through the FNS head-
quarters and regional offices (1) supervises States' adminis-
tration of the program, (2) administers the program for
Private schools in those States where the State educational




sgencies are prohibited from disbursing funds to piivite
schools, (3) distributes commodities to the States and
private schools where applicable, (4) reviews State and -
local school operations, (S) apportions funds to the States,
and (6) sets standards for nutritious mesls.

At the State level, the State sducationsl agency ad-
ministers the program in public schools and in private
schools where permitted. The agency (1) submits a State
plsn of child nutrition operations for each fiscal year
for FNS approval, (2) establishes a system of accounting
under which school food authorities will report progran
information, (3) maintains current records on schools'
-operations and accounts for program funds, (4) determines
whether the matching requirements of the act are being
met, (5) provides supervisory assistance to local schools,
(6) provides the schools with monthly information on foods
determined by the Department of Agriculture to be in
plentiful supply, and (7) investigates complaints.

FNS and the States are responsible for extending the
program to w11 schools., 1In addition, the States are re-
sponsible for assisting local schools to reach additional
students.

At the local level, the schools or school districts
carry out the program and determine the students eligible
for free or reduced-price lunches in accordance with policy
stateménts which must be submitted to the State agencies.
To participate in the program, each school and school dis-
trict must enter into a written agreement with the State
and must keep accurate records to support claims for reim-
bursements.,

PROGRAM FUNDING

As shown in detail in appendix II, Federal assistance
to the States for the school lunch program and for the
other FNS-administered child-feeding and related programs
increased from about $438 million in fiscal year 1967 to
about §1.5 billion in fiscal year 1§73,

For the school lunch program, States must match the
Federal grants for general cash-for-food assistance from
sources within the State at s ratio of 3 to 1. For States
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with below-average per capita incomes, this ratio may be

B! decreased, Between fiscal years 1967 and 1972, annual con-

1o teibutions from sources within the States increased from
©$1,33 billdon to $1,66 billion, most of which came from

_students! payments, FNS estimated that, for fiscal year

1973, these contridutions would total $1.,76 billion,

Q
E MC 20-615 0 73-5

IToxt Provided by ERI
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s PTER |
MAKING NUTRITIOUS LUNCHES AVAILABLE
| I0_ALL SCHOOL CHILDREN

Zo:- FNS statistics show that participation in the school
- lunch program by both schools and students has increased in
_recent years, .About 74,900 schools, with about 40 million
- Students enrolled, participated in the program in fiscal

ooyear 1969 cempared with about 82,900 schools, with about

45 million students enrolled, in fiscal year 1972, Some of
- the schools, however, had enly limited programs because of
inadequats facilities. : ‘

: ENS statistics indicated that, between fiscal years
1969 and 1972, the average number of stude.ts participating
in the program each day had increased from 20,7 million to
24:4 million and that the average number of students receiv-

ing free or reduced-price lunches each day had increased from
3.1 million to 7.9 million,

FNS estimated that in fiscal year 1973 the program

~ Would operate in about 84,600 schools, with about 46 million
students enrolled, and that an average 27.5 million students

would participate in the program each day with 8.4 million

-receiving lunches free or at reduced prices.

FNS statistics as of October 1971--early in the 1971-72
school year--indicated that about 24,900 eligible schools,
with about 8,7 million students enrolled, were not partici-
pating in the school lunch program, including about 18,100
eligible schools, with about 5.5 million students enrolled,
that did not have any type of food service.'®

I'NS identified as needy schools at least 4,400 of the
24,900 schools which were not participating in the school

~

1ENS statistics as of September 30, 1972, indicated that
“about 23,900 eligible schools, with an enrollment of about
8,3 million, were not participating in the school lunch
~program, including about 17,700 eligible schools, with an
enrollment of about § million, that did not have any type
of food service.
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lunch program., .These 4,400 schools had an enrollment of
about 1.4 millien,

To determine why schools were not participating {n the
- school lunch program, we either sent questionnsires to or
interviewed local and State school cofficials {n four States.

i These officials repressnted most of the nonparticipating

public and private schools in the four States, In a fifth”
State, we reviewed the responses to questionnalres sent by

- the State during the 1971-72 school year to its nonpartici-
pating public end private schools. 1In all six States in-
cluded in our reéview, we also discussed with State and local
school district officials the reasons for their schools' non-
participation or limited participation.

The information we obtained showed that:

-«Some schools chose not to participate because (1) their
officlals were not interested in participating, (2)
their officals preferred to operate théeir own lunch
programs, or (3) local conditions were such that they
did not want to participate,

««Some schools did not participate becanse they did not
have the buildings and equipment necessary for prepar-
ing and serving food. Some of these schools said
they lacked the local funds needed to scquire such
buildings and equipment.

--Some schools were participating in the program but .
had only limited facilities and could not serve lunches
to a1l of their students.

Also, the State agencies and the FNS regional offices
were not effective in carrying out their responsibilities
for extending the program to nonparticipating schools,
especially to private schools.

SCHOOLS CHOOSING NOT TO PARTICIPATE

The information we gathered indicated that some schools
simply were not interested in participating. Some of the
~schools choosing not to participate served meals to students
under their own programs. School officials indicated that
they were not interested in parti~ipating i, the Federal
schoo! lunch program due to its basic requirements that
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(1) lunches contéin the basic componants--meat or. other
fgrogéin-type food as & main dish, vegetables o1 fruits
< brend or s similsr product, butter or margarine, and milk--‘
- requirsd by. the Secretary of Agriculture's guidelines, (2)
e or reduced-price lunches be provided to needy students,
- and (3) the program operate.on a nonprofit basis, ,

. -In_ one State, officials of 32 schools stated that they

- those hot to pqrticipata in the program rather than seyve
~the required lunches or operate nonprofit programs. In
-snothér State, officiails of three schools said that they .

. 'did not want to go to the administrative expense of operating
_free- or reduced-price-iunch programs, -

Officials of other schools, some of which had no food-
" serving facilities, said that they did not want to partici-.

pate or to acquire facilities due to specisl local conditions
Some of the conditions were:

~=The school district and/or school was too small for a
lunch program to be operated economically,

-=The school was scheduled to be closed in the near
future or had inadequate facilities and squipment
with which to conduct a food service progran,

--Students 1ived close to the school and could go home
for lunch. -

-=A court order was pending to consolidate districts
because of small enrollments or racial imbalances.

--The school required special food preparation for
religious reasons,

==The school did not accept hublic funds,

SCHOOLS WITHOUT FOOD SERVICE
BUTLDINGS AND EQUIPﬁiNT_

~ In replying to the questionnaires, needy and nonneady

-nonparticipating schools in the five States said that they
did not have buildings and equipment for preparing and serv-
ing foc4, Although some schools indicated that they had
local funds to acquire the necessary buildings and to




§Urcrtso equlpment, m&ny other schools reported that thoy
;did not- have the needed local funds._

S Undor the nonfood assistance program, Pedersl funds are
available to reimburse needy schools for up to 7§ percent of
“the cost of equipment purchased or rented to establish, main-
~tadn, and expand school food service programs, -~ Howéver, ‘
-nonfood assistance is not authoyized for acquiring new builde
‘ing$ or for expanding existing buildings nor 1s it authorized
for nonneedy schools, Public Law 92433 permits the 25-
percent matching requirement to be waived for schools without
foo: sérvice that aro determined by e State to be especielly :
'nOe y. Erd i v

: o ln one State, responses £rom 152 public and private non-

;participsting schools indicated that 93 schools were not 2
‘participating because theK did not have the necessary build-
tings and equipment, - 0 ese 93 schools, $0 stated that they

d1d not have the needed local funds, Another 36 of the 152
chools responded that they had sufficient locel funds and
ere planning to participate within the next 1 to 3 years,
he remaining 23 schools cited vartou; other ressons for their‘
:nonparticipation. e ; , ; :

Theblocsl funds problem confronting some schéols 1s-
llustreted by the information obtained from 68 of the 90

8¢

“local funds, "The total funds required for buildings snd
1ipment for these 68 schools, representing 8 gublic school «i '
istricts and 2 private schools, was estimated by the schools‘;'

tirely with local funds, Furthermore, the low percentage of -

needy students reported by about 65 percent of the schools -
“indicated that the schools might not be eligible for the 75-

‘percent Federal assistance for purchasing equipment, in which
“case the schools would have to pay the entire cost of the

: equipment.

E In another State, responses from school districts rep-
‘resenting 824 nonparticipating schools disclosed that 354
~were not participating becsuse they lacked the necessary
" buildings and equipment, Of these 354 schools, 198 stated
;- that they did not have the needed local funds.

hools not participating because they did not have the neededf;. :

‘or school districts at $2.5 million. At least 50 percent of .
that amount was for buildings and would have to be paid en-” <




, o throo smn. m&oqum fucuicm in some
plrtiolpulnl Schools resulted in the schools! untunc tho

. numbey of students who could purctoiﬁaco in the school iunch

. progrem, These quotss prevented bot nonneody ond noody stu-:
f~cdoncc frou partieipoctng in the proaran. L ,

’;. ‘ xn one- Stato :
‘only the students who were bused.to school to participate

. because facilities were not adequate to feed sll the stus
- dents, - About 2,800 of the total gchoo) district enrollment

of about 15,900 were bused, including 2,150 of the total
8,150 studencs who were consldered needy. Therefore sbout
;13.100 students, including about 1,000 who were considered :
'»noedy, had been excluded from participating. ~ e

S In one school distrlct in anothor State. ¥ school pro-
vidod lunches for its own.students and for students of six

;k“iﬂnoody schools.  Although the kitchen capacity &t the. school

- preparing the lunchos had been expandsd by about 50 porconc,.
o its limited capacity restricted participation st the six :

.~ other. schools, At four of the schools, only the needy stu-
~dents were provided with lurches. At the two other schools.
'not a11 the nocdy students were provlded with lunches,

‘The principal of the school preparing che lunchos told

t~sohool dtstrict with 48 lchools .110"64 "f?*

us thnt. if student participation at his school increased, hejﬁ;?V

-~ would have to further reduce the nunber of lunches sent to
, the six other schools. S .

BFFOR’I‘S 10 eraun PROGRAM T0 AI.L SCHOOLS

e The State plan for chlld nutrition operations, which
each State agency must submit annually to FNS, is to include
'y doscrlﬁtion of the manner in which the State proposes to
extend the school lunch program to every school in the State.
Where & State is prohibited from administering aid programs
to private schools, the responsibility for extending the pro-
g;;m to the prlvate schools rests with the FNS regional
offjce. :

* The nonparcicipating schools toward which such efforts.

. are to be directed are referred to by FNS as "no program" °
cschools and include both (1) schools which conduct their own

3
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- 1unch programs and {2) schools which do not have the build.
ings and equipment for preparing and serving lunches and
~“which generally require nonfood assistance to enable them

to participate in the program,

o Qur review disclosed that State agencles were not effec-

s tive ‘in extending the program to all schools {n their States,

- particularly to schools requiring nonfood assistance for the

necessary buildings and equipment. For example, one Stats

: pfency had approved requests for nonfoad assistance on a

. flrstecome-first-served basis without identifying the
~yelative needs of individual schools, Another State agency

- had: not Surveyed its schools to identify those needing non-

- food assistance and to inform them about the availability of
such assistance. - o ,

. 2 °Alse the Department's Office of the Inspector General

~ (016) , which reviewed FNS regional office operations betwesn
“May 1971 and March 1972, reported that some FNS regional - .
"0ffices had made only limited efforts to extend the school’
‘lunch program to private schools. 01Q reported that the fis-
‘cal year 1972 plan of one regional office, which ¢alled for
actively recrylting nonparticipating private schools and -
“taking a poll of:such schools to determine whether they had ..
~food 'sorvice, had not been carried out as of December 1971, . -
"01G had found-that the regionsl office had primarily foliowed -
‘up on inquiries initiated by interested private schools.

to carry out that phase of the plan because of more pressing
_problems and theli increased workleads, -~ = = o

7% 1 another reglonal office OI( noted inconsistent past
efforts to extend the school lunch program. OIG found that,
-0f 416 nonparticipating private schools in a 3-State svea in
~that-region, 268 had not been visited by the regional office,
- 016 noted that the regional office had sent a memorandum -

‘. explaining the program to some of those schools in March 1971 -
. but:that the office had not recorded the schools contacted or
‘the results achioved. O01G reported that, of the 148 schools

- the reglonal office visited, 107 were visited Loiore fiscal
© year 1970 (there were no records of visits in fiscal year
-1970) and only 41 were visited in fiscal year 1971,

, 01G recommended that both regional offices initiate
plans of action outlining steps tu be taken to offer the pro-
gran to all eligible private schools, FENS officials

_Reglonal office officisls told.01G that. they had been unabig‘  o
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, subsequently advised us that all five FNS regional offices ‘,'
- had ‘adopted formal outreach action plans.

To effectively extend the program to all schools, FNS
and the States need accurate data on the schools which need
assistance and the extent of their needs. To identify

" schools without food service, FNS conducted several surveys

and sent questionndires to the States. The State agencies

. were to collect and summarize the data and forward it to FNS,

- However, the agencies did not accurately prepare the ques-
tionnaires and only roughly estimated the number of schools
without food service.

For example, the FNS survey, which showed that about
18,500 schools did not have food service as of October 1971,
did not disclose whether such schools lacked the facilities
for preparing and serving food, Moreover, our test of the
sgccuracy of four States' data indicated that the reported
number of schools without food service was not reliable. In
some States, the State educational ggencies did not have suf-
ficient information available %o prepare accurate surveys.
In one State, all schools not participating in the school
lunch program were assumed to be without food service. In
~enother State, a certain percentage of the nonparticipating
.8cho0ls was assumed to be without food service, :

Our discussions with Stato officials 1nd1cated that

' 3 gefforts to identify the needs of nonparticipating schools and

"~ to extend the program to these schools had been hampered by
several factors., These officials stated that the shortage of

. administrative staff in relation to the increased scope of
“child-feeding programs had affected their efforts to extend
the program. They also cited their difficulty in obtaining
information from nonparticipating schools., One State offf{cial

“stated that, due to the uncertainty of funding in past years,
promotional efforts had been limited to large school
districts and to schools which had expressed specific inter-
est in the program.

- 4 o =

~ FNS officials generally concurred with our observations.
They stated that the Department was aware of the need to -
bring no-program schools into the program and that FNS had
several efforts to deal with this problem underway. They




"referred specificelly to the report on no-program scheols ,
“1ssued by the National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition in
~'January 1972, This report recommended, among other things,
‘thet the Department concentrate on extending the program so
“'that all schools needing lunch progrdms would be participat-
ing within 3 years, FNS officials said that they concurred .
“in this recommendation and that their goal was to bring 5,000
- ‘nosprogram schools into the progren during the 1972+ 73 school
‘Yeﬂr.:~ AEAEN

, Regarding schools which: did not perticipate due to the

~lack of facilities, FNS officials expressed the view that

‘sufficient Federal resources weve available to schools which

. reslly wanted lunch programs. They sald that in many céses

- the lack of facilities could be overcome by alternative foeds
< ing netbp s, such as catered luiches prepared by other . _

" gchoolg or by commercial outlets., . They also stated that the
program was sufficiently flexible to permit partic{pation by

schools xequiring special food preparation. _

FNS officials pointed out that, since enactment of Pub-

lie Law 915248, State agencies and FNS had concerned them-:

Selves with implementing the free« and reduced-price-lunch

policy at schools already in the program and that therefore

their efforts to extend the program to all schools had been.

linited. FNS officials also stated that, although the scope

32&11.“"
CONCLUSIONS

: The schools that did not offer their students any lunch RIER
progrens had a number of reasons for this situation, :
Although some of the reasons were based on local preferenee
oy on special local conditions not susceptible to Federal -

- persuasion, other reasons cited, such as the lack of intercst
oY the 1ack of facilitles for preparing and serving food,
__evidenced prollems that could be resolved. To resolve these
. problems, FNS needs better data on the number of schools not
“;perticipating in the program and their reasons; ' Such data
would help FNS to determine what assistance or changes-in

- administrative policies or legisletion nay bé needoed to enable:
the. schools to perticipete.

of child nutrition programs had increased tremendously in the =
Several years, administretive staffs at the State agen- =
cles.and at the FNS resional offlees hed remained relativoly,&a o
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RECOMENDATIONS 10 THE SECRETARY

¥e recommend that, to help achieve the cbjective of
making nutritious lunches available to all school children,
the Adainistrator, FNS: :

~«=Make the studies necessary to obtain accurate informa-
tion on the number and needs of schools not partici-
pating in the progrem and, if 4t is decided that the
Schools should be participating, determine whether
changes in existing administrative policies or prac-
tices or in legislation are necessary, -

*~Direct the FNS regional offices to work mors closely
with the States in contacting nonparticipating
schools and, where applicable, to contact nonpartici-
pating schools directly, to convince thea of the
importance of providing nutritious meals to their stu-
dents and to advise them of the types of assistance
available under the school lunch program. Such pro-
motional efforts could be espscially effoctive in
encouraging the participation of those schools whose
reasons for not participating may be other than the

- lack of local funds,

 AGENCY COMMENTS

2R

- The Department advised us by letter dated January 19,
5271973 (see app, III), that it generally agreed with our con-
~'clusions and recomsendations and found them to be consistent

with its experlerice in administering the progranm.

The Departaent said that:

--FNS was annually updating inventory data on no-program
schools, ’

--FNS personnel wers dsveloping the methodology and
reporting forms to be used in the survey on uomet
needs for equipment in schools eligible for ascist-
ance., The results of the survey would be reporved to
the Congress, as required by sectioen 6(e) of Putlic
Law 92-4133,
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“wsAlthough committed to reaching schools which offer no
~'food services snd those which provide food services
but which do n6t participate in the Federal program,
PNSt's primary efforts were being directed toward the -
-~ flyst type., - ;

_+«A nationwide-drive involving State, vegionsl, and
Washington personnel had begun in August 1972} the
five FNS regions had adopted formal outreach plansj
and FNS and State personnel weré holding meetings and

‘ ~_,work;hogs‘tnd iniciatinf mass mailings to the nonpar-
ticipating school officisls, in line with the commite.
. 'ment to bring: 5,000 additional schools into the
 progran in the 1972-73 school year and to reach as:

many schools as possible within 3 years,

<<Concentrated &fforts wete being emphasized in 11
. States where the rumbers of schools and students with-
out food services in public ead private schools were

establishing programs in title 1 schools .} ‘
‘.;iﬁisqno'cisévaNs reg:ontl,P§f§°nn61;kero divectly
" _conducting the ocutresch effort to assist State sgen-

k'kﬁﬁzciqs that: did np;khuvéy;uiflciont'personngl.af»~

_<sBach regionsl administrator submitted & dotailed
" monthly report showing the status of new programs
. established and schools' reasons for refusing to -
~participate. , . : S

««As schools having no facilities for preparing and
serving food were identified, they were being provided

~with a brochure illustrating alternative methods of
providing adequate school lunches. ‘

PESESENESRSEITEE

_ 1Title 1 schools are schools receiving funds under titlp I of
. the Blementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

" (20 U.S.C. 241a) which authorizes Federal financisl ‘assist-
ance for programs designed to meet the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children living in areas
having high concentrations of children from low-income
families.

particularly high, Top priority had been sssigned to .
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7 We belleve the lctionl that FNS hes Vtcke:n' of pisnned
- should help it move fully schieve the profran objective of -
- making nutritious.lumchou‘cvailgbzq‘to 81l sc¢hool children,
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HAETBR

PROVIDING FREB OR RBDUCED-PRICB LUNCHES
1o ALL NBBDY SCHOOL CHILDREN

. ln recent years the number of students eating freo or
_reduced price lunches has increased significently, In
~April 1970, before the passage of Public Law 91-248 which
‘clarified responsibilities for providing such lunches,
~about § million students, nationwide, were eating free or
-reducod«price 1lunches, ;

FNS stitietic~ showed that as of April 1972 the num-
_ber had increased to about 8.1 miliion students, about a
60-percent -increase in 2 years, However, an FNS survey as
- 6f March 1972 disclosed that about 9,6 million needy stu«
"“dents were attending participating schools. Therefore
_sbout 1.5 million still were not eeting free or reduced-. -
:price lunchos.,; o IR ,

To deternino why, we identified 183 needy students at
20 of the 26 schools we visited during the 1971-72"school.
< yesr who were not eating free or reduced-price lunches and’
interviewed them or members of their families. The average
daily attendance in the 20 schools was about 21,000 students,
of whom about 5,300 were éating free or reduced sprice. lunches.:'
‘were uhable to determine the percent of needy. students :
sating lunches free or at reduced prices bacause valid ins
formation on the total number of needy students in these
,kschools was not eveileble.

L 0f those 183 persons interviewed, 75 ststed that they
“~did not want to participate, or that they did. not want the .
~students to participate, for personai reasons, such as pride.
L‘snd student preference not to eat the school funches.

The ‘other 108 persons interviewed stated that théy
wanted to eat, or wanted the students to eat, the school
“‘lunches free or at reduced prices, but that, for various

, reasons, they were not perticipeting.

: ¥e found that certain administrative practices at some
of the schools we visited during the 1971-72 school yedr
did not comply with FNS regulations. OIG found similar
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*',piucttces 1n;1gn review of the sdministration of the free-
‘#nd reduced-price-lunch policies in other schools during

'f'k.zhof1971'7z~;;hqo1‘yoar. : ‘
i  The teasons cited by those who did not want to partici- -
pate and the administrative practices which sffected par-
tlglpgtion_py ngedy,g;udpntp aro‘discuq:od below. ]

ASONS CITED BY THOSE WH

~Our-interviews with the 75 persons who did not want
to participste in the school lunch program or who did not
1o Want the students to participate indicated that their
. reasons generally were personal. Most of the reasons
could be classified into two categories: (1) parent or
student pride and (2) student preference not to eat, or
:tugegtddislike;of.'the school lunches. Other reasons
ncluded: ‘ o : ; .

-¥Thefparent preferred the student’to eat lunch at o
home because the parent could prepare a better lunch.

| «-The student 1ived close to the school and could go
home for lunch, o :

. ««The siudent was on a diet,
--The student needed special food for health reasons.

-<The student could not eat certain foods because of
religious belief.

Some persons we interviewed said that the students
preferred the a la carte service available to them. With
4 la carte service, a student can select a lunch from a
variety of food items rather than be served a lunch meeting
the Secretary's guidelines, commonly known as a type A
lunch., A number of nonneedy students also cited this pref-
erence as their reason for not participating in the school
lunch progranm, ,

The following example shows the slgnlf!cance of this
préference.
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««In & needy secondary school, which had converted

“its lunch progran from & 18 carte service to & type
A lunch during the 197071 school year, general
participation fell from an aversge 850 students
daily during the 1968-69 school year to about 630
students daily in December 1971, The principal of
this school told us that he considered this drop in
participation remarkable because, linder a la carte

- secvice, no frée or roduced-price lunches hzd been
served and that sbout 75 percent of the students

“were eligible for free or reduced-price lunches
under the type A lunch program, He sald that, when
the type A lunches were served, students had no
choice of what they could éat and lost interest in
the lunches,
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ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES APPECTING
NEEDY STUDENTS' PAR PR

: At 15 of the 20 schools where we held our interviews
during the 1971-72 school year, certain administrative prac-
“tices did not comply with FNS regulations for free and
~reduced-price lunches, At seven of these schools, these

o practices appeared to be related to some of the redsons

cited for nonparticipation by those interviewed. We found
similar grac; ¢es at six other schools which we visited
during the 1971.72 school year but at which we did not inter-
view students or members of their families, ;

The regulations require that:

-«A notice be distributed to all parents of children
attending schools participating in the school lunch
program to advise them about the free- and reduced-
prite-lunch program., This notice is to be accompanied
by an spplication form for free or reduced-price ~
lunches, 1If eligibility standards change during the -
school year, the sume notification procedures are to
be followed, o ,

-«The food authorities of schools participating in the
lunch program insure that studeats receiving free or
reduced-price lunches are not overtly identified dy
the use of special tokens or tickets or by any other
means, - ~

Reqﬁired application forms for
free and reduced-price Junches not sent

0f the 26 schools we visited during the 1971-72 school
year, 8(1) had not sent .pglication forms for free or
reduced-price lunches at the beginning of the school year to

e —————is

“The eight schools not sending application forms at the

beginning of the school year were Mayfair Elementary, Irwin

Junior High, and Theodore Roosevelt High in Fresno, Cali-

forniaj Peter H. Burnett Junior High and San Jose High in

San Jose, California; Douglass Elementary in Kansas City,

Kansas; and Harris Elementary and Northeastern High in
Detroit, Michigan.
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students! families and 7,(¢) including 2 of the §, had not
- sent spplication forms after eligibility standards changed
~during the school year, In one school district s school
-gent notices to the famil{es about the school lunch program
but, contrary to FNS regulations snd the school district's
. spproved free- and reduced-price-lunch poliey, did not in-

- ‘clude applicstion forms, Some parents told us that they

~ ¢could not, or would not, go to the school to complete the
;:ﬁplicdtions. As a result, their children were not eating

¢ free or reduced-price lunches,

: Officigls of this school district told us that the ap-
plication forms had not been sent to the families because
the officials considered it a waste of money to send forms
.to every home in the district. School officials in another
‘district told us that they had not distributed applications
I;o everyone because the district had not .provided enough
Cforms. : : ‘ o

In commentifg on the practice of not sending applica~
tion forms to a1l familles, district officials stated that
corrective action had been or would be taken,

Tdentity of students receiving =
fge_or veduced-price unches not’protected :
‘ In 2001) of the 26 schools we visited during the
1971-72 school year, procedures used to account for the

“The seven schools not sending application forms sfter eligi-
“bility standards changed were Fitzgerald Elementary, Harrls
Blementary, Moore Blementary, Scripps Elementary, Condon
-Junior High, Spain Junior High, and Northeastern High in

" Detyoit.

’The 20 schools were Irwin Junior High and Theodore Roosevelt
" High in Fresno; Washington Elementary, Peter H. Burnett ’
~Junioy High, and San Jose High in San Jose; Douglass Ele-
. mentary in Ksnsas City; Horace Mann Elementary and East
“Righ 13 Wicaita, Kansas; Fitzgerald Blementary, Harrls
-~ Elementary, Moore Blementary, Preston Elementary, Scripps
“Blementsry, Condop Junior High, Spain Junior High, and
Northeastern High'in Detroit; Kelly Elementary, Poe Junjor
- High, and Rhodes Junior High in San Antonio, Texas; and
Lincoln Street Elementary in Texarkana, Texas, ‘

10.8150-73 - 8
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nunber of free snd reducedeprice lunches served resulted in .
the overt identification of needy students, We were told in
14 interviews that students did not want to take the school
lunches fres or at reduced prices becauss of their relucs
tance to be identified as needy, Some of the procedures
-Weret : . C B

»=Nonneedy students paid in the lunchroom, but needy .
students were récognized and not chargea by the
cashier, used lunch tickets, or called out assigned
numbers as they passed through the lunch lines,

~-Nonneedy students paid at the teacher's desk; while -
heedy students remained seated,

"Local school and school district officials commented on -
the difficulty of protecting the anonymity of needy students,
Some officials expressed a reluctance to devise a more
sophisticated system to protect anonymity because of the
time and expense involved. They also said that students
discussed this matter anong themselves and therefore knew
who were receiving free lunches. S ' '

; The school districts advised us, however, that effortﬁ
had been or were being made to develop procedures that pro--
tect. the anonymity of needy students, o

OIG REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION OF
FREE-_AND REDUCED-PRICE-LUNCH PROGRAM

o deed

0IC issued a report in May 1972 on its review of the
© - manner in which the free- and reduced-price~-lunch progran
. had been implemented during the 1971-72 school year by
5 FNS regional offices and by educational agencles and school
“-districts in 13 States and the District of Columbia, OIG's
report recognized the increase in the nunber of needy chil-
dren benefiting from the school lunch program but noted that
administrative weaknesses still existed that would impede
further progress, OIG reported the following as the more
significant weaknesses in the implementation of the free-
and reduced-price~iunch program,

*-School district officials did not always comply with
all the procedures agreed to in their spproved free-
and reduced-price-lunch policy statements,
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CeoIn many instances, publicity snd literature on free
- .iunches were not promptly distributed to local news
media, applications for free lunches wereé not

. promptly disseminated to parents, and approvals of

free-lunch requests were not promptly processed by
school officlals, ; - '

~+The anonymity.of students approved for free and
reduced-price lunches was not protected in 50, or
about 40 pet.ent, of the 132 school districts audited,
“Some needy si.dents had to work for their meals; some
. wete required tu use a medium of exchange, such as s
-,voucher, which differed from that used by paying
students; and some had to use identification cards
which clearly indicated thelr status as free-lunch*
recipients, i

~=Bocause trained personnel were lacking and because
other respdonsibilities were emphasized, FNS regional
office and State agency sdministrative analyses and
reviews of State agency and school operations, re-
spectively, were not of sufficient depth or scope to
~determine the extent of, or reason for, significant

program shortcomings, s

.-FNS estimates of the number of needy students were
. largely based on unsupportad data submitted by State
agencies. )

0IG recommended, among other things, that the Admin-
istrator, FNS! } .

~ --Roemphasize to FNS regional office and State agency
personnel their specific areas of responsibility
iunder the program, including the necessary followup
on implementation of policy statements and prompt
corréctive action on problem aress, . ,

-sStrongly ongourage schools to continue to publicize
the avallability of free and reduced-price lunches.
Effective followup should be required, especially in
those schools where participation is below the esti-
mated potentisl need.

»
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~-Reemphasize that PNS regional office and State agency
reviewers need to concentrite on covering schools!
implementatéon of, and success in complying with,
free- and reduced-price-lunch policies,

--Assist the FNS regional offices, State agencies, and
school officials to obtain sound statistics of each
schoolts need to provide free and reduced-price
'unches within its geographic area.

«<Renew offorts to have schools develop systems that
adequately protect the anonymity of students approved
for free and reduced-price lunches. Acceptable
methods should be publicized and followup should be
effected to insure proper implementation.

The FNS Administrator advised OIG by letted dated
August 10, 1972, that FNS generally agreed with OIG's
findings and recommendations. He stated that the FNS
regional offices and State agencies had been advised of
the deficiencies noted by OIG and ¢f the action to be taken
to correct them. He stated also that ,\e intended to provide
the necessary vigorous followup on the proposed corrections
to insure improved performance at all levels in 1ine with
the purposes of, and regulations for, child-feeding prograns,

FNS officials generally agreed with our observations
and commented that:

-«The information we obtained during our interviews was
very interesting and worthwhile because this was the
first effort they were aware of to obtain information
and views on the program from prospective reciplents.

~«There was sufficient program flexibility to permit
substitution of foods :f studcnts did not 1ike the
fqod‘served.

--A distinction should 1e made between overtly identi-
£fying needy students snd protecting their snonymity,

Since FNS and the schools could never completely pro-
tect the anonymity of necdy students, their main concern was
to satisfy themselves that the procedures used by the
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" gehools did not result in overt {dentification. Their role
~was to identify collection procedures used by schools that
 were successful in protecting the snonymity of nesdy stus
.~ dents ind to disseminate this {nformation to the States and
fiqthor schools, ‘ ‘
* CONCLUSIONS

1.;' A1th¢ugh free or reduced-grice lunches have been made
~gvailable to an incréasing number of needy students, our
findings, together with 0IG's findings, have shown seversi

obstacles to accomplishing the objective of reaching all
needy school children, The principsl obstacles arel

--Schoois' adoption of practices in administering the
free- and reduced-price-lunch policy that do not com-
ply with FNS regulstions,

r-Needy families' refusal to have their children sccept
the school lunches free or at reduced prices.

--The inadequate coverage by FNS regional office and
State agency reviewers of the schools' implementation
of, and success in complying with, free« and reduced-
price-1lunch policies.

i We believe that OIG's recommendations to FNS for inm-
proving the implementation of free- and reduced-price~lunch
policles and the actions taken or glnnned by FNS should help

overcome the obstacles discussed above} therefore we are not

making any recommendations on this aspect 9! the progran,

AGENCY COMMENTS

In its comments the Department stated that the increase

in the number of free and reduced-price lunches served since
the May 1970 law changed the requirements for such lunches .
was due to FNS's deternined efforts and to the cooperation
‘of State agency and local school personnel. The Department
pointed out that these efforts had been somewhat hampered
and at times delayed because of the timing of legislative
amendments and regulatory changesj howevey, the income gulde«
1ines for the 197273 school year were published in May 1972
and guidance on updating and implementing the free- and
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réducod-price-lumch policles was issued in mid-June to
permit all schools to have approved policy statements at
the beginning of the school yesr. '

The Department further stated that FNS was continulng
to direct corrective action on the program deficiencles
disclosed by O01G and by administrative reviews; that FNS
had reviewed all the State agency policies and the local
school policles approved by the State agencles; and that
FNS had visited selected school districts and individual
schools in all States to insure that the policles were im-
plemented in 1ine with FNS regulations and Federal law.
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CHAPTER 4

NEED TO OBTAIN BETTER INFORMATION
ON_COST PER LUNCH

To more effectively sdminister the sch3ol lunch program,
FNS needs dccurate financial information on the program's
operation. FNS especially lacked such information for the
cost of lunches. An accurate per-lunch cost would help not:
only to insure that the Pederal reimbursements do not exceed - -
the actual costs of lunches, as is required by existing ‘
legislation, but also to determine the extent to which espe-
cially needy schools are eligible for higher reimbursements
allowed by the legislation, . )

Before fiscal year 1971, the Federal reimbursement rate
for free school lunches generally was considerably lower than
the schools' cost of providing such lunches. .

With the fiscal year 1972 increhse in the reimbursement

rate for free lunches to 46 cents each--a rate which more nearly

approximated the cost of providing the lunches--FNS needed
nore precise information on each school's reimbursable costs
1f it was .tq effectively administer the Federal reimbursement

requiriments. ENS, however, did not provide sufficient guidance

to the schools on how to determine and report their costs.

Schools were required to include costs for food, labor, and
“other" on thelir claims for reimbursement, but no criteria

were provided to identify what cost elements should be in-

cluded in these broad categories.

Schools computed their costs in a variety of ways. Some
schools included only the direct costs of food, labor, and
supplies; others also included indirect costs. Some schools
charged the costs of all food, labor, and supplies to the
lunch program, although some of the costs were applicable
to, and should have been charged to, other programs, such as
the breakfast, special milk, and a la carte lunch programs.
One school district covered in our review had significantly .
overstated its costs because it had included certain’costs
which pertained to the prior year's school lunch program.

Lunch costs reported by individual schools varied widely.
For example, an FNS study as of December 1971 showed that the




. 8vergge per-lunch cost at private schools covered in the
study ranged from 18 cents to 95 cents, An FNS official
told us that, because many ¢f the schools incurred costs of
less than 46 cents per lunch, FNS might be forced to seek
refunds, These refunds could prove financially detrimental
to many schools. For example, the study showad that 85 of
93 schools in one FNS region had a per-lunch cost of less
than 46 cents, including 50 which had an average per-lunch
cost of less than 35 cents,

The American School FPood Service Association compiled
costs reported by school food service directors {n 41 States
as of March 1972. These per-lunch costs ranged from 49 cents
to 91 cents and averaged 63 cents.

. FNS has taken steps to provide additional clarification
and guidance as to what costs should be reimbursable., An
8ccounting manual designed by a firm of certified public
accountants under contract with FNS was tested in a number
of school districts from September through December 1972.

In Decumber 1972 FNS completed a survey of direct and in-
dfrect operating costs applicable to the program in several
States, to determine the average cost of school lunches. FNS
analyzed 1971-72 school year lunch costs, to identify any
instances where reimbursements exceeded costs.

These efforts did not significantly help schools compute
per-<lunch costs because FNS did not identify what costs were
to be included in the computations. After we pointed out
this. lack, FNS offictals informed us that they recognized
the need to define allowable costs and that they were pre-
paring a policy statement on the matter.

A specific definition of allowable costs would enable
FNS to determine whether the reimbursement rate is no greater
than allowable costs but is sufficient to providé the incentive
for States i1d schools to bring more needy students into the
program,

| RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY
OF AGRICULTURE

e e e ey et ergitrds

We recommend that the Administrator, FNS, in developing .
the policy statement on per-lunch cast, specifically define
the types of costs incurred by participating schools that are
allowable for reimbursement, '
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AGENCY COMMENTS -
~ - In its comments the Department stated that the policy

statement being developed would specifically define allowsble
reimbursement costs, The Department said that, although FNS
- had issued guidelines to its regional administrators for

1‘*, determining the cost of producing a type A lunch, the methods

varied depending, in part, on the types of accounting systens

used in the schools; many systems did not permit definitive

‘gete;minations of the per-lunch cost of providing & type A
unch,

~ The Department further advised us that it anticipated
that the new sccounting handbook, which had been field tested,
would uniformly define costs--both for accounting and for
determining levels of Federal reimbursement.
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CHAPTER §

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We made our review at the Department of Agriculture
headquarters in Washington, D.C.; at the State educational
agencles in California, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan,
and Texas; and at 13 selected school districts and 46 schools
within those districts, (See app, 1.)

We reviewed ‘the administration of the school lunch pro-
gram in Indiana and Kentucky primarily during the 1970-71
school year and in Cslifornia, Kansas, Michigan, and Texas
during the 1971+72 school year. Our review in Michigan was
made primarily in Detroit to cover the program in a large
northern industrial urban area,

We reviewed the applicable legislation and the policies,
procedures, and program records of the Department, the six
State educational agencies, and the selected school districts
and schools, We also interviewed Federal, State, and local
officials and obtained written comments from some school dis-
trict officlals, We reviewed selected reports issued by 0IG
on its reviews of the program,

At 20 of the 26 schools we visited during the 1971-72
school year, we identified 183 needy students who were not
participating and interviewed them or members of their
families.,
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APPBNDIX 1

STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIBS, SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
AND SCHOOLS VISITED DURING REVIEW

'CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORN!A:

Fresno City Unified School District:
Irwin Junior High
Mayfair. Elementary - °
Theodore Roosevelt High

San Jose Unified School District:
Peter H., Burnett Junior High
San Jose High .
Washington Elementary

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, INDIANAPOLIS,
INDIANA:

Fort Wayne Community Schools:
Hillcrest School
Portage Junior High
Francis M. Price School
Willard Shambaugh School

Indianapolis Public Schools:
School 27
School 74
School 83
School 21

Richmond Community School Corporatton~
Boston School
Hibberd Elementary and Juntor High
Highland School
Test Junior High

KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, TOPEKK. KANSAS:

imified Scinool District No. 500. Kansas City.
Argentine High
Douglass Elementary
Northeast Junior High
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Untfied School District No, 259, Wichita
Bast High
Horace Mann Junior High
Jefferson Blenentary )

KENTUCKY DBPARTHENT OF BDUCATION, FRANXFORT, KENTUCKY

Louisville Independent School District:
Blizabeth Breckinridge Blementary
Cochran Blementary i
Parkland Junior High

Owensboro Independent School Districtx
Estes Junior High
Lincoln Elementary

Perry County School District:

« -D.C. Combs Memorial Righ
Leatherwood Consolidated
M.C. Napier High

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LANSING, MICHIGAN:

School District of the City of Detroit:

Condon Junior High

Fitzgerald Elementary

Harris Blementary

Moore Elementary

Northeastern High

Preston Elementary

Scripps Blementary

Spain Junior High

TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, AUSTIN, TEXAS:

San Antonio Independent School District:
Kelly Field Elementary
Poe Junior High
Rhodes Junior High

Texarkana Independent Scheol District:
Lincoln Street Elementary
Pine Street Junior High
Texas High
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

£OOD AND NUTRITION BERVICE
WASHINGTON, 0.C, 20280

Januery 19, 1973

Mr, Richard 7, Woode
Agsietant Director
Resouross and Roomoaie
Development Divieion
nited States General Accounting Office

Dear Mr, Woodes

Vo sgree 1in general with the oonclusions and recommndations contained

in the draft of your Report to the Congress o6a Progress and Problems

in Achisving Objsotives of the School Lunoh Program, We find them to

3 muicunt with owr own experience and firdings in the edminietration
prograa, .

It {0 folt that our ocomments ss included in the draft report sccurately
reflact our position at the time of thé wor reviev mesting with your
representatives and wo wish %0 fwrnish the following ccaments oonosrning
subsequent program developments,

With regerd 10 the ™o-progran® schools we belisve that a distinetion
sust be made between achools which offer no food aervice at a1l and those
which provide & food service, tut do not partioipate in the Federsl pro-
gras, PNS ie specifically ccamitted to reaching both categories of - . ..
"no-progran” schools in 1te cutreach sfforts with primary efforts toward
the former category, We are committed to an annual update of inventory
dats on no-program schoole and are ourrently tabulating the results of
the October 1972 survey from which final data will be available shortly,

A three-way simultanecus nationwide drive, involving a concentrated joint
offort by Reglonal,: State and Washington FNS personnel, to reagh no-progran
achools was leunohed in August 1972, Pormal outreach action plans have
been siopted in sach of the five regions and FNS and State personnel are
condusting meetings and workshops and initisting mass mailings to the
ponpa:ticipating school officials, in line with our comaitment to bring
5,000 additional echoole fnto the pvogram in 1972-77 and to resch a» nany
as possidble within three years, Concentrated outreach efforts are being
erphasited in eleven selected States where numbers of echools and ohildren
vithout food service in pudlic and private echools are particularly high,
and top priority has been aseigned to establishing programs in Title 1
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80n00ls, In some cases FNS repional personnel are assisting those State
Agensies that do not have surf%oicnt parsonnel by dircotly condusting the
outredch effort within those Stetes. The Regional Administrators forward
& detafled monthly progress report t0 the Director of the Agency's Cnild
Nutrition Divielon on the status of new programs establisred 8s well 83
the status of schools refusing to partiolpate and reasons for the refusel,

In line with our comments on the lack of facilities and equipment, the
&gency has made available & brochure that {llustrates various methods of
providing an adequate school lunch to chlléren enrolled in sonools without
in-house preparation and serving fecilities. This brochure is beln?
forwarded (& appropriate nonparticipants ay they sre identified, Fiecal
procedures have been instituted for the reservation and epportionment of
50 per centwn of the appropriated nonf'ood sssistance funds to assist
needy schools without & food service as required by the recent amendment
of Seotion 5 of the Child Nutrition Act. AlsO, agency personnel sre
deeply involved with developing the methodology and reporting forms for
the survey among the States and school districts on unmet needs for
equipment in schools eligible for assistance, The results of the survey,
to be conduoted this spring, will be reported o the Congress as required
by Section 6{e) of Public law 92-433.

Since the major changes in the free and rediced piice meal requirements
were enacted into law in May 1970 the dally service of free and reduced
price lunches has been increased from 3.1 million in FY 196 to 8.3
million in November 1972 through the agency's determined efforts with the
cooperative, intensive actions of the State Agency and local sohool food
authority personnel. The efforts have been scmewhat hampered and at
times delayed due to the timing of legislative amendments directly
affecting the program and the promulgation of rezulatory changes, The
Secretary's income poverty guidelines applicable to the current school
year were published in May, and guidance on the updating and implementation
of the free and reduced Price policies was fssued in mid-June 0 permit all
schools %0 have effective, approved,policy statements at the beginning of
the academic year, The Agency is continuing {ts determined efforts to
direct general and specifio corrective action on the program defictencies
disclosed in the 0I0 audft report, as well es those disclosed {n our
administrative on.site visits and reviews. We nave also $ssued guidance
on the policy changes required by enactment of Public Lew 92-433, We have
closely reviewed ell of the State Agency policics, en2 as pert of this
year's edministrative analyses, FNS personnel have revlewed the local
sciwol food authorities' policies as approved in the State Agency offices.
Also, on-site vialts have been made to selected scheol districts and to
individual schools in all States for a first hand review of local admine
istration of the policies, and to essure that they are implemented in line
with the Department's regulations and Federal law,

Q -

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Conderning the adequacy of peremesl lunch cost data, {n addition to the
polisy statement ourrently being developed which will speoifically define
sllovable reimbursement costs, the agenoy isgued guidelines on June 8 to
tie Regional Adminlstrators for deternining the cost of producing & Type A
lunch, Tiw metnods vary depending, in part, upon the type of aecounting
syotens used in the schools, Many systems currently folloved do not
pernit defin{tive determinations on the per-lunch dost of providing a
Type A lunoh, In addition, we antiofpate that the new accounting hand-
book, whish has undergone fiold testing, will aohieve & wniform definition
of costs-<in both the sccounting sense and for determining levels of
Federal reimbursement,

With consideration of these additional comments we feol that your report
reslistically gummarizes the current status of the progran,

&(ncégly,
'\
- NA-A——‘.....I .
!dH:h@.J. Hekman ;

Adafntetrator
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APPENDIX IV

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES
DISCUSSED IN THIS REPQRT

Tenure of office

From To
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE:
Earl L, But:z Dec., 1971 Present
Clifford M. Hardin Jan, 1968 Nov, 1971
ASSISTANT SECRETARY, MARKETING
AND CONSUMER SERVICES:
Clayton Yeutter Jan. 1973  Present
Richard E. Lyng Mar. 1969 Jan. 1973

ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRI-
TION SERVICE:
Edward J. Hekman Sept. 1969 Present

10-61$ O - 73 -7
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With reS{:ect to the service of free and reduced-priced meals, GAO
contended that a number of local school districts were discriminating
against students who were eligible for these meals by 1dentifz')in them
a8 eligible recipients, which practic. is contrary to the law. OK, what
changes is the Department contemplatiné in the administration of
the program in light of this finding of GAO?

Dr, YEuTTER. I think I should refer that one to Mr. Rorex or
Mr. Hekman since they are more directly involved.

Mr, Rorex, Mr. Chairman, the report you referred to by GAO
actually arrived in the Department late Monday afternoon. You
correctly quoted their findings. Their finding was back during the
early days of the implementation of the mendated free and reduced-
e‘l"ice lunch requirements under the Secretary’s poverty guidelines.

e did have difficulty getting the paperwork done and getting full
co%geration across the country in the ;mplementation of those policies.

e feel that currently the number of children receiving iree and
reduced-price lunches demonstrates that the local and State author-
ities are doing a much better job.

Chairman Perxins, You feel presently that they are not identifying
them at the Jocal level? You feel, your directives and regulations are
complying with the law and this situation is not taking place in the—

r. Rorex. We feel the information and advice from counsel
released from the Department in the form of regulations and instruc-
tions and the followthrough on the part of the States has been uni-
versally improved since the initial year under the mandated guidelines
for free and reduced-price lunches. It is true we are having a difficult
time of developing a system that will protect the anonymity of the
free lunch children as they go thro.u%h the cafeteria but protecting
the anonymity of the child is certainly different than overt discrim-
ination against.that child by calling names, using special tags, special
lines, and special hours. But local school authorities and the State
staffs are working diligently to improve this performance.

Chairman PerkiNs. Tho GAO report has also found that the
regional offices of your Department are not doing an adequate job of
encouraging the 24,000 schools in the country which are not participat-
ing in the school lunch pr(}gram to begin such participation.

o you agree with that finding, and if it is true, how are you going
to correct it )

Mr. Rorex. I would agree at the time of the audit, Mr. Chairman,
that the regional offices were having the same problems of getting
cranked up and getting organized and following through with the
private schools that they administer directly in those States where
the State departments of education are prohibited from dzaling with
nonpublic schools. But here again the regional offices and the States
are OK since the audit was conducted—— .

Chairman PerkiNs. You contend that you have made progress in
co;(met?':tion with the questions I have propounded since this audit was
taken

Mr. Rorex. Yes, I would contend we have made considerable

progress. .

C%:airman PeRrkiNs. And you contend now that these situations are
not the case at all, that if GAO went back, they would not find these
situations. Is that correct?

Q
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Mr. Rorex. I would contend we have made considerable progress
- but there are soms soft spots, We have enlisted the aid of other agencies
in the Nation to help us interest local school authorities in making
an affirmative desision to %et into the school lunch program. .

- Chairman Perkins. But are you working on those soft spots now?

Mr. Rorex. Yes, sir. = :

Chairman Perkins. One further question. A major reason found by

-~ GAO for schools not ?articapatmg in the school lunch program vsas the
lack of adequate equipment and facilities. Yet the raport found State
officials making grants from the available equipment funds on the
first-come, first-served basis without any real analysis of the appli-
cant schools’ need for such funds. What is the Department going to
do_to improve this situation?
"~ Mr. Rorex. We are going to continue our efforts to enlist the sup-
port and cooperation of the State departments siid the reglonal offices
to clearly identify the needs of the schools and this is very much in-
volved in the equipment survey that is currently underway about
which we mado the preliminary report to the Congress on June 30.
As we complete this survey, we will be documenting more specif-
ically the needs for equipment and the degree of need as between
- school districts for that equipment and we will have better working
information. :

Chairman Perkins. You have been reading in the papers con-
siderably the last couple of days about the feed grains; that there is
going to be a good supply produced this coming fall and summer when
they are harvested.

ow, earlier this year the Congress enacted a special law providin
for the distribution of cash payments to States for the purchese o
commaodities for the schoo! lunch program.

Since the Department was unable, due to market conditions, to
purchase the commodities nationally, H.R. 4974 would meske that
provision part of the permanent law. Do you anticipate a short fell
in the purchase of commodities again during the next year?

YMr. oREX. I beliove I had better turn that question over to Dr.
eutter.

Dr. Yeurrer. The answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is unless the
changes, the amendments to the farm bill do become law, as I out-

“lined in my earlier testimony, there definitely will be a shortfsll.

Chairman Perkins. Whether or not the amendments become law,
the planting scason is over and we are now in the harvesting season
combining feed grains.
hDrf Yflsuwsa. If the amendments become !aw, there will be no
shortfall.

Chairman PerkiNs. Why do you say there will be no shortfall if the
araendments become law? : ) L

Dr. Yeurrer. Because the amendments are written in such a way
to permit us to.purchase whatever is necessary for these particular
pr%ﬂ'ams. o . .

; airman PErxinNs. But you are not considering the costs here, are

ou )

y Dr. YEur1ER. No, but wo feel we can purchase the commodities
more economically than can the individual local school district. :
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Chairman PErxins. I feel frou can likewise purchase the commodi-
ties more economically, but I cannot see when there is going to be a
short supply. Down my way we have ono of the largest railway yardsin
the whole country at Russell, innortheastern Kentucky, and they have
converted the coal cars by the hundreds with canvas over them. In
fact, they had some wrecks down there the other day at Kanova, W.Va.
The wheat and barley were thrown in every direction beside the rail-
way tracks and they were trying to get &)eople to purchase it for near}f'
nothing. But, it just shows that this feed grain is {n such great demand.
I know that in Ohio and the Midwest, because of wet weather, there
are hundreds of thousands of acres that were not planted this year,
especially corn land.

With that situation existing and with all the difficulty you are going
to experience in purchasing commodities, I cannot see how you can
afford to oppose a 10-cent reimbursement rate in this legislation.

Dr. Yevrrer, With respect to the commodity issue particularly,
I signed yesterda}y' a crop report which was the long-awaited July 10
estimate of crops for this year and it was very optimistic, thank good-
ness. We are all delighted with that.

Chairman PERrkiNs, What crops did that include?

Dr. YEuTTER. It included virtually every crop, including corn. The
estimate on corn was, projecting yields based upon 94 bushels per
acre, 5.9 million bushals which was considerably higher than most
people expected. Soy bean acreaFe is up 21 percent which is also con-
siderably higher than most people expected. :

Chairman Perkins. But with all your bins empty in the country,
even if you do have that bumper croP, you do pat see the price coming
down next year ax}fm here along the line, dn you? )

Dr. Ysurrer. There is nothing in this farm bill to bring the price
down. I do believe that the market price levels will drop substantially
when we reach the harvest season this fall, because we are now ex-
periencing extreme'y high prices because of the supply situation being
vexg short with the old crop supplies. )

hairman PerkiNs. And the demand for overseas is just as great
as ever. I do not see how you can tell us with the increased cost of
everything—farm machinery, increased labor, everything that the
farmer has to buy—that this crop next vear is going to be cheaper.

Dr. YEuiTeER. Well, row, a few months down the road, Mr. Cliair-
man. I am a farmer, myself and even though by having the commodity
exchange authority under my jurisdiction I cannot enter the futures
market. If I could, 1 would be selling futures.

Chaiirman Pzrkvs. If the Congress provides for this 10 cent
reitabursement rate to the local education agencies per child served,
you would certainl‘yvnot suggest 8 veto, would you?

Dr. YEurter. Well, Mv. Chairman, 1 have not considered that
issue but I do feel that » 10 cent reimbursement rate is not justified.

Chairman PerxiNs. I really feel it should be 12 cents.

Dr. YeurteR. I would lio to see State governments pick up a little
greater share of tho additiona! finar.cial burden. '

Cheirman Perkins, That is right. All the ;}ovemments. Inreviewing
the statistics on the rate of participation, I notice there has been a
decline in the number of paying studenis. Do you believe that this
decline indicates that middle-class students are being forced out of the
school lunch program because the local administrators have tu increase
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-, the ﬁice of lunches in order to meet their expenses? I am still dwelling
" on_this relmbursement rate. ;
.. Dr. Yeurrer. That is a very complex question and there are man

~ different polnts of view on that. I would like Mr. Hokman to comment,
+ gluce he has been at this business many more l\;em than I have.
©_ Mr. HexuaN. We are verly conscious, Mr. Chairman, of the problem.
- . Wehave a special program Jooking into partlcié)ation especially in high
. <. schools and as Secretary Yeutter indicated, there are a great many
" reasons for this. But one of the principal reasons is frankly, a transfer
from the paying to the free-based on the very substantially increased
eligibility that has been written lato the law. In other words, 28 percent
above the poverty lovel for the free and an additional 50 for reduced
price. So that has been the problem. There has been; sur figures shcw,
an increase in total participation so what we are realiy seeing to a very
large extent is a switch, ‘
airman Perkins. Nowjit is my understanding that your Depart-
ment has been conducting a study to analyze the difference in food
. service between schools with high rates of participatioh—over 90
- percent of the students parucipatinﬁmand schools with low rates of
. participation—under 10 percent of ths students participating.

In other words, what factors are present in schools with high partic-
ipation, and what are the preliminary conclusions which Iz'ou have

rawn from that data, and when do you plan to release the study?

Mr. Rorex. It is correct, Mr. Chairtaan, that we have conducted
this study over the past year. We will be releasing the report toward
the end of this month. We are worln_n§1 on it right now. The basic

- © findings of the report that leads to high participation out,standmﬁly
come down to these factors. One, you have quality food. In other
words, good food service in the school. No. 2, you will have a dedicated

~ and interested school staff that arranges for good scheduling time and
eating lunch is a pleasant affair.

Conversely, on the other side, the low participation, it comes out
that facilities and schedules and discipline and the socializing in the
lunchroom are factors that deﬁnit,e}y ave an effect on the program.
We helieve that by trying some of the ideas that are successful in

" tho high participation schools, with the help of State and local leadey-
ship, that we can turn around many of these situations. But one of
the most difficult things that we have is the crowded conditions in
many of these schools where children do not have time, absolutely
do not have time in the schedule to stop and have a lunch. Thay eat
“on tha run in man{ meany instances.

_I\gr{.t?mn. Wouldn’t afftuence of the school have something t do

with §

Dr. Yeurrer. Very littla actuslly. Our studies show afftuence is
not a factor that leads to low participaticrn or high participation.

hairman Perkins. One concluding question. 1 take it from your

testimony, Doctor, that you support parts of H.R. 4974 and oppose

other parts of H.R. 4074.

. "Dr. YEUrTER. Yes, sir.

- Chairmean Perking. Thank you very much.

Mr. Quie?

Mr. Quie. No questions.

Chairmen PerkiNs. Mr. Bell?
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Mr. BeLr. Mr. Yeutter, we moved from 5 cents to 8 cents in
schon] lunch programs last year.

Dr. Yrurrer, Yes, sir,

Mr. Beut, What is going to be the cost to move from 8 cents to
10 cents or 12 cents as the chairman suggested but 10 cents preferably.

Dr. Yeurrer. The change was from 6 to 8 last year actually.
It was 5 to 6 the year before, ‘
thNtI';' Berr. How much was that, 6 to 8. Do you have figures on

8 . ;

Dr. Yeurrer. Jerry Boling has figures on that.

Mr. BouiNa. The increase would cost around $80 to $80 million.

Mr. Berr. Repoat that. ;

Mr. BoriNag. An increase of 2 cents would cost batween $80 million
and $90 million. )

Mr. Berr. That would be the same or more this year, would it not?

Mr. Borine, Yes, sir. ,

Mr. Bert. You are guessing about $100 million? ~

Dr, YEUTMER. About $90 million, on the high side. That assumes
some projections in participation. But participation will not change
slgilflﬁcantly probably.

r. BELL., I was rather interested in your comments about afflu-
ence; abeut afuence of & school area would not influence the amount
of lunches or meals consumed. :

I would think that the children in the rather well-to-do areas would
not particié)a.te 8o much as the children in the poverty areas. I do not
understand why that would not be a factor. ,

Dt. YeEuTTER. 1 have not seen the preliminary conclusions from
that, Mr. Bell, but that would rot surprise me too much from my own -
observations of school systems. So many other factors become in«
volved. The ethnic backgrcund of the people and the distances from
schools and scheduling; things that were brought out by Mr. Rorex,
and life style of the community. There are so many factors, life style
of the kids in that cemmunity and so on.

Chairman Perxins, Mr. Lehman. )

Mr. LenmaN. My own experience as a school board member indi-
cates we have the most bunilt-in self-destructive school lunch program
that I have ever seen. If you do not get helf from the Federal Govern-
ment, the onl¥] way you are going to make it is to raise prices for those
who fmy lunches which runs them out of the program. This leads to a
sel{-destructive process. Unless you get hel;})‘from the Federal Govern-
ment, you will end up without a school lunch program. As far as raising
it from 8 to 10 cents—the aversge cost of school lunches is 55 cents;
if you give 2 cents support, thatis a Fercent increase which does not
even come close to covaring the cost of the increases in handling of the
school lunch programs. .

Also, I know you folks got a letter on May 31 from this committee,
asking you submit reporis ahead of time to this committee in order that
we may study them and that you sum up your statement. For the
life of me—wa have a tight schedule and I cannot see why the assistant
sacretary of the Degartment of Agriculture has to read a 10-page
regort when we could have gotten it ahead of time. o
ik tl}llink that is an imposition on this committes when you do things

1ke that,

Dr. Yevurrer. I would be glad to summaiize any time. 1 would
have prefexred to summarize rather than read. I read only because I
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felt that you would wish it done that way. In the future, if it be the
chairman’s wishes, I would be glad to summarize, With respect to
i‘g les, they should have been available to you early yesterday, Mr.

man. ; ,

Mr. LenuMan. I think it is important that we bring this issue to the
peti))ple who come down here from the Federal agencies.

1. YEUTTER. Noxt time we will summarize.

Chairman PERKINS, Mr. Paeyser. ,

‘Mr, Peyser. Mr. Secretary, I am delighted to have you here this
early in the morning. I am on fgoing to ask one question which{sin a
slig tlﬁ different area but is related to this whole question of nutrition

- for children. '

I have introduced legislation, H.R. 8891, which would establish
& consumer’s nutritional education fprogram. In the original setu
of my bill, T had been thinking of having HEW administer this
program,

One of the gvro rams we have found in my district in the urban
areas of New York City is the p.eo?le's lack of knowledge of how t
shop. The problém which is particularly evident in low-income areas,
is that shoppers don’t know what is of nutritional value and how they
can get the most for their money. . \

One of the suggestions I have been consxderinﬁ is to make my
program part of the chairman’s bill, H.R. 4974, Do you have any
comments on either the value of this type of program or how you
think it could be handled by the Agriculture Department?

Dr. Yeurter. There is no question but what that program could
have a good deal of value. It is something the Government needs to
be doing because the concerns you enunciate in the bill are evident
in all our feeding programs. Much more so in the family feeding
programs than in the school feeding programs.

I'he one question I would like to raice would be one of germaneness
which would be one you would want to consider. Because this goes
much beyond education for schoolchildren, We are really talking about
educating all consumers or all families. So, perhaps it should not be
in school-lunch legislation. .

Mr. Peyser. No you feel that the Agriculture Department at this
point in time has the wherewithal and the background to effectively
ntlement this t,yfe of a program if it were part of this legislation?

' r. YEuTTER. I think it is really, Mr. Peyser, probably both for
- HEW and Agriculture. There are some areas which HEW should
certainly carry some responsibiht{v for. The traditional educational
functions are really not an egricultural function. They are an HEW
function. But the functions of consumer information and communica-
tions with consumer (Froups particularly with respect to programs we
have under cur jurisdiction are functions clearly within Agriculture’s
domain and in which we have substantial interest. ;

Mr. PEvsEr. We have found in desling with the Agriculture
Department in the pest months that there are several programs and
booklets that you have availahle in this area that do not get to the

* public, however, oven getting them to the public is not enough.

here has to be some way of expanding on these booklets and explain-
ing what is involved. My feeling is that we could be doing the pullic
a resl service that answers this %:eat need. I have found that so

many peoF]e are spending so much more money than'they have to
got decent diets—and I do not mea. some ¢concocted diet that is
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terrible but a really 1g«')od diet—If. consumers just knew what they
were doing they would eat better for less money. This is the thrust
of what I am going to be suggesting in the program. '
Dr. Yeurrer. As I indicated earlier, Mr. Peyser, we are about
to add to the staff at USDA a s;i)ecial assistant to the Secretary for
Cansumer Affairs which is a position I think has long been needéd.
This s)larticular position can be very helpful in this regard In working

a2ross all the agency boundaries within USDA on this type of function.
Chalrman Peakins, Mr, Quie.

Mr. Quie. Thank you.

Welcome to our committee. I wish I could have been here earlier
but I had to attend another meeting, I appreciate Your testimony
and I want to commend you on your belief that control of competitive
foods is truly a mattor of state and local action.

I am glad you have some faith in f)eople in State and local school
districts. I think there is a great deal more competence among them
than some people want t» give them credit for,

Dr. Yeurter, I have a great deal of faith in them and I beljeve
that they should pick up part of the tab for these programs.

Mr. Quie. I agree with that, too. It is peculiar to think the Federal
Government has to pick up the costs of the food for affuent individ-
uals of this country. I agree with you that we ought to be hel ing
those who shou'd have free- or reduced-cost lunches because of their
income. What percentage of those who should be receiving free- or
reduced-cost lunches are we nc v providing for in the country?

. Mr. tBoum. Studies recently show we are reaching about 85
ercent. :
P (The information referred to follows:)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE~—Continued

ESTIMATES OF NEEOY CHILOREN IN NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR AND REAGHED
WITH FREE OR REDUCED PRICE LUNCHES, MARCH 1973—Continued
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Mr, Quii. That is a commendable job.

I think that is the area we ought to be assisting and not increasing
the amount of money for the affluent because they certainly can
afford to pay for their lunches. Often it makes me wonder why it is
that kids from affluent families do not like to eat the school lunch but
would sooner brownbag it themselves. If the schools are close to their
home and they have a long enou’%h noon hour, some go home and eat
lunch which is preferable to all. They get a little loving care at home.

Dr. Yeurter. 1 agree.

In terms of national priorities, using Federal funds for affluent
schoolchildren, certainly cannot rate very high on that list, par-
ticularly when inflation is such a severe problem in this country and
we are attempting to cope with inflation to at least some degree b
controiling Federal spending, to expend dollars on affluent school-
children dees not make good sense in my judgment,

Mr. Quik. I also noted that I believe the Council on Exceptional
Children indicated the Federal Government funds are about 1}4
percent of the cost of special education in this Nation.

ERIC
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We are only funding 14 percent of special education and 60 percent
of the handicapped receive ne special education, I would put that at a
higher priority than increasing Federal money to affluent families so
that we can feed their kids.

Dr. Yeurter, I certainly would, too. Even in terms of just feeding
programs, we need to look at priorities of Federal dollars going inte
thees kinds of programs versus Federal funds going into needy family
programs and into programs for lactating women and babies of less
than 1 year of age and so on which in terms of nutritional impast on a
child for & lifetime that comes out to be a very high priority. We
have very little money going into that kind of program.

Mr. QuiE. As far as nutrition education is concerned, I am struck by
the interest that local schools put into consumer education, especially
the home economics courses. A large number of future mothers and
homemekers have really excellent training in homemaking and the
use of the newest equipment as far as kitchens are concerned. The
schools probably get the eauipment from the apF]iance companies be-
cause they figure it is good advertising. If people get used to using 8
new refrigerator in school, they may demand it of their hushand when
they get married. That ixe]'ps o little in the cost, but the Federal
Government expends a sizable amount ¢f money in home economics -
which is earmarked for that purpose as well. I think we ought to take
what HEW is doing into consideration in providing this type of
education.

Dr. Yeurrer. Nutrition education is a_subject that is of great

apPeaI to everyone. It is a little like rural development. Everyone
is for rural development and no one knows how to carry it out,
. Nutrition education falls in the same categorﬁr. Everyone thinks it
is a good idea but no one knows what to do or how should they do it.
That is one of our concerns in the discussion of nutrition education
in this bill. It seems to me the Congress and the administration
need to focus on this situation and after a very careful evaluation
determine what ought to be done in nutrition education. It is doubtful
we are ready to make that determination now. Once it is determined
what needs to be done in nutrition education, then the question
becomes who should do it. ‘ :

It seems to me that State and local education sgencies can and
should play a major role in this. .

Mr. 8011:. The chairman may have raised this before I came, in.
We passed a 1-year bill which provided that if you do not secure the

commodities. you substitute cash payments. You did make cash

ga ents. What would you prefer now that you could do the planning
efore the school year begins, to buy the commodities on the market
at the Ig}(rfl you had in previous years or to make the cash payment
as you did. :

r. YEuTTER. Mr. (;:luie, we would rather buy the commodities
on the market. We did discuss this briefly. I indicated that this
particular ¢ tendinf legislation to increase our purchasing authority
was pending in the farm bill and that you would IEirobably e involved
in the discussions on that subject today in the Houss.

Clearly we would prefer to purchase the commodities because
that permits the retention of a surplus removal program. Even
though that is not a necessity at this point in time, it 1s something
it seems to me which is imperative we preserve if we move down the
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line because someday we may have agricultural surpluses again and
it would behoove us to have this program available to deal ﬁth that,
~ So long as we can purchase commodities at a lower cost than would
be met if purchasing were done by a State and local educational agency
it 1s better for the taxpayers as a whole that we do it, We are all
local, State, and Federal taxpayers. If, by using Federal funds, we ¢an
make commodity purchases and save taxpayers’ money by doing
so and at the same time provide quality commodities to the schools,

~we should continue that program.

~Mr, Quie. I am going to ask re{rresenta.tives of American School
Food Service and other individuals from other school districts to
tome in,-but it seems to me you do make good point, that you
undoubtedly could buy in volume and, therefore, make the monay
go further for the local schools if you provided the foods rather than
the money. o

I want to Epint out we need to grovide iyou with the authority
to purchase this food early enough because it was too late really to
buy the food and get it out to the schools, Therefore, it was necessary
to make the price Payments in the last school year, ‘

Dr. Yrurrer, It is imperative, we feel, that we deal with this
problem. We understand the situation in which the schools find
themselves in that regard. But if amendatory legislation is passed,
we should have no difficulty in buying the necessary commtodities
“in the upccmiag school year.

Chairmean PErkins. Let me state that I concur in the previous
r%xestioning of the witness IB' Congressman (iule. I personally feel
- that it is much better for the Department to make these purchases and
to Ereserve the purpose of section 32 to buy up surpluses.

ven though they are not available now, we will extend the
authority, The only reason for giving the local educationsl agercies
cash payments last spring was because the commodities were not
uvailable, and we would never have been able to deliver them to the
local educational agencies unless we provided the cash payments to
the local school districts. ) : ‘

Thank you very much, Doctor. We appreciate your testimony.

Maybe we can got a meeting of the minds here by compromising back
and forth, We will certainly do the best we can. At this point in the
hearing, I would like to make a part of the record two recent court

~ decisions which are of dbvious importance to any consideration of

school lunch legislation.
[The documents referred to follows:)

Archle BRIGGS et al, Plaintiffs, Appellants, ‘
v

John T, KERRIGAN et al, Defendants, Appellees.

Bonnle FAY et al, Plaintiifs, Appellants,
v
Ray GAUTHIER et al,, Defendants, Appellees,
_ Nos, 518, 1542, |
United States Court of Appeals, First Clrcult, August 14, 1970,

Proceedings on respective motions for summar judgment in action whereln
= achool luneh gr am as administered in two é)ub ic school systems was allgﬁed
" to violate both National School Lunch Act and United States Constitutior. The
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United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts, W. Arthur Garrity,
Jr., 1., 307 F. Supp. 295, rendered summary judgment for defendants, and slalno
tiffs appealed. The Court of Appeals held that classification of schools for distri-
butlon of funds on basly of whether schools could be served by existirg kitchen
facilities was reasonable and was not denial of equal protection in light of sub-
stantial additional expenditure required to provide new facilities and planned
ine‘l\\glon ?jt kitchens and lunchrooms in new elementary schools.
rmed.

1. Federal Clvil Procedure &=o2462

Purpose of summary judgment is not to explore all factual ramifications of case
but to determine wheth’er such exploration ispnecessary. ’

2, Federal Civil Procedure ¢&==2544

When a motion for summary judgment has been properly made and supported,
an advérse party must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine lssue
for trial. Fed. Rules Civ. Proo, rule &6{e), 28 U.8.C.A.

8, Unlted States &=82 ‘

Under provision in Nationsl School Lunch Act requiring state officlals to
disperse funds to individual schools taking into account need and attendance, if
school Is unwilling or uneble to participate because of lack of facilitles, state
offiolals are permitted to direct funds elsewhere and are not required to hold u
lunch program in echools throu%ho‘ut state because a few relatively 200' dchools
ﬁel}lxg;b}%;o participate. National School Lunch Act, §}4, 8,

'S ]

4. Constitutional Law &=211

Classification of schools, for distribution of school lunch program fundi,s on
basis of whether schools could be served b{ existing kitchen facilitles was reason-
able and was not denial of equal protection in light of substantial additional
expenditure required to provido new facilities and planned inclusion of kitchens
and lunchrooms in new elementary schools. National School Lunch Act, §§ 4, 8,
42 U.8.C.A. §§1753, 1757; UB.C.A, Coxi;t. Amend, 14, :

G, Conatitutional Law &=211

. The Fourteenth Amendment does not require government elther to attack a

problem in its entirety or not at all. U.S.C.A. Const. Amend. 14.

... Qershon Michael Ratner, Boston, Mass., and John Cratsley, Cambridge, Mass,,
;vith w ﬁm gicola Smith, Mark Willis, and Stephen Rosenfield were on the brlef,
or appellants. ‘

Raymond D. Battocchi, Atty., Dept. of Justice, with whom William D, Ruckels-
haus, Asst, Atty. Gen,, Herbert F. avers, Jr., U.S, Atty., and Alan S, Rosen-
thal, Atty., Dept. of Justice, were on the brief, for Clifford Hardin, Secretary of
Agrfc lture, and others, federal appellees.

Alan G, MaoDonald, Deputy Asst. Atty, Gen., with whom Robert H. Quinn
Atty. Gen., was on the brief, for William G. Saltonstall, Chairman of the oard
of Education of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and others, state appellees.

Edith W. Fine, Assistant Corporation Counsel for the City of i’aoston, or John -
T. Il(lerrlgan, Chairman of the Boston School Committee, and others, city
* appellees, ‘

Y’aul F. Hennessey, Asst. City Solicitor for the City of Somerville, for Ray
Gauthier, Chairman of the Somerville School Committee, and otflers, city

appellees.

%efore ALDRICH, Chiet Judge, MCcENTEE and COFFIN, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM.

These suits seek to enjoin the operation of the zchool luach programs in the
Boston and Somerville school systems on the grounds that these programs violate -
the National School Lunch Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1751 et seq., and the Equal Protec- -
tion Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The alleged violation consists of
providing school lunches to some relatively affluent students while failing to |
provide such lunches to other, needier students, The district court granted sum- -
mary judqment against plaintiﬂ's_ in both cases. We affirm on the basis of the dis-
trict court’s careful opinion in Briggs v. Kerrigan, 307 F.Supp. 205 (D. Mass. 1969),
adding only the following comments. .

{1, 2] First, we think both cases were ripe for summary judgment, The undis- .
puted evidence indicated that both Boston and Somerville provided lunches in ;
all their high schools and junior high schools, but in only & few of their elementary

2 US.CA. -
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t“bece\ o'of a]a kof *, ;” R g
mﬂa&o e‘v;vs éec ‘“ “th’ dosd 19

terat,ed the p‘roper “wdg t \

atlo o {easonablef basts,’ it doe 1ot offend
bly bﬁc use the classification ‘Is not made | h
,,n-mgg« i {é%ulta

tan drgt'heég‘llnllstl to h,besh ll h gram i Boston
minlstiation o chool tunc rogr. -
early valid, Schools aro classlﬂe on tlﬁf b&%ls of whether
o TV d by ‘oxisting kitchen facilities, This ‘classification ls .
teason o light of the substantial additional expenditure required to.. -
OVIde &ww facl ities, Fecislly slnce school offelals in both clties hgve decided Lot

lnclu o kitchens and lunchroonis tn new elemeht?ry schools »s they are cons
str ¢ .t,e, Und_oubtedly, ¢ assiﬂcat on on the basls of gchools results {n some fns
ong children ut this 1nequalit¥ cannot be cured without addittonal T
rsfon. of 83 ool resourcés from other. programs: which may
m%u lmpottant ? the poor, These conislderations illustrate the wisdom ofthe =

get in Dardridge that the Fourteenth Amendment does not, require govern" -

rg%egt (’?éthlelr to gmmze problem ln tts entirety or not at all. 397 U 8. at 456-487,‘
Aiﬁi‘fﬁéd

they can

Archie BRIGGS et al.. Plaintlﬂs,
S ‘0.
John 'I‘. KERRIGAN et al., Defendants. ’
~ Clv, A. No. 69-747.

United States Dlstrlct Ooutt R
D. Massacimetts December 11, 1969

Proeeedin » ot res ctl’ve rotlons for summaty judgment in action whereln
0ol unchggg:gmmpe administered {n Boaton publie s%rl:)nol syatem was alleged

t6 violate both the Natlonal Schoo) Lunch Act and the United States Constitution,
o District Court, Garrity, J., hel d Ahat provislon of Act requliring state educa.
lonih] agéncles to take into aceount need ahd attendance” in determint ng eugi :
illty fof part cip?tion does’ not gan that a%enciea must select schools in o
sconomio need before they may seleet shy other schools. It was furthér held that ,
choo] autho les not to undertake lmmediate sizeable ca? ox, nc iy
vide cafoteria facilitles in sch °ﬁ which were not part clpath:g EanET
progra o:' to buud central k!t ens and maintain truckfng oes‘




u thoae uch so that lun heo would be avaua.ble to all th ) m! ht, need em,
. ght of mhnmo 'ts to some grammar school puplls, particularly
h Poo éo uhreaonab o a8 to reach constituttonal dimensions, R
e tion of pla s for summary judgment denled cross motlon of defendanta- L

' ror summatry juc gment grante : ,

Uni!ed States 682 s ' L
of Natlons Schoo! Lunch Acb {s to présarve health and well-belng ol.-.

hs:nd éncourage domeatio consu tlon fa gultural commod
al Sehool Luuch Ao l xet seq 9 42 Us.0 3 et seq

Y ‘sme- &80 g :

“Provision of Nauonal School Lunch A t ro ulrin 8 due«ttonal a nclen

. t&ke 1nto agcount ! 'need and Mtendancﬁ? 3etemgun ng :ll gibility fo> g‘;rticlpa, ‘
on doéd not mean t at agenc{]es must e eot schools In e.reas ol ecouomsc néed

l%? é”(‘j iher ms_r ;‘se leot. u.ny other schoo!s National School Lunch Act, § 8, 42

supubuauonwada nd msmfaommudsuueommcum macenmuom

gnitd«‘l, Siat 7 ;3:.83 N Soh ul
. Word “sohools,” a8 found tn rovision ol atl nal ool Lunch Aoe re
that lunches served byeehools Pl;m“p’ﬁﬁ qlgr In acQuool lunch Frogram q eg :
- withoyt tost or &t a enw oareun etopay!u coszofx
unch, refers to 1ndlvtdual mendanee ‘units which m A Ra; te patin% in-
pgueram, ratheg than schodl ‘syatems or comml thus, & school comimlittes
R aniL e ﬁ%ﬂ“éi‘éé’n‘&?n °‘n ”Y"ﬂ?é‘sp“’d“‘ °h'°°1s National:
€ on atin 5000.‘ aon
-~ School Lunchkct‘%émﬁ %J G.A §175 8 r ¢ 7
Bed wbueouon Wocd: and Phreses ror oum lud!cm eomrucuons md deﬂnluons

' ?onsmltlonulul Law ¢=s211 . i

udfelal {nquiry under equal rotectlon c!ause |uto areas of un ual treatmen

* under the la'a(vl defnanda a afilandgrd ‘of cladsification which is nelthi? arbitrary nor.
creative of fnvidious discrimination but reasonablg when' judged in lighf., of objé

£ us dis
o thes ofo logislation. USOA. Conat Amends

b Unifed ‘States &=82 ’ '
" De juire classification produoed by admlniatration of school lunch program ln
" Boston was not such that a defined class of citizens had bee éi ou an :
S inv!diousl{ dis¢riminated against on'a permanent basis. lnasmuch as ine drawn
-+ between students who would recelve program’s benefits and those who wou d xm v
7 was neutral, de nding solel gr on av 1ab 1ty of faciutiee National Schoo

~ Act, §38,9, U CA.5§177 175¢ :

6, United Smes G820 o :
‘Decision of schoot authorltia in Boston not to mndertake immedlate al;eab!o .
. capital expenditures to. provide cafeterla facilities in schools which were not -
~ particlpating In schoo) lunch program or to build ceatral kitchens and maintain
trucking setvices to those schools 8o that lunches would be available to all that'
might need them, even in light of harshness f its Tesults to Jome grammar school
pupils, particulariy the pooret, was not so unreasonable as o reac constttutlonal
dimensions. National School I"unch Act, §§38,90,42 U, S O.A, M 1757, 11 68 =

7. Constitutional Law ¢=>208(3) R
It does not follow that state and federal programs affecting citizens unequally» 5
are all uncoiistitutional if some hypothetical appropriation of funds woutd produce :
equal benofits to all citizens. o
Gershon Michael Ratner, Boston Legal Assistance Project, Boston, Mass.,
Stephen Rosenfeld, Lawyers Committee for Civil nghts nder Law, Boston, = -
Mass,, for plaintiffs. S
James J \Iarcellmo, Asst. Atty. Gen., Boston, Mass., for Comm of Mass v
Dept. of Education. ;
dith W. Fine, Boston, Mass and Herbert F. Try vers, Jr. Attg., Wﬂliam S
J. Foley, Asst. U.S. Att - Irwin Goldblooin and Howard 13 Pickar Dept.of
Justice, Dept. of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., for Kerrigan, Eisenstadt Les,
MoDevitt, Tierney, Ohrenberger & Richards, :

K
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ARRI'I‘Y;I étriot Jud g, PIN!ON

‘he Natlonal School uneh Act, 42 Us.g; 517 1 et se rovldea lederal“

e to ?e gcheol lu rograms which implement t e der dealgn to -
:gvf o utri o\# noon me s of ‘oli natlone ‘youth At hon ro t and non e

ag l (i (] com?lain that this program as adminlstered {n the
nited Bts

t& o

Uo ] hool system viglates both the Act and the Constitution of the
es. The eourt has gurd the partiey on’ eroumotlons for kruummryz_.. o

I Provialona of the Act

Ay u'ndefstandlne of zhe of eratlon of the Act is euenttal to an analysla of the~ e
At iea tentlons, lf vernment, th rourh the Departrﬁent of Ag-: - -
lo“ re, m!su mm grants of financlal aid, in prov Ing for the
ea bl hment muntenan7c6 o&),eranon and ex;l) dlon of nonpro ¢ school lunch =
g%r?im : he amount of funds avaflable to any parucular
ends on dxe degree of ita partlc!pat onin ni't‘is of the number of}uno 68
erv un er. the program hat number is multiplied by a factor called the
stance need rateo the state. For all states whose per ¢a itainoomais equalto
g er than that of all the United States, the rate {s 3, For sta vgth lower -+
ga&n;s oomu‘tlie rate Is eater than § but o more th a 9 the laerenee =
Aat ve pover .when compated to th e oe of the Undited - -
ates. T e raduét of the partic atlon. Tate, la th enum et of lunches served,;; .
thls asy atanco eed I pro ces an index. ﬁ’ n%gee of all tha statés are
esh‘vx Utéxééi &pp ied to %n uvai able throug ngresslona appmp -
* Funds 6o a %p one however.willnotbepaid to the atatea unless éach !ederal i
ollar is mate K doltars from sources within ¢ eaeate, tncludmgamountc -
ald by tha schoole lldren. There {s an exceptlon, not ax}p licable to Massachusetts,
for thass states whoso aulatance need rate is ab or them the matching ree.
: ulrement 18 decrenaed by the percentage whic the state per capita income is -
ﬂowzeplgrcaplta 1come of the United States, 42.11,8.0. R
210 6(a hus under both the apportionmemseotlou (4 1763) and lsmatchlng, e
ection (3 1756) the asslstance need rate ¢comes In to provlde the poorel states
eater pmport onal asslstance than the wealthier sta e
e federal pid is generally limited to retmbursement for expenm of food costs

, ;frogram adminiatration, The federal government docs not pick up any part =
Q enged atiributable to the use of land or for the acqulsll on, construction,
or altem on of buildings. 7 O F.R, $2108(), i+ T o,
' :Accord gly, states w} ng to take part in the pro sam muat be willing to.
vi o, at some level of involvement, whether statewl e or local, certain besie '
ities and to underwrito 4 substantial portion of the program’s continulng
n°otder to pamclpate ‘states through thelr education agencled enter fnte” -
ten s egments h the Department of Agriculture undettaklx:’?t 5 reetpon-
minis ring the program in- accordance with the pro alons of the

Und 51787' ‘the state agency, takln fnto account ne od and Attendance,“
determln’és the eligibllity of se ools for par lc(i})atlon in the achocl lunch program.:
‘Beforo any of the combination of federal an matching stabe futids may be dl_ﬂ T
bursed by the state to thése schools there must ba an & ement executed betw, e
the state ageroy and the school seeking participation, ﬂgreement é' aubject to e
‘he approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. § 1767, 7 C.F.R.§210 e 2

‘wrunua io any State durtng any fiscal year t!osectlomlna 1784 of this ¢l .hanudsa- E
Dbursed by t %m:% :eauonat qoncy.!nmordnnee such a emenuort ved yt?\% 7 &
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' With rm t to tho purpose of saleguarding the health and well.beln‘g of the
nhtlon's dren, Congress was concerned with those segments of our populatl
‘with lnaumcient. meana to provide a nutritlonal diet for thelr children; The co!
- gressional deliberatiohs show a reco lgnlt on that dleta?' needs wero moat predsing -
n"thé achaol districts of least wealth and that the Act should Contaln nothlng i
e that thight hake It tiore difficult for those districts to Rarucipate in the program.
' ‘S€092 ong Reo 14524495 PartQ 1946 (espcclt\llyt o remarks of Rep Voorbls :

“This coneem is reﬂectcd {n the Act As already stated, sectlons 1753 and 1750

; rovl o for'a disbursement of funds that will assure ft eater ggo{»oruonal sharo

: ated of felatively low per caplta lncome‘ n or § ho poor are to

~reoeive the t lu n‘chee freo or at reduced gr ces and under the 1062 tm\endmemh ,

‘spec!al Asalstancd 3 %)rovided to schools rawtn attendance from arcas in which .

-poor chn omie oan fons exist, 42 U/.8,C 5

On the other hand, the’ congrcsslona\ de ibei-ations show that 1t was not only
{n"ebonomio heed that would benéflt from the provlslon of school lunch

Pozentla.uy%lschoolchildren could be Aided by the program. ﬁre was b consta

.ﬁ(awareness t 5poor nutrition wis' not contined to poor aml les. Beo 0.8 g

: v 14, 3

—

’

Cong. Reo," 145 471-‘1472 Part 2,°1045 (renjarks of Ro annaga,n 14.
“and remarks o Granger and . Vorhis ot 1471~1472). ng ;
‘noted that:th tsenef.ts from school lunch" prégrams werd" not liﬁ\l to a1
particular elas of ehlldren bul rather took place ‘on all income levels Inasmu
‘8§ an ade‘ﬁ “lufich Lt schoo! ot adeqnaw nutrltlon is not hededsarily as
by tl %hig c;r lncox%e of tho _parent 8.2 Teuge ;Rep rt: No, €84 h
Jur :

t Ats’ Roi:bié méntloned threo conditlomr prevent! g adeqt.ato nitrition
“and onty he last of théae related to tho lack of economic meand,The ticst we
Jgnoranco'of thb'elements o Proper nutrition in rich’ and poor allke. In thig rega d
! u, dAct was secn .'\‘% valyablo to both psrent and child op the theofy that't

wou earry home to his parents the good nutritionsl habits develo &ed ‘at
chool.” Th gecol‘ld condition preventing adequate. nutrulon wag' the difficulty
a child In obteining a propar lunch at school, The feport eited

o distanices from- homo to sehodl and the. increased. mcldcnc_? ‘of

rs g ¢ ompoundmg !hose difficuities. Senaté Report No.

"Co Sesélbﬁ’ uly 28 F “These are citcumstahces not. llfh

-famil ies from [ commuﬁ’ltles bt would apply 16 school studetits generally,

- = Furthermote, duting the conzg'rmlohal co deration of the 1062 améndments’,

s lready me tionéd especlally 4 59a, thero was esplicit awaréness of

thé type of situation presented in the instant c¢ase, At tho subcommittée level

-there wad an'amendment proposed which would have authorized an oxperimental

f brec?ear program’ f’eﬁlgned ty’ Provide mn ed in schools which wero not

jcipating because 0. inadequate facllities. ‘Tt was noted that' ver{ often these

- were schools in the ;zoorest aread, ‘This amendment was rejeeted in favor of 4

ecommendation” that the Sceretary of Agriculture study the problem with'a >

-vlew to expanding the lunch probgcram to those schocls curremlé ellmlnutcd only

5 because of lack G fac;htles Sce Senate Iteport No. 2016, 87th Sesslon,; :
; U.S. Code Cong. & Admin: News 1062, P ‘
‘ 2] ialntid‘s contond that heéause 11757 .of the Act requires the state eduoa-,:,

’ tlongl ‘agencles to lake into account ‘‘need and aftendance” in dcterminlng«
'elng ility for particlpation, they must ‘select schools fn areas of ‘economic need

‘hefote they: may seleet any ot or schools. Though the preclse nicaning of . thig

(= requlroment i3 not entirely cloar, g{wn the history of the statute it cannot hmo =
<-the meanlng the plaintlﬂ‘s contend, A priority of such significance would not be

- ¢ouched In such ambi Euous tenms. It \\ould be stated with the clarity of expresslon

; gxhibgc-d in ltl}% Chil Nutrition Act, 42 US.C. §177] ctseq, w here the priotity

- i3 made ¢xplic

S selectin schook the State educational agency shall, to the extent pmcticnhlo.

S give first cons deration to those schooh dmmn%attendanco from areas In shich

* poor. ¢conoiriie conditions exlsy * * £ 42 U 113(

-~ 713] Plaintiffs’ argument under §1758, that free or reduccd- &)rlce lunches must

- be made ava'lable to students who cannot afford o full-priced nical despite the
fact that the school they attend does not provide lunches, is based on'the words

< #*schools' and “'school'’” meaning school systems or committées.t The plain lan- -

€ The relevant lan:uage of §1758 In this regard Is as follows: “*Lunches scrved by schools farticipain
in the school-iinch rAm under this chapter shall meet mintmum nutrlt!ona! requlreg)ems o Such
- meals shall be sexved without cost or at a reduced cost to chlldren who are determined by local #chdol pu- - A
thoriiles to be %vable to pay |he full cost of the lunch. Ph 1 segregallon of or othier discrimina on
: aga!nst any child shall be made by the schood becanse of bls abmty 10 ray. "(Emphasis added.) :




| . ;"fll‘lffzi
ha seotlon, however, appeats o refer to attendanco
tmungwl_n the prograin: Under this Interpretation,” § _
tendanee units in which'school lunches are avajlable they must be™
s ;

?nlts,whlch are

1768 demands

those who cannot afford to pay for them and this must

A mannee which wg’n not single out these poorer atidents, Read in this '
cquirements of § 1758 are met b{ the Boston school ja¥stem.:., S T
Accordingly, we conclude that neither tho purpose nor the Janguage of the .
atute, a8 donstrued in the light of 118 legislative history, supports tho plaintifs’: -
Ateéntioh that therd 13 &n express or linplicd statutory requirement that hinches -
mado availably to schools and s%dents acco’rdlntho, economio need. In the -
court’s 6pinlon, tho purposo of tho Natlonal School Lunch Act was the federal
- stimulatiofi 'and encourageiment to cxpansion of state and ‘local programs to
provide niitritionally adequiate lunches at all athools and to all students, rich
and QOOI‘ alike.! 8¢o, 6.8, 92 an%;(Rec. 1537, Part 2,/ 1046 grematks of :Rep,
: I_&mwt\,,;}‘l‘bgllcvg;thmf\nnchcs should bo given regardlesa of how wealthy or
~how poor the parcnta nigy b(‘f.»’u'% ‘Thercfore, the administration of the Aet'in
Boston does xot violate the statute; ot o e i i
7 HI Constitutional Jssues =« o o .
Turning to tho constitutional fssuea: all students in tho Boston yiublie sehaol ¢
1 are equally entitled to lunches under tho'Act and somo are not receiving

ent.This unequal bestowal of benefits results from the loeal authoritics having
applied f ,Ipa tielpation only on behalf of schools that ean be serviced by existing
facilities; They have choscit not to incur substantial addilional expenses for

oviding necedsary facilities in'all Boston schools or outside facilities that can
servico these gchools. Thus, though all are cntltled (o recelve lunches, not all .
aro in the samo position with respoct to expenses necossary to make the program
applicable throughout the ecity,:Is this underinclusive classification justifiable in- -
a patible with the equal protection cluase of tho Fourteenth Amend- - -
é‘ui}der‘ tho equal protection clause Into areas of uncausl
démands a standard of classification which s ncither'a:bi.tr&rs;

4] Judicial Inqul
realment under law de ‘ :
nor creative of an (nvidious diserlmination but reasonable when

) ( ; ; 1 udged in ligh
of - the objedtives of - tho legislation. See; e.g., Rinaldi v. Y ‘1196%,-'- 384‘.?&
Ct. 1407, 16 L.E fobib 1901, 366- U8

5, 86

305, 86 8.Ct. 1497, 16 L.Ed.2d 877; McGowan v. Maryland, 1961, 368"
420, 81 8,Cf, 1101, 6 L.Ed. 2d 303; Tiwer v, Teéxas, 1940,°310 U.8,-141, 60 S,Ct,
79, 84 L.Ed, 1124, Seo: g‘eneralfy -Note, Developments: in- the - Law--Eqyal .
- Protection, 1969, 82 Harv. L.R. 1065. Legislative hodies, -howeyer,-aro glven
_ rather wide latitude in their judgments as to the reasonableness of classifications. -
“The constitutional safeguard s offended only if the classifieation rests on grounds

vholly: Irrelevant to the achicvement of: the State’s obfective, State legislatures ©
aro presutned to have acted: within thelr constitutional power despito the fact . *

tbii?lt. ir; gl("ac!l,c’e, their laws result in some incquality. A statutory discrimination -

will no$ bo )

it MeGowan v.-Maryland, supra, 366 U.S. at 425-426, 81 S,.Ct. at 1105,

' ti [a) In the instant ¢aso

4

“of ‘¢itizens has been singled out and Invidiously discriminated 1a§ain;t on a per-
manent basis, Cf. Brown v. Board of Edue., 1954, 347 U.S, 483, 74 S.Ct, 686,

set asldo if any state of facts reasonably may ho concelved to justify .

; ‘ o, the de jure classification produced by the ‘admhﬂis-f‘f
on of the school tunch program in Boston is not such that 'a defined class .+ +.

- 98 1,.Ed. 873. The line drawn between students w}zo}vill recelve the program's- e
~bencfits and those who will not is ncutral, depending solely. on the availability

-of facilities. Moreover, though tho plaintiffs are Poor citizens of Boston, that
ling {3 not so drawn as to produce a de facto classification between the wealthy -

- and the poor. There Is no pattern such that schools with lunch programs pré- -

- dominate I arcas of relative wealth and schools without the program In areas of
econommio deprivation.! Nor is there any discrimination agalnst the poor in the -

- VO Federal asslstance to school lunch programs must seek to further the following basic objectives if §t
"+ {8 1o micel the needs of the children, of the school community and of agriculture: ({‘) to stlmgln{e and to
: help make I8 posslbl%for sll'schonls to make a nutritious noon lunch available at cost to all chilgren, an
.- At lesy gam 008t Lo thoss who need sitch lunches but are utable 1o pay the full cost.” Senate Report No.:
583, 70th Cong., 1st Session 3“‘§25u19!5up-0- R B ; DT .
ere {8 @ Junel in virfually evety high school and funfcr high school in Boston
) ere could not be shy weaalth orferited discrimlnation at Jeast with respect to that Tevel of
g 1 thete is any de facto classification at all, it is between eleméntaty schools and high schools. Out

. d, onty étn’mmz the total of 150 elementary schools recelve Junches, wi
< number of those 14 rlemicntary sch‘goﬁs draw atlendsnto from ereas of relative wéahg The contention
ﬁﬁ:u}:&:‘t the poorer areas are simply not given 8 priority, that is, that there Is not & diserimination §

sch
bet’

turns on that becatiss thers i3 no contention that' a disproportionate -~
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eonso that the o‘xcrclao nr nfuudmnoutal right which undor the Commutl nrl the -
= United States shpul equulty attalnabe to rich and poor a ke, such as'the
~right 1o vote or the right to an e!’lectl\o ¢r minal appca 3 con ltlonec' in s way:
“ thal puts s’ rco on tho prhi ege, th us ecBg ding becauso of . th cfr 4
7 Toabitits Swtaa Vieginia State ardo( Llecuons 1068, %
3 Q.%t Ct.. 107 g‘, 16 L d2d 169 and Grlﬂ‘in v, Illlnois, 19 351 S 12.“:
~There is () rl on Mtlci tion {n tha program. Thesefore, 1o relatlve dis
~advantag t‘:) tg s phereap?\ the ‘Act. orpitsgadm!nlstrauon.' ]{ere pgvcrty? -
s {ts own’ d sadvan e. The fact that telatively wealthy paren ter able
fo &eo that thelr children have an ovor'\ll nutkitious dict and. tha} therofotd the .
poor. have the greatest need for lunches at school 1s a product of the dlaparlt ;
~ ln material clreumatances beh\cen t e relatively. rlch and the poor and not the
: ﬁault g:g B8] eet of the school lunch program, As eretofo'e explalaed, th
nai ool ﬁt is not prima ny a wellaro prograni,
i oesnotmean, owevet, that t pm{ertyol Fhe pl;ln‘taﬂslstnireleva nt:
ne demtlon ‘The reasonableness of - a classificatlon, e a t ough it does not
seriminate invidiously between the rich and the poor, should a 6 be considered
n tetmd of tho harshness'of its results.: An admlnmtmtloxl\1 of the School Lunch :
Aet wh{ch does not benefit all’ v.ho aro loglcal within:the seopo of the Act ls;
pecially. harsh on {poor person: ike the gatn iffs,- Some needy. persons are in
eot e,_lvluf wel ar bene thers ‘simply because’ the D
,ttend with lunehroom faciliuos and are ‘able to ge f,re
uhcherl\loreové somec Idren from wealchy omes utg
prices disoo 'y'?df: of govern etts bsidies while sore tidents
' provided with do %td whmoev f.: he court nevértheless conolugga hat
.c,quaht{ thoug un ortunate,- Is constitutionall permss le, '{
N l'o reaton for the differin s ment, Is ot Ar itrer Or capris’
he d Sn ot to. undertgké fmimedlate algeable. cdpltal expend tuﬂr to*
pro vtde eafeterla)faell!tlea in ponparttc patlngisscho%ls ot to ul!dkeﬁg fral ki
~ and Y)aln I \ h that lunches be availat
alt he harshness of itg resy v
to reach

mpara }e 0 ¢Inn
327 fl d sub nom. N clnnla vy Ogllvie, 1969.
22 LL.] 2d 5 i which at udgecourtu held & 6
_‘_qcan?n;thfou h locsl proge { taxatior
I ? for sehooling fr
t fo ‘ nevi ably’ fr mthe fact that tax i, y .
area to ares. erally” Michelman,  The 6 Copirt 1068
td:.On’ Pmteoilnp the Poor Through the Fourteenth Amendmem 196
- esge ally 47-59, hough hg Inequalities wero ‘i
r% dity apgar ent and thouf nb clearer or mc 8
alth gglste disadvantage si aginable,”” Mich e maﬁ, cupra a
a3 Not found unconstitutionsl. The Supreme urt ‘Le d th_
finanoing system which’ tt{ons publie fun :
y would satisly the Fourteenth mendment and he d tha
’ tion, inder attack wag neither arbitrary nor creative of an ine
Joué classificatlon;’ Rgther it ml? that the stats design allowing loda) chofce
dpoerimentatlon 1n the allocation ‘of its rovenues to competing needs such -
n; ansago lice; protectlon was reasonable Mclnn(a V. Shapiro, aupra
. ab

["] Contrgry to t'ho p!'alnuﬂ‘s contentlon, the instant case is not controlled by o
in nsuch cases as Shapiro v. Thompson, 1069, 394 U.8. 618, 8 e
e 13?2, 22 2d 600; Dews v, Henry, D.Arlz. 1969, 207 F. Supp. 587, or West- S
S berty F;sher, D, Me 1969, 297 F.§ ulpp 1109. In the Shapiro caso the Bupreme -~
f.mCourt held ‘that sfate minfmum res dency requirements for: welfare. benefits
 produced an invidious classification and were not justified by a legitimate state
. ‘ob ective, In the other two ¢ases certain statutory ceilings for welfare ants wers
' held Invalld by federal district courts because they tended arbitratity fo diserimi-
- nate against amlhes with- ‘many childrcn ‘The prlncxple that a classiﬁcatlon Is -

reach thy -mondmants to the
ctwm thé ld utrulon Ac! ol 1 Sc

06% ppoars to K c?r !
W i must have complets kuchon anﬂun oo1n facilfties. hemln the p!annlnl S
[;l&f»‘ ms\ wwn areds of the ty fot & eentral kliched that will aupp ¥ luncheq to %010 oon i

5
B

" moutd be noted thst emom are beln; made at %vsri/ leve of ﬁolvmen&gn tha prognm to e:pcnd [‘i ;




1 itate )\k a‘vall t.In ‘presefving” the m
‘p gr% It m legﬂﬁxif\lteln étte;npt%o Umltﬁ QXpren:
ether ot ttd‘asslstshc , publie education, or any othe? g
te ma, not, accomplish sueh & plirpose by nyidious’ dlsttn tlo,
asses fils cm ong, It conld nat, for ex mp 0 reduce expenditu
tlo Y.b ndigent ehitdren from'i,v Smilqyl,,', ?3{;!;3

snis mist’ o mo AN’y
Eghe w:ing bf we mb

ts
1 Ious qlwlﬁcatlon. qs ;
aty affeetin qcltuena une& re
‘produce

to'e‘limin té
Y he slmati?m

_orde M ton w 1 th m h the
hools ”&hatﬁdo have ldtc en facilit! wid ¢ ep bﬁslmua tb that
he Shapire ease, Here, however, wfmths on has avolc i og)er €5 Unlqu

?schoolswtthout facmtlt‘s and ofatotale' ferent nature fro; tls
ring’as costa of administration of he Boston’s’
not arbitrary, Tax dollars ml‘w
Rétlns oommnnltyi terests, i
basle problem reflected in th 038 Pie ot ¢6
, enera\ ‘wellare, which has nut reached [ ?oint where in’ thfs land of

0 t
clot
child ‘will go hiingry, This {4 a problem of immense magnitude wnh li;glslg\lvc
‘bodies the fnstitut ons of gci\)/emment ‘moét stited to bring about needed
tj\h&ngt&s.S«:gfga;als)i Ilots. Llifr!mlnauons Against tho Poorend thé ‘o teenth
mendmen arv, ; :

" Plaintifts’ 'motion for summaty judgment Is denfed and the detendants’ cross-
matlon for summary’ éudgment I3 granted, Judgment wm bo cntered lor,,the
,delendnnts dismisslng he aetion i g :

Kim JONES et al, Plalntlﬂs,

: The BOARD OF EDUCAT]ON, CLEVELAND CI'I‘Y SCHOOL DISTRIG’I‘
e et al.. Defendanll- e

: Unitcd States Dnstrict Coutt, N D Ohlo, E D.-October2 1972.‘/,, o

: Actlon by which plaintiﬂ'i sought to rc(th‘c defendants to prqvlde trea or re-
~duced price school lunches to all eligible children In schoo) system Both fa e
filed motlons for summary judgment, The Distriet Court, Don J, Youn
“‘that defendants were required to serve free or reduced price schaol lunc es to al! :
eligible children Instead of only to some., ‘
artinl swunmary judgment entered in favor of plaintifly; motiom {or summary
judgment overruled in other matter, 3

1, United States ¢=»82 ~ S
Defendants were required to se1ve free or reduced pricc achool Innehes to all
ollixgnilc\chgld{ou instead of only to sne. National School Lunch Act, §9, 42
18,02 a8

2. Federal Civil Procedure &=>2481

Assertions raised guestion of fuct precluding summ'\r\ judgment as to whether
method wsed for paying for sehool lunches violated legnl provision against overt
identification of sny of the children receiving free or redueed price Innches, Nn-
tional School Lunch Aet, §9, 42 U.S.C.A, $ 1758,

11‘1‘“&' B, Snyder, Edw: ard R. Stege, Jr., Legal Aid Sosiety, Cleveland, Ohlo, for
plaintiffs

Charles ¥, Clarke, George W, Pring, Squire, Sanders & Dempsey , Cleveland,
Ohio, for defendants,




freo 6r reduce
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yielon against overt {don(l
\31' co lun hos. B

307

nd support the defendan
hoo piﬁothe ?s

{t{\]comﬁ‘pmf Hy 'ﬂde\ o3

' di ih
hé’a('}oc{;: ”so/
. t'of theso

order hag become unavaila

t {3 well thz{? this shou
‘dovelopment leaves ho;
¢ n to slow starv.

“diffieulty of using meager

s o ¥ must come firat,
' of tho partics

i judgment entered in their

PQN J. YOUNG, District Ju.*
In thls a.ctloJx by which the &tttts scek ta requlre the detendants to provlde
goce gchool lunchos to all eligible children In the Cleveland City -
,Schoo! Syatem. th partles have filed motions ror summary ud ent.~ S
o o separate problems. Tho first, and mos riant, ls :
whether the. efcndants aro required to serve lunches to a\l giblo c Idzen, :
'stcad of on 5' to oo, as [t 13 present! doln;z. The sceon
for paylng for lunches whon thay are

trlc@ do(‘s ho

"ié' City thool
&?c)lnc uslon contrqry to Bragqs and t

: ;hy. January 1, 1071, any chlid who'ls a
-an annual indome not ahove the applieablo fanilly sizo Incomo levol
ed i ,1s ‘frco orat xeduced

. en ation

;ir oversiblo, that no governmen

‘placo where the state has direet control of all chil
t can and must do thero What the welfare programs may fail to do el
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triet, 310 ¥ Supp. 12

embér

ahall

a family mecing the elighility aan rds and_alle
1 food uth

13 %e 0. Present day knos\led

?uestion that the anclent pract
quences so damaglng ;

whlch ‘permits: P can’ loﬁ shtviv
dren is {n’ thé schéol_s

resources to the best effect,

favor,

royidee voawsiho egal pro
ncatlon of any of tho chﬁ dreh recelving frco ot lgcdt?ccd"

rab | blem tho defcndants rcly on tho casés of Byl v. otri an

: LB) F )aﬂ'r} %“ curlam 1F2d 067 (IA 1]'%ir. }g g

;Adynla% lstrict 60 ‘ichool Board eblo \orado; 3 (

hesd 08 are ccrtainty squarc!y apz) icablo to dxo faczs ott epmgn use,

beeause lunches are served & ,

el D S e el
-ve \Y:3 fehda 3 refer F. .« Goveraln

e ﬁ: is 5y én DdCam o7

ls ame o Sceretary of A !cuhuro romulgate
i45 3(a). (Supp. ] 72)? wlﬁch r%tvldes in '))artas? now
s andar shall specify thospec ﬁé critorato uséd, réspect!
d for rechteed Erlco !unehcs ys hall he appll cabie to all scho?ls under.
Iu diction of thé sehool food aﬂt ty;ahd' they ah I provide that all ch u

nding any school nnd
ruthorsly shafl be provadcd lhc same bmeﬁta.

htof th thl ar and {mbtsu% spi‘ovielo:ls;)lglaw "u'e‘i hhmt ;
on \‘ 10 Q¢ on ants are no onger controlling, an nhuman f,
P ingwx% the Courts

le
_altous niethod used by the \Iodosto Board to avold oomply

%e

Insure that growing ¢hildren of tender yeats are not completely starved.
“The Courl recoggniz(‘s the finanglal {)roblems ‘of the sl();hool “districts, and - the
But programs; bodks, and
teachers aro of little help to & child whose receptivity to Marning is dulled by th
! ‘;nm\!ng of hungee, If there is not enough money to do everythlng, ‘nourls l t

)

] For this repson; as to the first of the problems presented by tho
the motion of the defendants for a summary judgment will bo
= “overruled, and the Jnotion of the plalntiffs will bé granted, and a part!al summsry

~ As to the second matter, it is clear from the record that there isa dispute
ag to the material facts, Thus it is impossible to grant a summary Iudgmcnt in
~ favor of either of these parties, and the motlom will be overruted, - r ,

lcm Is w ethet t
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 Now, 73‘1031, -1032 -
U S. Comw or Abpiats. FOR THE Slxm Cmcm'f L
| KW 30"8. l:r Ab rum-rlrrwnm.nsa I

vl :

Tm. BOARD or Eoucmox Cunvwmo Cmr Scioow Dxa'rmo'r, r.'r AD,
. DEFENDANTS-APPELLANTS . - o

AL FRO uum:n amrrs DISTRICT COURT FOR 'an somnaau ms'mxo-r or3 -
. OHI0, WESTERN DIVISION :

Declded and Filed M arch 18, 1973

f°r° P“"“‘"’S Chiel Judge, Weick ﬁnd Livesy, ireult Judges.
>k Curiam, Tho motion to vacate ¢

o slay order cntered by a slnkle Judge'.“

itk At a time when tho Court was not in session and when ex¢eptlonai o

cumatances existed, has e csn consldered and s hercby denied, . -
‘The appeals wero oxpcdlt by order of the ugt and hgvo been brlcfcd and
wed: orally. We need not consider the appeal from lemoran un of the

D strlct Court dated Octo ot 31,1072, a8 this Memorandum did not constitute a -
o order, e £ was marked by tho Clerk of the. Distrlct Courb, ,

appeal wi 8 frc m a partlal sn mary judgment entomd by‘i ,
1 Decomber 15, 1972. which the Court ordored that the Board :

iducation of the\Clovela.nd City 'School District, the Supcrintendent of Schoo 3
and the. Deputy Siipe ton dent provLe school funch pro Igmms 8,
1073, for thirty ubl csc oound for thirly additlonal publjo schools b y rl 30i;»f
13, which shall comply with the requirements of the Natlonal School Lunch Act.}
Tha Cloveland City School District consists of aboist one hundred seventy-cight.
3¢ hod Pree hot liiches ate alread) belng served in all but about ﬁfty»?our of :
¢h schOols The schools sa seryed ato eap eclallx the ncedy ones, -
P}“ inds t0 bay the cost an:l expenso of scrving the lunches are sup ’Flled largeh by, :

¢ Federal Govetnment through the Dmpt\r tment of Agﬁculturo hes are

“channeléd through state educational officlals to the local school distr cts w ich:
"agrecd to participate in the programis, The stete. as wellag the localschool dlstricts,w

“econtribuite to the cost of the pr cg\rams ‘

,‘Althou%h tho State of Ohto edueationnt oﬂicials were made partles defendant
to the actlon by the plaintiffs; the District, Court nmiade no finding ot order against'

. them. The Departinent of Agriculture was not made a part defen dant. - '

Deposi!lons yero takon of offielals’ of the Departnient c Agriculture bv counsel ‘

to the effect that the School Board had
the apphc&ble tegult tlons. The deposi-"
Distriet, (oiurt ‘prior to the entry of th
ed to conslder them,
The construction and lntergretatién of tho statute and applicable regulattons n

: by the ngehey charged with their administration were entitled to be t

welght by th Court Gﬂggc v. Diike Power Co.; 401 U.. . 424

Tallman, 1 (1063); Bowles v. Seminole Rock Co., 325, f ]

Tho stirict Conrt cerred in not considering the testlmonr of these o fielal L
“Sinea tha Agricultite Departmient ‘officials apparent iy ced w!th the
Schoof Board and not with the plaintiffs, it was impcr@t ve that t ¢ Department ;

~'be made & party defendant in order to ){\ y any g; ment enteréd b y the,

- Court, ‘The Act cértainly did not conteinplate’ ﬂmt the Board shoulg_be.

the entiro cost and expense of the school linch program withoub comribution'
frtom (f‘}ihf: ‘the smte ot federal govcmments The School Board has becn opemling :
at a defic L
It was the contentlon of the School Bo'\rd that !t was proceedmg in good feith
as rapidly as possihle with the funds it had to Supply all needy children from,

‘HUSO Il?sl.elseq
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: famllim “ith lncomea below the natlonal pov ox-tzT level with frée or roducod cost‘: g
khot unc o8, ? the conlﬁntion of the plaintiffs that the Bonrd 5 ould shpply

: f dren, Immediately, In tho other fifty-four se ools,
o ther by pro\ldtng cold unch boxes in sulch schdols wherp there are no taclities,
7 or. by contracung with comuercit | suppliers with moblle unlts to provide hot

< lunehes, :
.7 ~The Board on July 1972 made written appllcatton to the Depz\:tmcnt for
- an allowande of $700, 006 to J)l‘ovideﬂa central commissary and a satellite kitehen
: ~rgrogram for the schools, an to &urchas‘e trucks for transportation of the foo
: & lubse ue'ltlg it applied f ‘( sll :300,000 for the samo burposes, ‘The Departdic
: asno acled on theseapplications,: . :
S Te i not o or us to'acl as a super ¥ Board of Edueation amd to teli the duly electcd.,
: Board members how ta o ﬁerato the publio schools. It would séem to us anomalous’
= for the Board 10 furnish hot lunches in the one hundred twetity-four sehools now
-“belng served, and to serve cold hinthes In'ths remalning ﬁfty.t‘our schools with-
- which'platntiffs are concerned, We would question the authority of the Board under.
he provisions of the Act to discriminate’ nga!nst m(\f of the schools mithln its

istriet. Nor should wo Instrict the Board to hire indepen
desires to perform the work with its own employees. ~
~In our opinion it was error to enter sumniary Ju d ent, agalnst glé Board and:
t4 officlals a3 thero were dis uted lssues of:both
Turnpike Comm'a, 315 F.2d 235 (6th Cir.), cérl. denied, 37." U S 824 (1963)

It was alyo erkor to proceed without mafsmg the D (f
!endant a8 1t was an Indisg nsable party oa
' ﬁv: lle Housing Authority, 468 F2
Gréenciille Houamg Aulhon’t 468 F.2d 476 (6th Clr.l
o include Jn its } udghmen 1 state educational omclals,,
The {udgment of i lst ct Colirv Is reversed and the cause é wi
fructlons to requir? the plaintiffs to file an aniefided wmptamt makln tho‘
partment of A turo 4 party defendant; to conduct an evidentlaty heaﬂn }
adopy ﬁm;ltmj of fact and concluslo Iaw; and to enter judgment In secord-
rew

For the timo being, we will recess the school lunch h ,nng
b& to go ]t another heanng. Thank you very much G
eceasb

et AI-‘TERVOOV ssssxov

{) 'fLEH\lAV {actmg cha\rman] We \vzll contmue w1th the henﬁng;
-fwhich we recessed this morni nF : o
-~ Wo.will begin with a panel o Amerlcan School Food Setvice A%om
tion spokesmeri. Mr. Perking will }oin us as soon as Poss ble, -

- For.the purpose of the record, it \\ould be mce i you woul(l o
. :deutlfy )ouxself as you sit do\m Lo

' STATEMENT OF JQSEPHINE MAR'I‘IN, cmmmn Lmlswnv‘
" COMMITTEE, AMERICAN SCHOQL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION
- ATLANTA, GA.; GERTRUDE GRINEY, DIRECTOR, SCHOOL NUTRI.
- TION FROGRAM, STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, AUGUSTA,
. MAINE; DONALD G, BUSSLER, PITTSBURGH BOARD OF EDUCATION,
e rmsnunan PA.; MRS, LUCILLE BANNETT, SCHOOL FOOD SERV-
' I0E; SPARTANBURG, $.0.; JOE STEWART, DEPARTMENT OF F0O0D.
o snnvxcr. BOARD OF EDUOATION DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; AN)
~ JOHN rmnmm, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERIOAN scnooL*
~ FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION—A PANEL

. Miss \IAnTm Mr. Lehman, we are going to conduct t!m as a;; ," £
i i)nnol I am going to make some opening remarks, and if it is all nght, .
' \nll introduce the pancl at the close of my remmks ‘




of the panel andlarohere,toda\?‘
t%\ :onzmémbﬁl\#ln ohalf { AS

food shortage nuh‘it,lo 4 abelm
by technology make the need for |
1? Smce the' rapid progtam expansion thi
tb u_b,*c 248, thereh ,beén no it
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. funds for State admlnistration and no funds for local administration
In the face of increased workloads, - T
- But alas, in’ Aﬁuﬂ 1971, USDA proposed regulations which would
- reduce speclal asslstance per meal to 30 cents from 36 cents in the .
opreviousyear. T T S T
. The pggx‘p(})t_respohse which Ko'u and Senator Talmadge made to -
hig Y\w séd action generated the joint resolution Publio Law 92-163
vhich (1).established a guaratites to the States of 40 cents por hitic)
1 speclal asslstance or the ost of the nieal, whichover js lessér-—
- guarantes . necessary to- iniplement Publio Law 01-248—and = (2)
- guaranteed o minimum lovel of 8 cents per lunch from section 4 funds:
red with this logislation, States and local operators co ld pro-
d with confidence to fe“ediff children, 0 o e L
ublio Law 92-433—11. R. 14896, September 26, 1972—strengthened
hild nutrition by: Sl
“(1) Changit 1 of section 4 funds to Stat
nee basis, -0
uring the States a minimum of 8 cents for’

ind §.cotits for paid broakfasts and 20 cents for free bronkf
) Authorizing ‘States to make advance payments

chool systems. ~ .. 2 , ,

~(4) Increasing nonfood assistance autherization to $40 mil

. (6) Expanding breakfast program to all schools.”

“ Although Public Law 02-433 contained these fivé major.

ety
o WA e Y
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I

hich 'strengthened programs, amendment 7 which- rescP ded

hority of USDA to astablish standards for controlling the
1petitive foods presents 4 threat, both nutritionally and fir
\§ school food service operators move into a new school ye
) {s'fﬁro‘wai; faced with operational problems of skyrockdte
costs and food shortages, but we are faced with a competitis
service which will drain dollats ‘and appetites. Both ¥ f :
Tating costs for school food seryice, :* ot
The increase in' monetary 'Fain,stof Public Law 02-433 so. badly
ceded with Tsing food and labor costs was quickly .rsht@;}o&\féd
a;ll{. in"the 1972-73 school year by %hq “shortfall” In - USDA foods:
-The'schools were rot prég())aréd for the cutback, and many, literally
~.were ready- to close shop. Some, especially parochial schoo s, will not
, Op‘et‘t;} the lunch progrqnis in September beameo of severe operating

 Howover, Public Law 93-13, H.R. 4278, the legislation which yot

niroduced to require USDA to pay States in cash for commodit
- shortfall, salvaged the program for 1972-73, - e

uickly ove

ly

_The number of economically deprived children receiving lunches -
has increased from 2.9 million to 8.6 million and the number of -
- children ‘iéceivinﬁ breakfast has increased from 478,000 to 1,218,000.
- Thousands of schools have started lunch programs because of equips
‘ment made available through nonfood ‘nssistanco programs; since
fiscal 1069 the number of participating schools hns,increase(i‘fr_om i
74800 to 88,800, o oo 0 TEEEE R

~ Without your leadership, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
- committee, the child nutrition program could not have increased its -~
- reach from 20.1 million children in 1969 to 24.7 miltion in March 1973,
. Mr. Chairman, prior to Public Law 01-248, thé families of many
- poor or near-poor children were struggling to send lunch money to




have skyro d; not only beef and
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p mcal, will resul

* meal in- 1973—-74 “‘and i{

i e«appropriadons bitl whiel
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ercen D chnSes and that fn ,
thet th n chil fecdmg, will ho given fifst
If my calculation is correct, based on that proje
Wo can - unly count on 2.1 cents worth of donated: foor
rather than the 7 cema contained in-the approj na:ions bill, -
We ask the members of thls commlttee or. “




| "120-

nts \shich dmsllcalh nnd drnmnlicalb aﬂ‘ect cluld fecdmg, wo lm\o g
‘rlo_recourse but lo coine to the Cengress for holp In contmuing to.
setve children through the child nutrition program. 2

H.R. 4014 contalns pro\ieious for immed{ato lwl;,, and has pro-
! %ohs which will help ‘span tho qap to enfv ersnl school food servico
~and nutritlon  education, tio. only soluuon o puulng an oml to

ntains four major areas: ,
des immediato financlal n«istm\co b) increasing tho ~
4 assistanco to; 10 cents per meal. We know tho need
‘thls, bill is writ'lon at 10 cents, - -
“the lov cgs 11to4b cents per lunch,
ts in heu of commodltios wlmro a

¢ that the Socrotar\ mchcnted this mornin
problem in breakfast program reimburbement '
erating lovel reatizo that many schools are no
or #i0 cIOsmg brcakfa progranis

)74 a3 a pro am of mlll'ltlo
tds (or ods served in schools. This

nal school lunqh prograi
_fmmeWork for ¢ pé ,ti

Ji48 P’ﬁ ;
to present to you &pnnol of ASFSA emb
od l‘or_the rovisions contained in H R 4974 Thi
ice o‘) ors, know tho problems by direct experis
hat the child nutrlhon ‘)r%;r vill f
: ablished in 1068,” and .will deterioraté wit
~and funding authorities Ccontained within the bill,
Fn'st 1 prosent to-you Mrs, Lucille Barnett, wiio will speak n th
nutrition education snd food standards contained in: the bill, Mrs,
‘Barnett is president-elect of the American Food Sonlco Association,;
- and food service director from Spartansburg, 8.C. | :
M, mem. In consideration of the' time, you may mako a
‘summalion. Your written statements will eo in_the record. -
- M, Bmvnm 'I‘lmnk you so much ] do tha*uk vou for i
. op{)ortumw
. Woarea o.tton. ot course, who make a lot of progress. We are quit
~appalled, however, in the fact that nutrition cdncatlon has made
shame! ul' felreat, »
The national nulrltmn sur\'ey shows that 60 pcrcent of the AmmL-
_cansin 1955 had a good diet, In 1965, only 50 percent of the American
diets woro considered good. l‘oday, 18 million mothers aro. working
_outside the home. They have insufficient time to [n'cparo adequati
meals, The entire family has o different schedule. ‘They have plenty -
of money for snacking and have too little tmmmg in eating for their
health’s sake. : -
" The fact that a good assortment of food is available in the home i%x T
. no mdlcalmn (hnb tho fmmly members will chooso to eat it In our -




mora’and m
should be pu (imﬁ

- has been mentioned that honis o
ING economics ont_\lr begins in jund
: mavailli\blc 10 girls, h e
o, - you- avag us ‘the worksho
he largest feeding program in the Natiof, It
hor.: Wo ask vou to support fodd stan
utrlents and not Pist empty ‘calorie food
ttachéd to tedstate?mntti ¢

/| yno oﬂ(er the sale of comio ‘o'

rm‘y? Is there any. d{ﬂerenco? il
Mr, Lensan. Wel don't know whether that _s‘ 3 correct an
“or xiot, but I will let {z g0 b .
© Mrs, Bapwerr, We' feel that the vxtally needed non
3 rvice that you have established cannot suryive ﬁnancxal
s)ppab)es’ and "erunc};iaq" are ‘10 b

ﬁtma i
spend




Now, :lo you roallro tlmt 50 porcont of tho itoms in tho supermarket
toda y wero_not prosent. thoro 20 years ago? So as to the American
i Dr. Jean Mayer testified recontly before the Senate, and he
d W6 st have consumer. education, Qur request of $1 per stiident -
i3 o ineagor atnount when com}mred to 327 50 por tawpa) ér to support
the slpace program annually, Thunk you.
(Tho written statemont of Lucillo Bamott follows: 1

% of Lucitik Bannsre, ILD., SUPKRVISOR, Scnoob Foob SERvICE,
i;; ;ur?urrivm. 8. O., AND Pms:m N'r-lat.w'r, Am:chN Scaoou Foon Sm\'m‘
OCIATION , i

Mp € {m‘!rn an nd me bers n! the commttteo,lam Lucllle Bamett Sunervlsm' i
; of Schoo l-ood Service in Spartanburg, South Caroling, President-Elect fAmerl-’;,
:‘h “Sehool ood Sonlco moclatlon, and a registored dletman . h_ American
Dictetle Assoclation: Ry e
- Wao'thank \'ou n%' aln (or )our concern, expnnslon and ﬁnanclal support ot
food scrvice. lts p _ssl.ial and aoclal impact on our iout}l I Immeasurable, Y
hamtclgtnabh sféﬁi’a §f,h d sery ico asan exceliem, ah for outreagg eﬁo ‘t,g_t

nu eay : -
W ara s m\tton ‘that lorgOs ahead~progresses~but u
down-to-oarth n\k rition education’is'a shamcful tetréat
“The atloynal utrition. t‘urvoy shows that 60% of Amcr%cana had & good d!
033 and ‘ t\igrere latoléd good In 1865, This clearly dentifies the urgene
firmly eetabxs ¢d nutrition education | ¢ ho B
' ith* slniple personal appéal nu

‘e th lnsurance pollcy for toda 's changed family | W
ﬁ ot alo 7 hi'! becauso we grow up | in a d ?c(ent world. We'ate ‘o ethcr ‘at
oMo fm had 1lttle pocket money. 'I‘oda illion rmothers are work n% ‘tutside
tho homo with perhaps insuffictent. tlme or ghod e ample and meal ‘preparation,
Familv membcm’ have. conmcung sf'hqdu]es “inoney. f scking and f it
Inf ting for thelr hea}rhssa (O i
u t\__ getmns ates, é fact tfmt a go

"1 10" Assutance that family mem rslwil ose to eat
‘st bo geared to all family mgglb Lan?ggdee? o

in‘our schools nutrltlon educatlon not be an Yex
cssential.} and we need your loadership in the jnjtial cstablishmentaﬁ

H.R, 19 4olanutritl6n education speclalist in eachstate educatio
o mifllon dollars I3 a meagex: request the nation’s oﬁ‘ort to red_, t
- spent annually oh heal L
We do not question the already “re ulrcd" subjects in OtiF school clirrieulum
© Can we, hone\e méopc”lo the es;abli ed credit lTrante for phyalcal educ&tlon
. and not even an f\onomb o mention to nutrmon educatlon? It muat he placed i
- the étedit recelving sibject matter, Wosay we cducate the whole' pétgon yet Ope
_up our pocketbooks and say. to e}n untrained youngster “what would you like'¢
2 eat?-Karly training is overdue for the longer life of vigor srd produétivity,:
must train people with sound eaung hablts;that will réduce iliness; _d_igeasg an
‘avold costly doctor bills. Dr, Shermah P 'd yeary ago through conftolled ah
~fcedtng that good hutrition "will add ll ¢ o your yearﬂ ,notjus ears to oug {
<7 The time has ¢ome for you of the Co ngress to take nat onal adete
- greatcr emphasls on nuttition edl.catlon and {tg teaching in t e schools
“wisdem you })aoed the ‘workshbp, ‘the school cafcteria, w ich hag beco A
~largest single dm%prﬂgram inthe nation. It shotild also be the @irea h 1)
P lg your continued wisdom, you must fee impel ed ‘to suplmr foed etandard
+ that oﬂer essentlal nutrients, ndt fam J calor o'’ foods: (See attached Food:
.. Comparlson card reprints from Nation Councl Plea.se do not Inter i-et
““that: we condemn -soft drinks and cook es e do: con emn’ thgrq wh n'. the
" are offered in lleq of a balanced meal. Dr.- Georg a3 warned us of he '
trend in annual average oonsumptlon per pmon. 2 gall h§ soh‘. drlnks 2‘2 gallons
mllk 18 gallons beer, and 19 J)oun s ¢and .
’houl admimstrators should not be subf‘écted to this additlonal preesured de- :
“cisfon. ‘The local vested interest migh t bea dollar-minded s¢hool board membetr. .
- Tho need for new school équipment and student grotip “out,ings" might | blind them :
1o the lssuo that good nutrit onisa matter of h e ahd death. P i

v
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e% dado escen Mcqmm nnut;ltlonorela ed |
to allut lf pség Tgs bchavlg‘;g.?tﬁ% Ltealzh"‘*'on uen
5 ;
tydy,«d he. pediattio. oo 5o

o loxts t
oY 4 {0 &a‘& theeggbj ot {n the classroom 2
%tude t mlscqn‘eepéiot%sgbogti&t;trm
rich in :
% an faos 1o ust

oW | o upaers for.
étp,_fi 6" provide sy port Ior{) he Inltlatloh ‘and main;eaa
€0} _umer edueatlon at the elementary and: aeoond&)‘y‘
¢ provide tralning protamatrmhrs the
d to provide '{or the préparation and |
' dealing with. consumer education’’ :
-»Why [} ould 't the untra{ned °h%¥ x;n libla;emm A% “gars
, vailable were unknown
i R
chils d eg;o I'eﬁ aeng_( g ér ‘ehil °3 each yé’;ffhereafter. domﬁ T ]
8 8 T :
?%ol ood service {or ﬂ)e health o! our youth {s the product of your wisd
vide i lon to protect and perpetuate the program fs my fiual pl

TARTIN, Miss Gertrude Gnnoy director of school nutrition
m in Maine, will talk to the poin,t of State administrati
i Gm NEY, M mLe man. e

c * perce xita 0 o the dggr
‘to'a Sta “educational agency could be use
~and administration. At the present scme p}'o
' or State adniinistration provided ag a-

These funds are; not only grossly




neéd

s, but are distributed under a formula that is inequitablo in its
'ﬂpgllﬁ'f\!iom U R T N L
~Just to %rlve vott one example, one State that serves nine times as
many meals a day as another Stato gots less than twice as much'in =
administration futds. Since 1071 the USDA has asked the same lovel
of funding for the budget items in this entegory, while requesting and
recelving a 50 percent increaso for Federal ndministration. Fallure

request at least a sufficlent incrense in” funds anuvally to cover

salary increments, cost of living ‘adjustnients, Increases in fringo

Lem}ll._s -ald so forth, has meant that many States have had to dismiss

vq}t‘gahﬁegi_{ie?sonnel for lack of funds, Many States have not oven used

their funds because thoy have been unable to attract qualified person~
_Work on & program that was so precariously funded, = -

.- Since 1071 thero has been a sharp increase in the worki

State lovel due to legislative and- egulatory requirements.. Thess

requirements \yhile'strengthonm‘ﬁ thi program have made it more and

programs within current staff imitations, .

nel fo work on 4 program that was so precar at the
oad at the
more difficult for States to adequately administer and- superviso

- At USDA-sponsored meetings:this year State ‘,diré“c}to‘l‘s‘,‘;(lovelél)ed
a formula to. ‘ptqvlﬁle;‘_&d?(%lht?.*‘!lfojtri0 timal, staffing lovels, Mo
States we firid are far, far below the adequate level. However, it is
interesting to note that:two of the States with staffs clese’ to the
formula are States with very high student PR““C}JRGHW in the program,
84.8 In one, and 80.4 in another. Adequate stafling, that providas for
both leadership and service, (raining, on-site assistance to local schivol
disfricts, does make a difference. Use of a percentage of total funds
for program administration as provided in section -3 appoars to be a
lution to this g;roblém;;.a-: S s
_~Let us examine what has been available to the States during t
past school year, if Statés had been able to use up t,ol(ii (iiercgm;ﬂorjg
minimutn of $50,000 of the total g;co ram funds expended in 1972, In
- -my own State we received $32,433, Under the 1X percent formula we -
~would have been able to use up to $90,000, This would have'b
- us within or very close to the adequate staffing level, . - :

ight
- Connecticut received roughly $43,50. They would have had avail--
-~ able $118,000. Connecticut Was onje State that late in the school yeai
had to dismiss two qualified -people, I believe it was around the {st
~of May, because they did not have funds to cover the increases that
- we demanded by lovcal legislative detion, .~~~ .0
- Qeorgia received $109,000, They would have been able to use up
108485000, -0 o o
: fIn}lydur own State of Florida, whete they received $118,000, they
- would have had available $450,000,: RN e i
- And what would this have done to the local schools? Under section 4
money, iistead of an 8-cent-s-meal reimbursement, schools would
- have recelved 7.88 cents a meal; instead of 40 cents a meal for freo
_meals, schools would have received 39.40 cents. This slight cut in
sn‘bsi([y should have been more than compensated by savings that. .
~ would have resulted to local schoo! districts, from the training and
assistanes in management and production tecﬁniques that State staffs -
could have given to the local school districts. And this is very impor-
tant in days of spiraling food and labor costs.’ G o e
_ Senator Ellender often remarked that thé success of the National
Schoo! Lunch Act was attributable in large part to the State level =~ -
_investment in the program. We are, sherefore, reassured te know-that -




rovislon that the funds experided iindér scetion 3-
to supplentent State administrative support services fo
e m at the level provided by each individual
l‘hgb‘ep‘mmé“ (i ation this morning. was Interasting, in.

xpetiditinies in tho budgel, and this af
é' ase Whiatsoever In .this_u?m'opﬂati:‘d
§

P} ; hﬁl“‘tgéyﬂ m “Sug’ orting a line item of 2 per 'e_‘n"tf pf’»

polut I wafit ta speak nbout i3 which 08
hat.pilor to fp?lb‘ic;éti‘dn it\'?thePlgedérg] Register any pro ‘osc(}’ regulne
ions would be discussed- with a représentative group of State; lnrsl,
and school food service administrators, attl ley eftizens; and ‘wonld -
have a fivé-member group. to work with thé’ Department in the
levelopment of each, regulation.. Currently,  most regulalions are .
- publishéd in prepared form, Wo believe that:would be much’ more
ighificaht and meaningful‘if we were allowed to participate In  the

rawing up of these proposaly, . T
Probably the classlc example of what can happén in-this area wa
~thp éstablishment of the 12-cent rule a fow years a'go’.;A,ltthth’ State
- schiool lunch directors reacted strongly against the proposed regula-'
“tlons, the Departiment %llbli%hed regulations in final torm and we had
0 striggle with the problem for many months before the Departnien
recpgﬁéed what the States had seen from the first place, that it just
vas't workable. o oo o 0
“Early in July of this y¢ar the Department issued l‘e‘iulaf\'txdns, nitin
he -special milk program to schools offe rin‘g;nq other food servic
“And-completely. eliminating the_free: milk for needy ¢hildren. This
lespite the fact that.the Senate has restored the money for the milk:
wprbgram;'and«thp'bill_is now about togo to conference, - -
- We believe that the Department took very hasty. actlon on' this in
_an effort-to completely eliminate the milk program as we have known
-t in the last few years, and for many of our States we feel that this fs
~averyseriousloss, .. o T oo e
~ Waoare mindful of the excellént support that this committee and the
~ Congress has given to the child nutrition programs, We trust now’
~ that consideration will be glven to the p{(ﬁwisi‘on of funds to supplement
- the level of Stete appropriated funds for the administration of these
-~ programs, so_that we may assure this committee that the programs.
- are adiministered and supervised in such a manner that will insure uge:

“of ‘the lkFedgr?}’jptd' am for maximum nuliitional benefits for th

section 6, wh

‘iNatlon’s children, Thank you. = -~ o
- [The written statement of Gertrude Gringy follows]

ATEMENT OF GERTAUDE GRINRY, DIRECTOR, SciooL NUTRITION :PROGRAMS,
fANE DEPARTMENT oF EpUcAfioNAL AND CULTURAL SERVICES, AND CHAI
- MAN, STATE DIRECTORS AND SUPERVISORS SECTION, AMERICAN ScHOOL K
SERVICE ABSOCIATION 7@ - = 0 o T e
- Mr, Chalrman and members of the committee, I am Gertrude Griney, Director
of School* Nuttition  Programs, Maine Department of ;Educatl‘onal:en).&‘@ﬂ ural
“Services and Chalrman of the State Directors Section of the American
éoq_Ser‘vi%Assocla lon, 1 appreciate the opportunity to teatify in
H.R. 4974, The Child Nutritlon Act of 1978, =~ "= " v -~/ 00r &L ihr
1,;3,@;%)5‘ pport all Sections of H.R. 4074. I will direct my rerarks to Section
-3, State' Administrative Exgenses, This sectioni provides !¢r~(1)mglre equate
. and equllable funding fof state adminlstrative expenses than is curretitiy available,
nd (2) & framework for staffing to meet program needs.
S oabemfao.g T T T




: Uuder H R. 4074, a crcent eﬁo of tho aggregate payments made to a State(:"
Edueat lon gteney could bo used for program administration and suporvl lon, "
Brovi hat a glven percentage of the funds wete used for fleld pérsohne] <
Iding cortificatas fn speclal subject matiar arcas, and (2) that these: lcderal;
;,gum%s \:‘guld n;rot be used to aupplant current efrort,s fuuded from State'level
: l’&.#muy States aro rccelslng somo funds, under a line’ item inthe’ USDA <
budgot, for stato adminlstration of the program but at funding lovels that, as T
-“atated above ar inadequato for program purpose n distrlbuted underaformula
i that lslnoqu ble in tsa%)llcauon to thev rlous .
l e past ur years 1, 072 973, 74),t ﬁ{\ has reteined the same
cfueets or atate edm nistrative expenso lun de, (1t shoutd bé noted tha
g whlle seek ng 1o additional funds for state administration, increasea have becn '
- requested for fedoral admln stration to g)rovlde for. annuallzation &n addltlonal
em loyees, aninerea.se in 4 years of over
: uring this: t)er fod there heve been’ major legisletlve and regulative changes
,, that inereased the wotkload of State personnel, To mention but 8 few or thesé
,add(ttonal very important, but’ time-consuming aetivltiee' 4
.Prepnretloh of & Stem Plan of Operation. == ;
Pre aration and super lsﬁon of. })ollciee and proce ures, at schoolvlevel
rclsttng o en?lb lity and provisions of free and reduced price meals,
S I'r (?mp letlon’ of & Civl mghts Review of at least one—thi d of the pxogram
cAC :
L 4y i\ss!smnce to schoois in determ!ning meal costs ncedod in {emng relmbutse-

m nent rato for free wnd reduced price meals,
- .~ States fully realizo that these changes strengthen the prog
. questlon the hecessity for theso changes but ard hard presse :
progtams within cur lg:)nt staff limitations, . g %
- At two recent USDA: meetings, Stato Directo-s of Child Nutrme rC
“deyeloped a formuta designed to provlde adequate—not optlma -ataffing.
thls formula, Malne for ‘examtrle, weu_ld have 9 professional et mem
rt-time em ees Maine 13 not ag fortynate
edt han many. It s wo y
mula, arestates with ve

ma%ga differ’ence. e
there ve been sherp lncre

'ro lve you an exem le trom my own State’ of the budge ry lm act of aalai ry
incren?ents, cost ol livlr?g Increasee’: increases in lrlnge be }1& 3 retlnement plau@.i

?iatses fzugds lor Stete edsrglnlstretien of progrems 1972 $69 919, 1973 $80 732. .
‘ urlng tge tour—yeer perlod there hes been no increase in. federal funds ‘
‘admlnlstmtion This has meant that ma 1y states have not fully used these funds
“-~for they have been unable to attract qusfified personni positlone t et are 80"
_precarfously funded. Severaf states had to dismiss quallfed rsonne durin Iggt hig
.,;i)a.st school year due to increases in salarlee and lrlnge bene 4 set by their

State Directors have viewed with much reluctance the use of 8 per nhe .
- program funds for rdministration, However, in view of the Inadeq u% the
_present funding, it would ap gzar that altemative meang mxist be sought to essure

‘the contlnued growth and efficiency of the school food set ¢ programg, - -
= -We reco§ fi, f \rther thet use of percentage of total prOgram tunds wwld no :
beestablis ing . precedont, 2
~ In Malne I nofo that_in 1972 both ‘Litle 1 of the Mementery aud Secondary,
"~ Act and the Vocational Education Act of 1968 Provi ded funds for staté adminiss

- tratlon from program funds at & far higher Jeve! than funds recelved tor Y m 80,
+ - tration and supervislon of Child Nutrition Progrems. e

- : 'feeer:’l'r n{:
Federal program - i Grant ‘ﬁ'f"""’:"‘!@?} |

Vocatidnal £duca ol 1968_ ..
chnﬁ nﬂr gon programns

Title I—Elementary and Secon Ed'crtro S S UON 4588 1,
itle enrR ary ntr %g‘g”ﬁ-i




b te‘chn t
real of . t‘;udb 18z 'A8
a!nst &ge al adminlsteat %

| ms whchés fn gl’lsch o by,
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in Ass étlnrg o school administratora in oquipptn aemtlee and alaln of stafl,
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theso activities must recelvo {mmediate attention, the
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T view of the eritical
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tion given to the small state t

D e beavision in Seotl 't Insurd th y fSAEt ds be' od
fovision in Seo o'in Iy 0 un 8

for. quaYﬂed personnél Is one that ts sjupporteg'u tf mte Direotors of C}‘h

N\:it?;tu ?r;uP ams for: we believe it is x“xomev rmid {lo ﬁ%re?%ihe 1 the’

n rition rogram,’ wover, in 0 CE
?lons from " admlnl}s)ec tlve tumrs igr 3 rect costs, i,‘ ayg be n ‘m

the rcemaf slightly e - -
‘Although i the name of- the Sttite Dtrectors of Child Nutrltlog re g’(ﬁn
! ke u s rong plea: for substantially lncreased federa) funds for State adminis:
atlon, 1do not ‘want {0 leave g:u with the impression that we want thése federal
_funds fo 1p ace any state fiinds currently. avallable for program administratic
Senator Ellender often remarked that the siiccess of the Natlonal School
‘Program was due In large part tot he fta level investment In the P
,full endorse that viewpoint,
.- Howevet, Increaséd emands for the State ollar make it extreme y difficult to
- fet aubstanua\ increases fro that quarter, We are, however, reassured 16 noté
“that H has & provl lony thﬁ! the funds exm‘nded under Section 3 shall
be used to. su lemem the current eve) of state a Inlauative support_services™
,fortheChld utton rotam In ¢ach sta

“o We are not unmindful o excellent support that thlafC mmittes and the
o Congress has lven t6 the ChndeNutrltlon Pro?gams. Woe trust now that cons
~ tlon will ven o the provision of lunds, supplement mm lev e fuu ,
the admlnlstmlon of these programs 86 that we may assure yout hat th arg ;
aré administered and supervised in such a manner that will insure usé ot the
= fed eral Investment tn thls program xor maximum nutritional beneﬁts lor the
ynationa children, - - i 5
. Mr. LEnMa, ’I‘hank you ver much ' :
o Miss MarTN, Mr. Donald Bussler is direcbor of the food servi
program for the Pittsburgh Board of Education: Mr. Busslet: will
%Peak to the overall aspects of tho program and particularly as it relates
l B

My Bvssmm I am Don Busezler, director of the food servicef r the -
‘Pittsburgh Publio Schools. I should also preface this with the's _
tendent of schools who has read the written testimony ag it Is pres

‘hag no objectiou to it being entered at this time, and-
‘reason I will have to probabiy suck closer to the writ
* than some of the others, :
.+ Astosection by tection that really affects Px tsb h, sec he
‘cash grants for nutrition education, this is & much-heedéd so ion ‘
*Plttsburgh and wo mtend to use th{s to iuiprove our cla.ssroom effor




ation &s well a8 launch 9 mcaningful tralninﬁ 1150-
oty categorias of school food service personne
tA.:(eqc};]t 0 cht?rf school’ lunch :1{8 g, ahd dete a
B s alres ogTanIe Pittsburgh an
W T‘ '}undglgaglkbolie\'e Mr. %Jutt%irefemd to this this inorning in
¢ oxperimental program, tlLat Pitts urgh Pa;, 13 a part of, It re
6 St tes‘lhyg ‘have thi rogrmn,t at have gono this
skip tight deross to part O of
that will b

bargaini ad!tlﬁtioni;iquods
) l{a\l{ii\z abom then

estigation, - ' S
As to sectxon 10, the specml assxstance, Pnttsburg has about 19,5
noals a day that fall into the category of free ot reduced price lu h
he school year i3-180 da¥s long. Thus this jcrease of § ¢ )
offset the rising cost in ttsburgh by $175,000 & yea
L he rate of reimbursement wnder the samo section; the,provis
for allowing the rate of reimbursement to rise wi h the cost of food [
labor, is a giant step forward for this program. Rising costs are a et
stant s?ueeze on budget and needs of a food service. admimstration, an
thls bill provides for & means of taking the ups and downs, the f nanéial
5‘\vorril and the cost-cutting schemes out of the prograny. -
l en costs continug to sosr, and prices are xed Ry other form :
- of rehef i needed to maintain quality food service. his is'a farsighted
rovxsio fl ‘and thls body should be congratulated for mcorporn ng it :
~ m t 15 L1 X




g tho percent of noedy studon
; able. Jght)’fﬁﬁig poreent i
many (roe of reduced-pri

" food. service, catiniot
e fui (erg “has 38 schoals o
4p prograin, This eame aboilt bocaiss s latgd group of cltfzons
e to {he board and requested ood in the so-callec P‘g\e_r;y' 1 lows
incomo arens. The board stadied the request along with the availabl
alteriatives, and the type of service to be offered, and finall

i

ded on 8 témporary cold lunch program. T

ow‘,;ﬁtjq‘flbab%}ﬁ these schools “existing ")togrdiﬁé,’?fiv

present éstimated cost of converting these schools (rom tem
old luneh progtam to ?fiii‘mgi‘ﬂﬂéh&”program capable of sery
% af’ proximately $320,000.. " .
Pittsburgh Is ready to move ! 0 wnd will |
questing- honfood assistance funds for most of ._th? 38 ‘elenientar
schools mentioned ‘above. Again; this is a-very farsighted provisio
and I congratulate the authiors of this leglslation.
‘Sectlon 13 increases tho nonfood assistance appropriation, It Is only
easonablo that if this body Is’golng to mandate a lunch program.as
‘a part of the school lunch day in every year help must be ‘Tra’vlde

Torward on ts commitment, and will be:

1o provide the necessary equipment, and so forth, to da the job well,
- Pittsburgh still has 34 elementary schools without food servie
an_ pmount of approximately $300,000 will be needed- to
_progranis in these schools. =~ o0 o o
. The question arises as to whother or not thie $40 million in this blll-
‘i3 mu‘)u%{ for 1974 and 1975 nationally, if-you mandate lunneh in sl
schools by that time. 1t sceins reasonablo to question the ad%i,st}bill%'.}..
of ,i_mgosins both of these limitations if the expansion is to be rapid,
'{)rioyri e enough funds to take care of the quick demand. If more time.
3 available, s_l{xjetch‘ the needed expenditure over the a(‘di,t.lo‘jal YOAars
- Section 18, local administrative funds, would help: reducs- th
overall cost of the total program. At the ?res_em time. Pl,ttgb,lflrﬁ :
serves lunch in 92 attendance units. This includes day care, and child
centers not housed in our school buildings. fl‘l)igx;kpr‘oviﬁfo,n;;.wa!!
,‘ imn}qdia,,t;ely; therefore, release 23,000 for other Pittsburgh progra
- 'The overall picture of this legislation seems bright and clear except
for the stigma of other food provision, ~ .=~ "0 0 s
- Congratulations to the authors of this bill, and a sincere thanks
frim across the Nation will bo due the Congress when it approyes this.
legislation and appropriates the necessary funds, We hope this. will-
-be soon. Thank you. . = T e
,~:Mr,;:.LEHMA’N..’l‘h‘ankf°“ very much, . oo
. Miss Marmin, Mr. Joo Stewart, Director of the Department of

Food Seryices in the District of Cofumbis, will speak to the financi

‘uspects of the bill, - R e
. Mr. Stewast. Mr. Lehman, 1 represent a school lunch operation
that has grown annually from 33,000 type A daily Junches in 1069 to-
‘more than 65,000 daily in 1973. In the District, we are reaching mors
‘needy students than ever before in its history. In 1969, 57 percent of

6. And

q




s rved';ero served to needy chnldren In 1973. that ﬁgure

S ¢ to 80 perc
\ ;addition to_ olir. sehool lunch lunch ro ram, We serve a dall _
% agd of 16,000 freo’ break asts. b g . y{‘
g'téstlmony todag is In solo su poi-t of II R. 4974 M{ sup aofe of
hi_ Il is'due to an identified need that is belng lived daily by sohool ;
lanch _ﬂsupe oﬁt rou ghait th %scountry‘ o have observad ‘
housewiv io ig to th estreets nproeest of h (Fh food prlces. :
I‘ hoo unch supervisor i no loss affected by the upward moves
loo d pHces than the houséwife, They i aro 1o loss affected by
creasing lahor ¢osts than the restairant ow 'er.‘Quite often, we
;adversoly affected because In addition to_ the ,
a(y ocked in transportation: cherfos for deliv. es ‘and high
or labor, As'a rosult, we aro left with tw c ices: to
the selling price to students and tax thom out of tho progi
to reduce the quality of our meals served in the') program, suc
decision in our opinion 1s seleeting betweén tho lesser of two evils. Our -
Ita ‘ﬂativ “to this declsfon” gs iYIb sde it 1s additional Feder
b guch ay’ provided for by 074, wi
ibject to changes in the operating cost. "
i 5 ‘amatllz)e this neéd of ‘which’ 1I

irchasing-volums, this reprosents an mcrease of$16,640 ant_xcipa
‘Groun b‘ee( and wo are not getting eny in commodities—wo h
n_incroase of 22, cents per pound 'l‘his represe

;,eneﬂts : *
- From t}xese examj les % ntlemen, the least possxble increase we can'_,z
anticlpate is $334,000 in fiscal year 1974 '
“-In addition to theae increasés men tioned from the’ records of Dlst‘
of Columbm Public Schools operation, I offer to this committes
art of my testimony to bo entered into the record an article taken
rom US. News & World Report for Jul}}; 18, entitled, “Why & Food -
Scare in’ a Land of Plent Iy?’ and I wis to quoto ono pussage frm
this article, It is entitled “Gloom in the Midwest.”
. “In the Nation’s agricultural heartland there is gloom ‘about th
future. A sirvey by tho Chicago bureau of News & World Report
found general agreeinent in the Midwest tlmt still higher food prices
and perhaps sovers shortages are on the way—mno matter what 1s,,{
done now about lpriee conrols.”” T
" Factors not alluded to in these examples include our necd for !e is- L
lntlon on the bill on the breakfast Program. Far-reaching legislation .
for the first time is found by schoo

€

lunch operators throughout this

~ country within_this legislation for the first'time which provides for

~ costs; provides legislation to cover costs related to labor costs, expend-
i ab n 1tems costs, transportatlon and other costs. ; ‘




“How lorig ara 2 5 goin
_d)_arid risinm)ricesf groceriea??
T quote, Fo¢ olng to cor
the United,States bnt, :
‘noxt year, Bayond that we
h lobal foc ty for the foreseenble fature.”’
Is for th : so'nthat I su&;)orb H:R. 4074. Becauso, ir
the‘generosnﬂy,yof Pub.io Law 903~13, shortl‘allf nds d
g PO 7y 100 ercent :
4974 s needed by nearl
»emtomes of these: U
g ceded by urban clues\\h
y. economic deprivation;

opulation price
gher; whe wages are higher; where welfare lines are longer; wher
rking mothers ar egreater ‘where the family meal cannot esuppl

ted by a:backyard garden; and where a child’s “only balan
oals may well be the schoo] breakfast and lunch: Withoutleglslatiqn.
such as HiR. 4974, school cafeterias all over this country. will be forced
 reduce the natural quality of their food to live within the financi
restralnts and reduce to artificial foods or food nlfemates, or ’
be compelled to close their doors entirely, :
Bocause of these possibilities, Mr.’ mlrman, I think ILR. 914
# much more important message. Hidden in this legislati
tion of morals that deals with’ neéd?r chlldren of this countr,
dy question: then Is, where is the American conscience ha
ould feed the inhabitants of foreign’ countries when the man
wedy childron of this great county are forced.to eat arlificial foods
or not, to eat at all? I trongly support this leglsla(tln}n that dﬁﬁls 1}0
‘ 4 finance, but als

ank you for an opportunity to have given this testlm
[Thewntten t,estnmony of Joseph M. Stew art follo“s ]

STATEMENT. or Jossm M STE“ART, Dm:c'ron o¥ Foob SEn cgs' D
; = oy CoLuMpIx PuauoScuooxg'«_k-.‘,,

Mr, Chalrman and members of the coxr'nittw, my name ts J03e M Stewar '

am director of food setvicdes for D.C Public Schools and State Child nutritlon:
director.- My testimony s in sole supfo 4974, My support of this b
f3'due to ah identified need that is belng lwed daily by school lunich ‘supetviso
} ghouf) these United States. 1 represent 2 school lunch operatlon that h
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tt my corhinents to d ateas of LR 74 !id
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Mnk 197260%640 1073.,,06 41 inore&s

2o,ooo :
9750%010, 1973, $1

; 2316.64
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My ofﬂce h&s been notiﬁcd b) USDA that \\e m& o e?gfnhm ’iﬁttd i
: I&ni\ inrmvthgdd ed 33 this I iheatﬁt( that In ots, ivflg dld“n(?:tregci ¢ %téu ﬁl ?{;«
\eyn \T] O‘n ition to 3 Cr, &Q on,’ >4 ]
the grain’ crlais{?ﬂ_ result In our rlecelvl ‘ém losd poultry in é ? m‘g‘el 4

the eh % w.93-13 shé ttal o,
restose olif pure % wer { n Wit shottfafl finds : ic]
pate increased cost when Iocaly purcbas products ato used 10 liew of . Govers
ment-donated foo
. IR 4974 is. neﬁded br nearls all geogra hlc areas, State«,
torles of these United States. i(h cspecially needed by, urban clgl
- concentrated populatlon Is smc
ate higher; where wages afe highér; where welfare lines are ;onger. who;e
mathers are greater; where the fsmily meal can not be supp e:nen
?mrd ?ar en; and where a child’s only balanced n.ea n;ay we
- breakfast and lunch Wlthoul legislation such as 1 % ; §
«over this country will be foreed to reduce thenatural qunlft) ot elr'n ea}
. tion and go to miﬁclal foods ot téod altematea, or perhaps, compe ,(,.l;
their doors completely.
< Because of these possibmlios, \Ir. Chairman ‘1 think the most nt par
“of HR. 4074 '1s imbedded [n unwritten form Ifiddcn in this Iegialatloq ls a more
 slgnificant question—a question of morals, (‘ uestion that js moré importdnt to
- America than the Watergr ate aﬁair. Speel ificaily, this bill deals with the néedy
children of this countr) he children who come from the cconomlcally’ poor’o(
this country. People who were basically made poor. b{ this countty, This co :
. gained 1ts cconomie st,abil{t) during the pre- and past-Civil War era, when Itw as
~Tavolved with tapping the muscular capabitities of men tathet than developtn
“thelr minds, As a resuit, this country has evolved as an advanced technological -

W
en by economic deprivation; whéro foo

" soclety that is based on the knowledge and expertise of educated mén and éon-'

' ‘fmntod with a monster of'a problom created by the uneducated poor and dls~ i
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ate forced to eat artifielal foods or nat to eat at ali? I strongly sipport’
of H.R: 4 }f‘?r gtéqleglsl:]uorhthm no ?nly‘de‘a's ith thé question

< a2 N 2 1 Y

consider 1t a great ttuni
s b "{e,‘gh!!.bgfn%fﬁeeﬂpfd for
N, Thank you, 00 oo
M Mr. ‘Chiirman, that concludes our statements,
it to thank you for making it possible for us to appeat before:
mdttée, and we would ‘b‘e;ha'{ipy to answér, eny. question:
LERMAR, Just & couple of quastions on:the breskfast progran
ou"have 16,000 breakfasts in the District of Columbla. Undor thi
6w - bill - how . many. breakfasts” would you bs able to serve in-th
istrict of Columbia School System? 7+ ... T
Mr, STEwART, The important point.in this, we
d-it beyoiid 'a' mox
would hope to do would add. v that wéuld
rease’ the participation. The difference of those qualifiéd, for ira
ance, serving 62,000 needy lunches daily. Those qualified for needy
%n&l)\o also. qualify for needy breakfasts, yet we are only serving
: Wé,‘ithink;it has to do with the monotony. of the program,- and
i lg.un&ble,to do any more because of the fund limitation, = - .
- Mr. Lenman. Has  anybody over done any statistical. work on
-performance data in regards to those who do and those who do net
eat breakfast in the morning? S T B
- Mr, Stewart. 1 think those more familiar with nutrition surveys
would perhaps be able to be more specific on this. But I think surveys

- have prcvided information that show a definite link between a child’s

- breakfast consumption and his participation in o classroom; the
child’s performance. = ~ : i CEE

~Mr, TLenman. Also his behavior, and the way he acts in the class-
room, as well as the way he learns. : i

© . Mr. STEWART. Yes.

o Mr. Lensan, Just off the top of my head, my kids always like the

- same thing for breakfast, you know, = : FGES Ve
-« Mr, Stewant. If we could serve egg snd bacon and perhaps ham, -
not to say that is what yvou are serving, but I think they would prefer
- that more than the cereal, milk, and juice. It is & bit. monotonous,
and quite frankly I think we pull very few kids out because this is
* all that they will get 5 days a week, =~ = ’ G

Mr. Lenman. 1 think we practically ought to force-feed these kids
in the moining, in the way of “get them there and get them fed.”. I. -
~ think niost of the kids I see love cold cereal and milk, and they would
~rather have that anyhow. But 1 would like to seé them have that
~oppottunity to lmveieggs and bacon, or whatever, hot cakes, and - .
french toast, and things like that. e e e
-:1'thank you very much for coming, and your testimony will bo s -
big help when we have this bill before the full committee and on the

B ¥

floor of the House.




o
Thon‘”"’!’“"“‘ I3 the nutrltion panel, -
Yo j[fplk‘s, cotne right on in and tell us who you are and we will get
: 101%6 ,g ain, T want to thank the folks who are here, and oncotirage
 the folks who are coming in, if possible, to sum up your statoments.
DR, DAVID PAIGE, DEPARTMENT OF MATERNAL AND OHILD
~~ HEALTH, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY; JOHN KRAMER, DIREQ.
- T0R, NATIONAL COUNOIL ON HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION,
- WASHINGTON, D.0.; RODNEY LEONARD, COMMUNITY NUTRITION
- INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D.0.; LEWIS B. STRAUS, NATIONAL
. CHILD NUTRITION PROJEOT, NEW BRUNSWIOK, N.I.; AND ISA.
- BELLE HALLARAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN DIETETIO ASSOCTA-

TION, PARMINGDALE, NY—A PANEL

o Mrs, AN
- would go_in the order listed on the paper. <. - .. o
+ Mpr. Lenuan, Can you pick up the microphones, v v :io

« Mrs. HALLARAN: Wo are somewhat qut of order; but I'am Isabelle
A, Hallahan; a registered dietitian and president of -the American
Dietetic Association, - i oo T U e L
- “The members of the association join me in thanking the Comimittée
- on-Education and Labor for this’ opgortunity» to presént our views
- concerning the provisions of H.R. 4074, .~ " - o
~ - Sinco 1069, representatives of the American Dictetic Association have
- appeared before congressional conimittees to express: our viewpoint -
concerning the school food service programs, We have been supportive
- of legislation that would guarantee a lunch to needy children'at a free
- orreduced price, make the school breakfast permanent, and allow the -
- establishment of programs to test the feasibiiity of the concept of
- umversal school lunch. . o IR
- Vith your permission, we would like to submit for the record a

policy statement adopted by the American Dietetic Association '
entitled “Promoting Optimal” Nutritional Health of the Population:. -
~of the United States,”” and that is attachment A,
My remarks at this time will be confined briefly to sections 2, 3,
5, 6 and 9 of H.R. 4974. o
Wo suggest that in section 2, the Sccretary of Agriculture be author- -
_ized to award grants and contracts for research and demonstrations
- in the development of nutrition education programs and curriculums,
‘We beliove that the employment of a variety of investigations in
academic settings would result in mors innovative approaches to
- this long neglected subject. . .

Refercnce was made this morning by the Assistant Secretary to two
programs underway, so I will not read this part of my prepared
statement, _

These aro two examples, the two to which the Assistant Secretety
referred this morning, and which are in my prepared statement.

These are two examples of the type of programns which we would
liko to sce continue so that models may be developed, We shouldlike
to have particular emphasis placed on nutrition education opportuni- ’
ties for the teacher with the incorporation of appropriate nutrition




ums of those preparing to teach
‘provision of opp%numtlesx for con
the litilization of the school food service program.
alory for the teaching of nuttition, nge‘commendutftgtichil
taught to recognize the contribution that the moals serve
ko to thelr nutritional well-being. =~ "~ & om0
We also rocominend a nutrition education curriculum taught under
eﬁuidg ca of \itriti 0 ecducation supervisor to reflect the cultural;
thnio, and economle. hackgeound of the children in tho commy ‘
- These rocommendations related to the development and teaching of
_nutrition education are consistent with and supportive of the recom- .
- mendationis made by the National Advisory Couneil on Child Niitri-
tion in both their 1972 and 1973 reports to the President.and Congress.
- Wa do, liowever, continue to question the adequacy .of $25,000 per
State for the employment of a nutrition speeialist to plan and davelop
“child nutrition education programs in cach Stats, This sum does n
seom sufficlent to provide the spacialist with the administrative and
forical support nor funds for travel within the State that would |
neoded to fully utilize the services of the specialist. This part of section
2 of tho bill does, howover, follow the recominendation of the 1973
~report of: tho Advisory Couneil on, Child Nutrition in which thay
recogtiized the need for “Obtaining more Federal funds to assist State
ducational agencies in carr‘ym‘F out nutrition education and training’
fforts and to provide appropriate nutrition education materials.”
Section 3 of the proposed bill would establish a‘formula for the
administrative expenditure of funds to include the employment of
fiold supervisors and auditors who have a certificate of treining in the
“.sllbl)ccb; aroas or the equivalent in field supervisory or auditing ex-
-perience. We should like to recommend that the certificate of training
rsgedf y courses in nutrition, applied nutrition, and nutrition education,
With this background, the supervisor and auditor is equipped to play
o better role in doveloping programs to meot the specific needs of &
~ loeal situation. : ‘ , : . : o
‘With respect to those parts of sections 2, 5, and 6 of 1R, 4974 -
related to the continuation and establishment of advisory councils wo =
~ concur with the proposal that the present National Advisory Council
be increased from 13 to 10 members, with the additional members to
- be _reprosentatives of school lunch sugervisors, parents of school-age = -
- children, and consumers from secondary schools, Furthermore, we =
. agree that the life of the National Advisory Council be oxtended until
- such time as subsequent legislation would terminateit. ..~ .
We reaffirm our support of some 2 years ago for tho establishment -
of State advisory councils whose responsibilities would parallel those
- of the National Council. In addition to the niembers already recom-
~mended, we should like to haveincluded representatives of State health,
~ welfare, and consumer education agenciss to prowmote coordination of i
«child nutrition activities within the States and maximize these new
~educational efforts. v - B e
. We believe that a program of the magnitude envisaged by H.R.
4974 could succeed only with local involvement and cooperation. -
3tate advisory councils could help to relieve some of the lack of
uniformity in the administration of school food service programs from

rades K through
ﬁna in‘g"‘éduéat‘l%ni

3;‘6?‘1

‘ﬁt"s‘chbo}j

toind of the children in tho community. -




9 e bill rel&iive to- om otitive toods" in’schiool food
1vie r%rams was one of ithe subjeus to which we g 1
eniflon 1h A ear, when the aﬁaociatlon Dt ln‘e 183 positio
‘Ohcemlxigt [} endm ‘of 1d0d ‘nsauit ér,zeu in Public Law
_before A 18 Seriate Select, Committeo on Nilsition and 'N éds
li ote blji fiy from’ Yoment!

' OVEry #s had the of ¥ to léal
atlo nbbl‘p of his h th'to y ?03 that heéa* uesoﬂonsl d ?& his j
_gonslatentl makew cholcea the féod that he eelecta. Too or | emst tg&n‘
“be’ purc ased indiscrimlnuely and 111 competition to the: lanne schoo nieal
tema,roo f:«. “o &de frespons on tho child that his educablo ‘

: A tunl Citiein vms plannied to meet @noaiiiir""
A R
es:ar ) \;At dﬁles hoo‘l’meoung
ass% ._1' mogcebMe unje\‘t es(i?ggvlslon
‘;r'ié .pﬂgly est %Osl;e&émply\
ié‘t ncﬂ:;g‘m:gblnés in
06 bhtxa ‘

1 ["’squ P%rkl ‘s’"has aske(r the .
08,

ptritions food ns it might . applv g
od i itsell_has nutritivé’ value only as it’ makes 4 p

ﬁcam eontributlon to the health: of the indmdual:— coisunie)
- Fespect to nutritious as it related to the provisions of H.R. 497
;-and specifically relativo to section 9, we submltted the folloiving
definition;  ° £
. Foods which makea"slgnlﬁcant nutrltional comrlbutlon"are lntended!omca ;
foods fricluded in the T r{)e A lunch pattern of foods which would contributs
; onc-third of the appropriate recommended daily allowance for specifio nutrlen
~In conclusion, we do believe that nutrition education’ rogram
that could be supported through the enactment of H.R. 4974 could
~do muich to convey, and I quote from 4 speech made by the Secretary
“of Agriculture earlier this year in which he said that there are far. t6o.
{ew "means for Lonveymg authoritatwe and. pemuasive mform :
- to the public.”
© " We believe that authoritative and porsunswe informatloh to
_:,,ch.ldron is necessary for when they are beginning to. form nutrition *
~‘lmb]it~x that could help to promote their health throughout the hfo .
_cycle. B

*We thank you again for this oppormmty of appearing. before thes; :
: committee. :

{The written stntement of Isabelle A. Hallahan follows )

Sr\n MENT OF IsanrLre A, IIAu.mn, REGISTERED DIETITIAN, eramrw,
AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am Isabelle A. Hallahan, a registered dietitian and pmldent S

of the American Dictetic Association, The Assoclation is comprised of 2
.members w ho have as their objective: the improvement of the nu tition of human ‘
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;c)eﬂnu{cgt, and auow! eestab s ;nemo progrqms' Hhe eaalb f the

unlverﬁa sc hool lunch, :
your wo “ould m;o to sulfu.lt for tho :ecord a poltoy etatemem
‘ddop i’ merlcan Detet to at on. enm rgmotlng Optlmal ~.
»Nutrltlona. }Ie&lth of the Popu ation ol the United States,” ﬁulm ment 6.
cg!lg\&% ol‘:ﬁthés :’a‘i‘fﬁn“iﬁi‘zﬁé‘é’d’ support and Is pertlnom. to t egislnt(on betng ;
: rIl \!rarc y19 3, we were lmlted to am)ear beloro VOur Commit to ecg, ment:
ol the provfsidns of H.R, 4074, note af AL that time but ﬁl DO
stqtemenb with the Chalrman, Mr. ins, b)(s morning-I: sliall elabomte on:
some of the’stat emeéﬂa in’ our ar‘ch otter. My remarks will be ¢onfined to

Scotlons H.R. 4
&l?ld Nutrlt!bn I‘ducatlon Act of 1973” ‘would he!p 4

,(tmo & uc&t on pro rams for. chlldren gchool _food service

cd Under the provisions of the Act, thése programs wol d n
 through the Departnient o! Agricu tute, We auggest that i Scotion 2, the

tary o! Agricultyre be authorized to award Frante und contraots for. reseqrch an
oy monszratlons in the development of nutrition education programs and curricul
- =-Wo beljove that the employment of a varlety of lnvestigat ons in academle
seuln?q would resutt ln moreinnovatlvo approschest,ot {d oni ect subjeet.
Tho pllot progr m in a ama, Arkansas, Californfa,” Nebr % York and
Pcnnsylvanla that has been funded through grants from the  Depar
rleujture this put spring for the purposa of explor ng approachesito

ucadon ‘might ‘well ba the foreruaner of this type o activit : ‘
“Another progrgm relating to nutrmon{educat on has also been !undeg ln the, :
n Statesto °

sk scytheaster develop and evaluate the teachlng of nutrltlo
7y ;through the cooperation of the classroom teacher and sc ool lunch gemonne
=2+ These are two exam%les of the type of prog;ams which we woul

- continué so that-models may ba developed, We should llke to have particular’
o emphast sdﬂaced on nutrition education opportunities (or the teac er with the -

to teach 2 as well as the provision of op| ttu
tinuing egucauon In nutrit po

ca'ilon ot
like tosee .-

on of ropriate nutrition courses In tho currlcula of t] repating - -
oo K. f hrough nosfeg for cone .

We concur In the uullzatlon of the school food gervico program As a laboratory 5
for the teaching of nutrition. We rehommend that childreg bg taught to recognize . -

o ‘tt)h? oor;r tribution that the meals served at school make to their nutritiona) well-~
“bein

- aserleso { dynamle applied nutrition lessons,

e meals and the pattern used in planning them can become the core for - -

We also recommend a nutrition education curriculum taught under ghe guldanceﬂ : ;

-of & nutrition education supervisor to teflect the culture, ethnio and ecopomic

- background of the children in the communit

.- tho National Advisory Council on C
3 vreport,s to the President and Congress.

s mens of & nutrition ¢

... These recommendations relsted to the d):avelo ment and tea chdnf of nutrltion o i
education are cousistent with and sum)ortlve of the recommendations S
Id Nutrition in both thelr 1972 and 1973 i

Wa do continue to 3uestion the adequaoy of $25,000 ] per State for the Qmploy- S
ucation apmflamt to plan and develo& chlld nutritlon edus o
cat on @rograms in each State. This surn does hot scem sl} clent to provide th
‘ ¢t with the administrative and clerical auﬁport nor funds for mvel wi
‘t 0 State that would be needed to fully utilise the servlces of the speclaliat. e
part of Sectlon 2 of the %O does, however, follow the recomnmendation of the 1973 Cn
- report of the A vlsory uncil on Child Nutrition in which thexy récognized the.
need for “Obtalnl nF iore Federal funds to assist State educatio
‘cartying out nutritio
: nutrition oducatiop msterials.”

fial agencles in

n edycation and tralning efforts and to provide approprlate e
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t s 0 mt cqulri !9 i?.l.\y
ev lopln pFogH omstomoet thespe iﬁeneeds of a oca]eitudt on,
p 6t to those par ctions 2, 8 and 6°0 R 4074 vejated {o t
tabl ,hmemo Adylsory Couicils we CONCUT ¥ lhth 4 pro
Natlonal Advisory. Counehl be ingtedsed (ro .to,ibjm_
, ;'rw 18 t0 ba répresentatlves of dehool lunch supe
Aten! dren and copsuniérs from gecondar:
: mo wo amet at ihe 1ife of the Natlonal Ad vistiry Counci
8 ilmousubsequemlo statlon would terminate it
- We reafirm out m?i port of soms two years & ofor the tabiis ent of
A‘\‘fh%‘y oimcl whose. reaponsihllitlea: woi:l oraiici o of ho
In .53 tion to the. me b rs ‘alfead mmeh ed oie should:
¢ fncludéd re reaentativee ehe h weii ro ahd consumer’
s 10 prom o‘ rd{nm‘tf orx;:fc nutrit on aet vitosvrithin the

r neéds, =
an D tu Assot n 15 pa
' ocr \hg %ﬁih?eiauvg atoio“(?o.xxl’iietit !
1 Ai)rll of this gearl, the AsSociauon
tized 18 P Li-92-4

seiéit «, t; . M%l ',

tionship. ] doub thls

o,eonsistentl nake wisc choleis 13 the food t at he se eéls. ’%o offer [te!

ah be purehi;’;ed inglse migately and In competition tol the planded fc

eems to put a burden of responsih _ility on the child thot his’ educat

srapared ,im\to Assume, : Ay

ots] oot et e "é?f’si’e‘ﬁ"é""iifé’ prost one hiea o
requ as esta ccommended Dal

f the Food nd Nut tion Board, Natlonal Academy ‘of S cienees-&
seatch Coun dministration of the te lations of thig school meal has o 1l bee
-diree war the school meeting this'obligation. Altowing the sals of food items
that do not come undet the supervision of those responsible for the printipa
- meals served {n school Appears to defeat the gurposo for which school food servide
- was originally eatablished—simply to rin he best possibio meai at tho iowest :
‘,possibie price to tha greatest number of ¢h : ,
=M We teeognize that vending machines in some sltuatlons may serve e.s au' ,
* integral part of a total school food operation, Our attitude, iherefore {8 not in -
- ‘opposition to the vending of food but ratker that all choices so r ‘under- :
%supervision of the person or persons responeible for tho total food operat!

W tori taro eoncerned w h the €8 ablishmen of the high%t standards of good

lon = "

Very. child has had the
r\ié; to);he foo:i‘ th‘atahé thpefer;

-+ Singe preeeniinga statement to your Committee in March 1973, the’ Chalrman ;
© has asked The American Dietetlo Association to deﬁne a “nutrltious food LY X it,
: mlfht appiy to thia proposed legistation, -

-~ In the June 1973 Journal of The American Dietctic’ A-ssocintlon, there is an,,
- article devoted to the terminology used in the practice of dieteti¢s. One of the-
‘current problems defined {n this paper is the misuse of dietetic terms: “When:

s terms pertoining to applied nutrl fon are loosoiy applied or misused oonfusion R

~ results,”

- Food in itself has nutritive value only a.s it makes a positive, signiﬁcant contribu‘ .
tion to the health of the individual consumer. With respect to “Nutritlous’ as'it’;

< relates to the provisions of H.R. 4974, and sﬁi ecifically relative to Section 9, we -
submitted the fol lowinﬁ definitlon: “Foods which make a 'significant nutritional®

contribution’ are intended to mean foods included in the Type A hinch pattein-

‘or foods which would contiibute to one- third of the appropriate tecommendod Do '

Aily allowance for specific nutrieats.”




dBen| triet ¢ {oods 5, 1a¢ ‘
0 r}%& VO At gi‘ sussiye’ fmma t“tkooo publie, ‘
\ lon eduti on programs thal could be aui)portcd thi hd ¢
mug to cc 9y "aiithorit}s v?gngpe{ssua#gexnlor

&{ h %l’is:i, thromh m th 1‘1?

o by¢
opportunity {o express the view

16, A cm}Dletetio oclatlon as’s
‘ trltl i L4 dtt;rétgon o hmgﬁsaei'\ 5 tth ' &
0 ana mroveeuaonn
rhérican‘l)!ete tie. As;sovclatlbn regommendgf that? e
uate -food sh :

,rvl undet: the ton o! ua!!ﬂ d. nuirl r3onn
ho ponhent ¢ f all. health '\?\d health’ related prografﬁs AN aplfould b
tgne to reach th gl pop ufauon with priority to such nutritionally vulne
¥ %e ar?s a9 infants. ildren and youth In"the growlug ye In the
hil {yom. and the older age population
L:Nutrltfon education should o avallg.ble fo all Jndi\ldu 3 ia
_ d in schools, should be a basle currfcutum requirenient. School feeding program
“in whi oh there 18 tontinuéd apyp lica.txon of current nutrition knowledge and cobrdi»;
nl?ittlon with nutriuoh educa lon in: the classroom ahould be avaﬂable to

1V, Recmltment and tralnlng of professlonal and supportlve nutritlon per ggme] :
‘should be accelerated and expanded to fulfill the Fresent and {)rojec ed nee

manpower to provide the services needed to attaln and maln ain optimal nutrl«; .
ational health of the {oo& ulation. A
- To assist tho states and thelr communitles in lmproving the health of their, 5
resldents through putrition, the federal government should: b
2(a)  Develop and promulgate natlonal nutrition policies; . (
_Recognlize the importanca of nutrition to health by establlshhag an orf -
‘n!zational untt’ with responsibility for a comprehensive coordinated nutbrit
" program in all federal agencles administering héalth services; :
= (0) Establish at po! lc¥ -maklnq levels, autherity which applics to all departmentsl
concerned with developing and Implementing a coordinated nutrition program- o
. (d)- Provide - financial - assistance : for nutrition survelllanco guryeys, aﬁpl‘ od
: nutr tfon research and demonstrations, %ranta-in -aid to suppott publio -
_nutritlon programs, and consumer protect on actlvnt c8; and
" (e} 'Establish a uniformi system for natlon-wide repoxtlng of morb’}di dy ang
“mortality of malnutrmon w iCh will ‘provide statistics on the npgnitude and’
: !ocattnn of pri mary secondary, and tertiary malnutrition. - = "
Fei There be Wh ite Hotlise Conference on Nutrition and that nutrltlon be
hee%lresented n all White House Conferences with jmplications for nutrftlonal'
VI Pmlc ation of the food industry should besoliclted in promotln o) llmul‘
tritlonal hegth of the population. . 8 P

- Chairman Perking, Mr. Leonnrd do you w ant to go ahead?

Mr LeowNarn, Thank’ ﬁo Mr. Chairmen, v
name is Rodney Leonard. I am the executive. du‘ector of

i e Jommunity Nutrition Institute, We are here today to testify o

H.R. 4074, which is a bill to increase reimbursements for meals served'

o school chniureu, to authonze 8 nutrmon education progru.u [




Lneed for refrom and, think the situatl h_i it
Tuniches and ehild Autrition. is headed ms»? d o i
o embets here will describe varjous aspeﬁ of .that an
ki'ta o direct my attention ‘to the schoo unch prog'ram;
R ﬂo .

'~’1‘ e gt S\ediate and ob\'lous phase of thé crhls s the foridi _
get Congress has just now passed for the Depattment
Agriculture, -which suggests that 1.8 million’ more children are on
_to bo participating in a school lunch lEn‘ogram next year, includ g
. million more needy childron not now being served, °
-Now:these are very laudable goals, but they are not: golng to b
ttained given the hudget: t,ha& now looks like it is avmlable for th
rogram,. 1qre than llkely, il that bud tstands. there.will be fe
hildren paﬂic patmﬁl tho program than in t 6 cutrent, lye'
on is sl mpiéot at there has Been fy mgss ve increasev .
{ fobd. Sinde th 5 " mb
03

school lunch th

ate

riicipatic data from 1970 throu h to.the pro ected ﬁ
'i?Cha rma Pnnxms ‘Well, witho%lt obJectP ! g

= on your prep
-ment will be inserted in the record :
’-,':[The statement follows:)

: Sruwam or Ronvar E. Laovmn, Exscmxvs Dxm:c'ron, Couuvm'tr
- NuTRITION INSTITUTE

\lr Chal an, members of the commlttce, my name is Rod ey E I,eon rd
: I am the ex?clutlve director of the Community Nutrition Inatitpqte, a nonp?o -
corporartﬂ%n dedicated to improving the operatkon of nutrtﬂon progra At the
~comniu vel, S
1 apprec)ilate the Invitation to appear here today to téstify on H.R. 4974, abill
: t% hlxs‘creasevinéealfrelmb?riacmgnt? ?r:d tt? authgrlze a8 gutr{tio? educ{“ﬁ;e% gra l;
w0 1t alg0 e for certain a mnsra vé an proee ural reforing in’ all na :
- Sehaol iunch_Act and (he Child Nutrition Act. o G
...'There 18 need fof reform in child nutrition. As a natlonal progrm m it Js racjng o
‘towards a crisls. Let me describe some elements o this erfsls. The ;ndlvidunlsj: o
- with nie here on the panel will describe othet agpe i
_ ' The mast immediate, and obvious, phase of the crisls is described ln the bud; ét .
" “which the Congress has now approved for the child nutritlon programs fn'the
- comingschoolyear, "=~ T 00 T EORE R O .
. The budget suﬁests that about 1.6 million more children, 'will recelve & school, -
. lunch each day of the new school&ear than the 42.7 million ‘who. part! lp ted on
“th eaverag day last year. Included in the total are one million morepee chitdren -
han tha 7.6 million served daily in the 1972-73 school year. L
Thisn =re laudable goals. However, by sone secret method they are golng tobe
attained accordmg to the approprlatlons action, with the same reimbursemcnts i
per meal as last year, :
There is no %@Blblhly of achlevln% these goals, laudable as they are. In fact -
it is probable that fewer children will be served by this vital program hext ear -
unless the Co ngress increases the reimbursement rate for luncb and breqk?ppt :
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t, howevet, Are only &

dg‘i‘i{%dhfor.tﬁhé coming yea vor, Ale
oubles, Child nutrition ls & very sick program.
haz. ﬁ Jo;m ‘a%‘t ] n(}
3 1

] \ 5 S T
> conslatently falled to § SDA has projected {n fts ..
; 411?” yea‘i"a 'sltg'r yeat;-_orégumple, each year since 1871{ thidgl)A“' o
a8 based "s‘ti‘dggﬁt e:g{alu:;gtao«}nt A program e:&s'el of about 25 milfion children
) nfﬁiﬂ’d\:ﬁ & actual number served wad 515 milllon ohildren; In 1972, the figute.
ga1m %3. h},ﬁ'{ﬁo%”t”h?“ year, it appears the number of olajl}drgn served
o 8} 'ba problem for the USDA. Instead of .
king w 'y@he;pm&am&ag not perform Rs promised, however, the agenoy
dglvi loped & néw method of counting. The teohnique allows them to pritend that
ohildren who are absent would eat a school lunch, if they weré at so
7muuonbecomeulmo&z25muuon. R L S
). The pumber of children who ?3;' for lunch has droplped sharply in the last
ymg:u!rom f,}”‘ﬁt 18 million ¢hildren in the 1970 and 1971 schoof years to 18
°na.°n n t, l . PR A

uation has become a ,embarr,migg

0¢1; and thus

¢ past two 8chool years. R o
& 9&: hudeyelol;)ed gvgn thou;hy abopt 1,000 nev_uohoqls_j‘qln?tba program
CE' 'he drop In the number of children who psy has been more than made up
lbyst 0 inore A in the number of ehlldﬂmw whﬁ-{oelvé a free or reduced prl‘:!g,

taniial amounts of money rather than spending it to reach more needy

In-the 1071-72 achool fyear, the USDA managed to save $43 million in funds
,approprl:ote& fgg Imticslzeg oﬁl})eedy children, and the figure iu the year just ended
ou milion, ...+ - N o
pﬁ: ere seams 10 be general agreement, even between the Food and:Nuttition
Service and its critics, that about 10 million or more ¢hildren in school today are
eligible for 8 free or reduced cost lunch, Nearly 550,000 could have been served
‘evch day over the past two years with the funds saved by the USDA, ,

E NATIO}M“. SCHOOL LUNCH ‘PRO'GRA‘H PARTICIPATION DATA

I1n miltions] o

S Cetegery 1920 9m 1972 1973 -
T e L T | SR A S W 4
ST " IR 19,9 28 2.1 w7 U3

.. Examining these three tnajor faults in relation to each other leads to a humber
of questions, the answers to which may help identify more specifically the cause
of the lliness threawnlnf child nutrition })rogra.ms. v ‘ :
1, Why has the school funch program falled to grow, particularly in light of the
:notmugioh | funding provided by Congress, often over the protest of the Adminis.

2. Why are the number of p‘ayln§ children declining, and what steps should be
takex} to expand their participation i o ST
“-3. In the schao!l lunch and breakfast program becoming identified in the minds
of ohildren 84 a program for the poor? Do school officlals belleve this? Do parents?
4, In the only problem the need for more money? ‘ ' :

Is 25 million students a reasonable dally participation goa! for this 333'33313 :

oo?,a&l;,t}m program, as it now is administered, serve 28 million ohil
>Un-for!gn§tely, the bill before this committeo will not anawer any of these
uestions, for it assumes that: 1. More money will sustaln if not increase Y&,,rt.iolp&-
J &% it 2 utr(lltlg&’edlimion will help; 3. Administrative changes will help correct
or major deficlencies. o ‘.
I recognise that the State directors of school food service programs, and the
Ameﬂc%% Bohool Food Service Assoclation, have drafted this leglslation in the
beliet that, short of ‘& Universal School Lunch proqram, {t will help resolve the
problems they face in administering the child nutrltion programs. T :
" 90-618 0—~18——10

g

R wo fe mow
the partioipa.

ot of much

lunoh, As welcome as this growth is, however, the USDA has regularly returned




ug

" Thers Is no doubt that additional funding is cruoial. Without it, many children
£ will be unable to %sy the higher grioe’s orgmeah which so‘ﬁootq will beyfo‘ro'Q% to
- charge becauss of higher Jabor and food costs, s o

s ;-,?&Iamles,a_than opth‘{nlatiat t the other reforma proposad in this legislat]
be effen‘lvé, The problem is two-fold: . T R
Firsl, vne Congress hag been tinkering with the child nutrition programs each
- year fof almoat 6 i/em,’and the programs do not appear to be supplylng nutritional
services adequately {n the communities of America. . L el
- Second, e_ve:{lwgm progo!aés were enacted to serve apecgﬂo olear and pressing
- buman need, the Food :ln utrjtion Service has not souglz to img!ennem,thm
e am_ potoy initiatives, falrly or ;dequml{.' There {8 no {ndication that the nutrl-
- Mon ﬁ%ﬁ“&?% grrg%:;m gg:;mned, in this leglslation will not suffer the same {ate,
- (8) A year ago, the Congreas directed the Food and Nutrition Servics to carry
- out & two-year program to evaluate the effestiveness of supplementing the diets
of lﬁlmt&, &regna t.women and of children between ages one and four,: Tha
UBDA was direoted to use $20 million each yer from Sestion 32 funds to operate
 ERRE L, S G syt mels o L B I e o
' Ve, slinies operatin QOO Areas, - ..liltid A
i ’Pbe U§°D deliyed implgz.izenta ion of the program for ov:

g ) rograt or A year, It was
- finally forced info Wﬂun% regulations only after intense State and local governs
- ment pressure. Court act pﬁ'also was required to force the USDA to spend th
- -money Congress authorised, The ageno_y,now‘propoaeﬂ;a_‘aix month program
- because authority will expire June 30, 1074, ~ o R
- = (b) Threa vears ago the Congress uuthorized a proaam for funding fesearch
- an _deve!szﬁmjent programs at both thé Federal and State levels, with the State
“% programa dirested toward staff development uhd demonatrated projests, =7 v
 atratecton Mt Blocked sy I menstiny Baggh sariove fiacel and sdmizistrative
o -has blocked any Independent | earch and developmen ins
:Pro Q‘a'l’h'i\altdelil,leé. Dﬂgted bp‘;’esr agoa‘ lxtsl'\.";‘a9 never been dm%bﬁzecf ,!'sergera

resgarch has been minimal, and largely directed at finding ways to reduce food
coats by subsmtln mich ffroducgq%s vegetable proteln ,f&‘r me{t.a:: HImte
. Only token steps have been taken to look at the problems of staff development
~and training, oven though State program directors have been vigorously pressing
- the USDA on the need for planning to meet staffing needs over the next decade,
- (0) Each year since the ox&ress authorizeéd the nop-school or summer reoreas
tion food program, additional Congressional action has been required to emphasize -
that the program should be operated to serve community needs. Two years ago,
for example, & special resolution was initiated by thiy committee to insure adequate
fundii:xe% ior"the&s‘\_mnm_er recreation phase of this program. Similar action was
uired last year, ‘ ‘ , ; « L
« re_ql‘he Food znd Nutrition Service, however, has operated the program in ways
which appear designed to deat,ro{ confidence and Congressional support. The -
agency has never created an {dentifiable staﬂlng structure to which responsibility
can be assigned, Regulations have been delayed each year until the last moment -
(which compounds confusion), and Fedetal elxlnployees have been sent to the fleld =
to find examples of poor execution rather than to assist in setting up effective

programs, ; . R e
Izﬁzpe this committee, other than authorizing increases in the relmbursement
rates for Section 4 and 11, and extending the {nfant supplemental food program,
would undertake a basie ﬁve—etep reexamination of the child nutrition programs
before proceeding with further legislative modifications and Initiatives; this
would {nolude— : - :
- A new statement of goals, partioulatly in light of the new demands for ©
nutrition programs which have been emerging since the school breakfast .
program was enacted a decade ago, R R S
- Recommendation on program administration and management techniques '
which refleet an awareness that the Congress wanis people to be served,
This would require an evaluation of the Food and Nutrition Service as the
- administering agency, and the USDA as the supervising Department, = Y
Recommendations on the long-term staff tralning and personnel dekve,log-,
men} for nutrition Proggams at the Federal, State and community level,
including programs for children in school and non-school activitiea as well as
other groups, such as older Americans, : s
Recommendations for a com(frehenslve research and demonstration - .
pro, ?én a{ﬁtuutrition, including education which will be provided for young
and o e. , N -
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evaluation of child nutrition could be condueted over the next six
b £t Hmplean a o for sontcertion e the ol 010 Sucent
Tt would be the Arst time since the National Sohool Liinch Act was enscted -~
; ‘1946,&5&,& @ intent, scope and direction gf Federal polio( in relation ?3 c%na
N doring T Eramletms abaay e popErslonal fodatlve,
C \ ) 81019 L) 8 of new .. o
? glexi%qung and 1 urgs this oommlttoet‘o continye to g(vg leac?ersb;p {n t{ﬂs vital

- Mr. Leonago. Thank you.

- Chairman Perxins. Gz ahead, , T

~ Mr, Leonaro. The figures show that the number of paying students

;:pgrticip,atin'g in the lunch program since 1970 declined from 16

- million to about 15 million in the current school year. It is interesting - -

- to note that between 1070 and 1971 and 1972 Congress increased the
eimbursement rate for all school luriches 1 cent, from & cents to 6

onts. In that year participation of pald students fell from 16 million

:to 15 million, In 1972 the Conﬁress added 2 cents per meal, and the =
artjcigadon, of pald lunch students appears to have gone up about .

100,000, In other words, there really has beén no cha.nﬁe at alf, which

-seems to imply that a 2-cent increase simply enabled the school lunch

,prgam to maintain participation where it was. . =~

; gmﬁ the free and reduced Eﬂce' lunches the number has gol?e;up

significantly, and it is a very healthy increase from about 4 million to P
7.6 million in the current school yoar. Now, the reason for the increase
_can be seen. Between 1970 and 1971 the average reimbursement rate
 for free lunches went up 12 cents, and between 1971 and 1972 another -
12 cents, so that over a fﬁ)tariod of 2 years primarily hecause of pressure
- from the Congress, sufficient funds were made available to increase
- participation by approximately 3 million. What it means {s that the
- total )l)iarticipntxon in the program is not increasing at nearly the pace

that the support provided by Congress, that is, the participation in the
~ program has gone up 13 percent, while squort in terms of financial
- resources has gone up 100 percent. So it raises a number of questions:
-+ One, why hasn’t the program grown more rapidly, given the kind of
- -support Congress has provided generally over the protest of the
“administration? Why is the number of paying children declining, and
what steps can be taken to expand that particlpation? Is the program
_becoming identified as a program for poor children, and is this true so -
far as the children are concerned? Is this true so far as arents or school
_administrators are concerned? It raises the question, is the only
_problem a need for more money or 3 need for nutrition education? -
. Well, are these the kinds of answers? Or does it go deeper and can
the program as it is now administered reach the ggﬁl the administre<
tion sets out, which is approximately 25 million ¢ ildren served each
'dﬁ? I think additional funding is absolutely ctucial, simply because
‘children are going to be unable to pay & 10- to 15-cent increase in the
cost of & meal and there are going to be children forced out of the
‘program. ~
p Ig:m less o%timistio‘that the other reforms in the proposed bill will -~ -
actually do what is hoped, because we have now been tinkering with .
the national school Junch program for the past 8 years and the changes
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that have comoe about are really not that sifulﬁcam.* The prOﬁrl_ams
~ generally still are not essentially adequate to deliver the services In the -
- community and, secondly, I think g!}rt of the probleﬁ‘n is Simpls% that
~-where proposals have been enacted the Food and Nutritlon Service
-+ hes not sought to 1pnip1ement them falrly or adequatelg. and I fear that
- if we have & nutrition educatlon program enacted by this Congress -
- after listening to Dr. Yeutter's statement this morning it is going-to
~suffer the same fate as other programs have, .~ -~~~ = -
~ Two years or a year ago Congress directed the Department to.
.- begin a 2-year program to evaluats the effectiveness of swlementin’g .
~the diets"of infants, pregnant women, and young childrer. The -
~ Department was directed fo spend $20 million a year for 2 Yleara;fAs
~ yot recall, you carried that bill yourself back to the floor.of the House
~and spoke for it there.” . ‘ R = g
~Yesterday the Department announced that they finally were g’o,ln%
" to get to that program and they might spend $20 million for it, bub
e the‘{ wero concerned they could only run it for 6 mionths because the
hority for that p,ro%ami is going to expire on Juns 30, 1074. Three
- years ago Congress authorized a program for research and ‘develgpment
8t both Federal and State levels and States were direoted to develop
~ their staff ?‘1“%: to t’rﬂlioﬁde education and demonstration programs, .. .
u

. Food an on Service, through various fis¢al and adminis

tr
 tive strategies, has blocked any independent State research or develop- -
,ment‘p;ﬁ(;gram;"~—’f‘iéy,'h‘ad pro{)osed B’tll}ldelinieg developed 2 years ago
~ that were printed, ‘and thoy have never been distr but,_ed;;FFe«dera]
-resedreh itself has Beenv,erykmm;_m_al and it has been largely directe
~ at finding ways to reduge food costs by substituting vegetable protein
~ for meat and other such ideas as that. But-we have had s a token
- program and even Dr. Yeutter’s statemerit this mormngl,!‘hll‘think: ~
~underscored that fact, that they could onlg‘point to two thing that -
~ aredone, and a program that has been suthorized for funding at least
~ $2 million a year. " S , R
~ Another example is that each year we have had summer feeding *
programs and each year Congress has had to take steps, this com-"
mittee has had to initiate steps, to force the Department to spend the
money-—to provide more money to carry out an adequate program. It
has required special regulations and other specific actions by the . -
Congress each year. And that pr(ﬁram has been operated so ineptly,
and the regulations have been provided so late, that really nothing has
been achieved the way we ha ho‘ggd it could be. SRR S
~ So what I would like to urge this committee to do in the present
situation 18 to increase the relmbursement rates for section 4 and
seotion 11, to extend the authority for the infant supplemental food
program for another 4 years, and then to undertake a basio five-ste
reexamination of the child nutrition programs before proceeding wit

ape'vfurthér legislation at this time, modifications, or initiatives.

e need a new statement of goals, pamcuiarly in light of the
demands, new demands for nutrition programs that have come about
since the breakfast program was enacted 10 years ago. We need
recommendations on program administration and management
techniques that reflect an awareness that the administration is seeking

" to carry out the policies the Congress has set down. I think this -
requires an evaluation of the Food and Nutrition Service as the
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ring ency, and the Depar ent itself as 8 8u ervisin
{epartment.gA;gd fthy it Is very %m{n for me to say that, becausé,
by background §s with the USDA: I think ws nead retommendations
nloug-term staffing and training, personnel development for nutrition
_ g ab If,egﬁr Stato, and community levels. And these Include -
a for "children In school and nonschool, as wall as for other
?s particularly now. with the expanslon of nutrition programs
,ﬁderAme cans.”.
We nhead recommendatlons for research and demonstration fo-
~ grams in nutrition including nutrition education, And we most o all
need a review procedurs that Congress sets up to r ?\1 y ovaluate
~ the performance of these programs, So that we would no lon er have
to live with the kinds of conditions that are developing snnply because . -
of neglect. And I think that an evaluation like this ¢ould be com leted :
‘over the next 6 months in time for the next budget submis S
“Detember or January, D
w.. Sc that when the budget comes to Congress, then the committee‘ T
is read{ to report the intent and scope and direction of Federal .
_poli% think if this were done, it really would be the firat time since
“the Natlonal School Lunch Act was passed in 1946 that this question
has been examined as & matter of congressional initiative, And con-
-~ sldering the pr ﬁuc;ducts that we already have seen, we have desperately - -
needed ‘t,}us d of leadership which Congress and your committée
- C airman Perkins. Thenk you very much, Mr. Leonard I will L
have some questions in a few moments. S
. Our next witness is Dr. David Paige, Department of Maternal and ,
Child Health, Johns Hopkins University. Go ahead, Dr. Paige.
Dr, Parge. Thank you.
Chairman Pgrxing. Without objection your prepared statement
will be inserted in the record.
[The statement referred to follows:]
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3 STA‘I‘EMBNT OF DAVID M, PAIOE, Assocwrs Pnorssson OF MA'I‘ERNAL AND :
e ﬁmw HEALTH AND ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF PEDIATRICS, JOHNS HOPKINS

NIVERSITY SCHOOL 0F HYGIENE AND Pusuc Hmum AND SCHOOL [0)
Meb ICINE. - -

x an David M, Paiqe, Assoolate Professor of Maternal and
- Child Hoaith and Assistant Professor of Podiatrics at the -
"ﬁaohn- Hopkins University Sehool of Hygiene and Public Health
~-and 86hodl of Medioine, I am testifying in support of ltrenqthenin »
and expanding the existing child nutrition programs. :
Undornutrition in diladvantaged children has ‘been

_ roeoqni:od with 1noroaling trequency over the past levoral
 years, Attention has focused on vaxious prograns designed to ,
8 :rodroll the poor nutritional indicea noted in these childrensl

‘ The cchool lcodinq program has sexved as one Vehiolo !or
’:;achieving this qoal. Other appxoache- have taken the form

ot eomoduy distribution, food stamps, and nutruion educauom ;
‘.“ _Ioc0nt roportu hava 1ndicatod that thole essential programs
’n,whilo contributing mich, do not have the aneioipated 1mpaot
" on the nutritional well-being of high risk children. These
:'7_}£1ndingl, ocoupled with reports identifying the most oritical
= periods of neurological and cerebral growth as the first and
. second fcax otyxite, have toculéd attention on developing
feeding programs aimed at r‘intorcinq the nutritional status

‘of infants. It is suggested that a focus of attention be given




147
‘to‘provontion tathor‘than remediation,
“The IlNI!10It$0hl ot inadequate nutrition cannot

:e!!ootivoly be conceptualized for any point in time. To
,fully ocnprehond the extent of the problem, malnutrition

nuot be considered a continuum. That is to say that an
]1n01dtous oycle of eventa, often orlqlnatinq in utero, continues

: -to tgko Place throughout the individual's life. The
1;hutgi£tbna11y deprived intant who manifests objective oriteria
 nf malnutrliion in term: of stunting of height, weight,
‘cmalz head clrcumterence and other quantifiable, biological,

"and bioohamical parameturs has already had the groundwork

: ‘;a$d for a less than optimal future. It is suggested that

. this group of youngsters who have not had their depressed

‘“7‘ ntur1t1ona1 status redressed during the critical period of
',v 1n£anby may not be amenable to modification at a later date.
’ During this early infant experience, if the already ;
" dlsturbed nutritional status of this infant continues to be
stressed, the further sequelae of a loss of full potential
of growth ard development i{a seen. Poor cexebral maturation,
: 4s evidenced by decreased DNA content and reflected by small
i‘head circumference, is seen. Since the period of increasing
éell nunber is complete by 6§ months and the maximum growth
- of brain size is seen during the first two years, with 80% com~
5 - pletion by the end of that time, the period of effective

-“ intervention would indeed seem quite narrow., Purther, the

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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'ot!eotl 6! malnutrition or under-nutrition as regards stunting
of an individual, seems to have its major deleterious effects
during the first several years of life. This, too, would
réquire rapid intervention if we are going to break the cyole
of poor nutrition,

Literature Review
Intellectual Ramifications

Briefly distilling the essence of work done in this

fleld supporting the thesis that an individual cannot effectively

compete are the following examples: " 1) Dr. Cravioto has
suggested that the neurointegrative development of malnourinhed
children is lacking, resulting in a delay in developmental
landmarks, decreased environmental responsiveness, a slowness
in learning, as well as poor retention of what has been
learned) 2) Dr. Birch has suggasted that a major intial and
continuting consequence of malnutrition 15 behavioral un=
responsiveness, and as & result: the ohild is relatively less
responsive to this environment, and at the very least he will
have less time in which to experience this environment and
leas time in which to learn; 3) Dr. scrimshaw has pointed up
the synergistic effects of 1nfe§tion and malnutrition, This
ﬁropensigy‘zor increased intection on the part of the poorly

nourished youngster leads to further compromise of an already
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stressed biological and behavioral tabric) 4) stoch and
Smythe followed a group of undernourished Cape Towa children
“for 11 years, They point up that the intellectual yer-

" formance of these youngsters is exceedingly poor. Sixty
porconﬁ of the undernourished children fall below the level
. of the lowest child in the control group, and only 6ne just

exceeds the mean; 5) Eichenwald and Pry conolude that mal-
nutrition in oritical period of early life can affect not
6nly the physical and biochemical profile in these ¢hildren,
but has pronounced effect on their intellectual potantial.

: The authors point out that poor protein nutrition and synthesis
: during brain development can reuult'in permanent dysfunotion.
Some of this work im obviously incomplete, yet, it has been
shown that along several different fronts, from an anthro-
pometric to cellular level, one does see changes in the fetus
and neonate who is nutritionally atressed.
Iron Deficiency Anemia
The above considerations which reflect the ongoing
cellular changes are further compounded by other important
variables., Iron defioclency anemia with low hematocrits,
hemoglobin and hypochromic and microcytic red blood cells
represents a problem in poor nutrition. Gutelius reports
approximately 65% of washington, D.C., Negxceg evhihit {ran-
defioiency anemia (hemoglobin €10 gm$) between 12 and 17 montus
of age. )

FRIC
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It {s probably ths most widespread nutritional deficienoy
recognised in the United States. The incidence is particularly
high in low income populations. 1Iron defioiency has been
implicated in playing a role in systemio disease, infeotion,
growth, and possibly learning ability. These interrelationships
appear to be due to the role of iron in essentially all cell '
systems,; through iron dependent enzyme functions, and iron
containing proteins involving the utilization of oxygen in
various forms. In addition to its metabolic role, iron
deficiency anemia is merely h symptom of a more gehneral
nutritional and/or environmental problem which should be used
as an-index to a potentially broader problem while being dealt
with s & health problem in its own right. Thus, these and
other parineta:u of poor nutrition dovetail to generate an
individual of less than optimum ability to function within his
own society. We see what Cravioto has called in an ecological
sensé a “spiral eftect!,

Pilot Infant Feeding Program
Design
The above findings prompted the initiation of a pilot

study for the nutritional reinforcement of high risk infants.
In progress in Baltimore City since early 1972, it is aimed at
providing a nutritional headstart for inner city infants

through the distribution of iron fortified infant formula.
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The &jootlvu to be achleved through the distribution
of formula were:

1. To provide a rich source of biologically superior

~ protein to enchaace neurological maturation and
development during the first twelve months of life.

4. To provide iron to modify and eliminate the alammingly
high prevalence of nutritional anemia in the infants
of the poor.

3. To promote optimal growth of height, weight and head
oircumference.

4. To assist mothers in applying sound nucritional
prinoiples in the feeding of their youngsters, as
well as others in the home.

It was the purpose of this study to. determins the bio-
logical, dietary, and educational impact on infants and family
through the distribution of iron-fortified infant formula to
a popuhltion of high riek infants in urban and rural settings.

Paronts were encouraged to return with their infants to
the olinic at 3, 6, 9, and 12 months. At each visit height,
weight, and head circumference were taken and recorded. Hema-
toorits were obtained at the same time. At the conclusion
of the visit, a case or more of infant formula, initially

powder and then concentrated, was distributed.

Aruitoxt provided by ERic:
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Ropulation:

The population characteristics, as may be geen in

Table I, indicates 708 of the families were on med+oal) i:i..ecal

astistance, with a majority of the parents not having
completed high school. Many were from a disorganiged
soc¢ial background. The infants drawn from the lowest socio-

economio census tracts in Baltimore City were all utilizing

- Baltimore City Health Department child health clinics.

Data previously tabulatéd on the heights and weights
of the federally sponsored Children and Youth Project infants
was used for comparison. It was felt that these children,
comparable looio-demographically to the infants receiving
formula, were the recipients of comprehensive medical care
and should have reflected a state of health and growth whioh
was presumed to be appropriate for the community.

Results: -

Results indicate that lergth is improved in those infante

participating in thn Infant formula program. Whereas the infants

receiving formula reflected excess numbers of children below
the third and tenth percantile in length at the initial

olinic visit; by the third and fourth olinic visit at approxi-
mately 9-11 months of age, their pattern of growth reflected
normal distribution as measured by the well accepted and re-

cognized Boston-Stuart growth standards., (Table I1).

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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A similar pattern for weijht is cbserved. Initially,
sven with the exolusion of premature infants from the data,
greater than expected, numbers of infants are found below the

lowest percentiles for weight. There is significant improvement

at the end of the firat year. It is not the case in the

1n!ahts,not enrollea in an organized infant feeding program.
(Table III)

Hematocrits are improved towards the end of the first
year. This is noted duspite the increasing inocidence of iron
dﬁficieney anemia commonly reportedlat one year of age. On
enroliment 7% had deficient hematocrits and 36\-iow hematoorits.
Towards the end of the first year, no infants in the infant
feading program had a deficient hematocrit with only 17%
now demonstrating a low hematocorit (Table IV).

The head ¢ircumference in the population studied showed

no increase in the observed over expected ratios upon enrollment.

. {Table V).

Current Project

These encouraging preliminary results have led us to
undertake a more comprehensive study to determine the impact
of such a program in selected high risk areas of Baltimore
City and the rural Eastern Shore counties of Maryland. This

will permit us to gain experience with and evaluate a more

health services. We feel thisuis important because nutrition

as an independent activity is improper and nutrition as an

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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independent variable in any research program reported to
date has not been demonstrated as being significant.

We have made several revisions in the design of the
programi

1) Controls were drawn at the same time and are
comparably matched. On the Eastern Shore, one of the nine ,
counties is serving as the control county. In Baltimore City,
comparably matched low income housing projects in the e&me
yqeoqraphlo area of the city and serxviced by the game health
and sooial gervice facilit es are being used as experimental
and control populations (Figuv-,e 1 and 2). )

2) The distribution system has taken the form of a
check redemption system. The health department will no longer
have to receive, physically store, inventory, and distribute
cases of formula.

A cooperative effort between the two leading infant formula
laboratories, commercial banking channels, and merchants
has permitted us to devise a system whereby checks are given
to the mother or guardian at each well-baby visit for the
redemption at participating merchants for infant formula. The
number of checks given is determined by the public healith
nurgse and spans the interval of time until the next clinic
visit, .

The merchants deposit these checks to his account and

RERMR A . o Provided by ERIC
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]

* &| 1nmnd1ito1y oredited with tho face amournt of the check.
. %he check is routed as is any other negotiable check. The

. bank then sends us a statement bimonthly which permits us to
“track and monitor the level of compliance of each participant
~n the program. In this Wy, within a 20 day turn around

. period, we know which counties or groups of individuals are

in need of special attention {Figure 3).
3) Emphasis is being given to determining the environ-

mental elements contributing to poor food habits within the

tamily, and more specifically as they affect the infant. It
is inoreasingly apparent that thir. is a major determinant
of the infants nutritional status. Social and familial

digsorganization, more than lack of food may well be the root

cause of undernutrition (Figures 4,5, and 6).

4) Knowledge attitudes and practices with respect to
fqod being obtained from each mother or guardian. This
will permit us to profile the specific characteristics of
each family as they relate to the infants nutrition. It
is hoped that this will provide au index to families at
risk for poor nutrition (Figures 4,5, and 6). v

5) Nutrition education is being emphasized. We are
attempting to determine whether education alone or coupled
with formula enhances and optimizes the growth of the infant
and other sibling during the first year. The design will

JAFuiToxt provided by ERIC
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4180 permit us to evaluate whether those groups that do not
receive nutrition education are at any disadvantage,

6) Developmental data is being obtained on the experi=-
mental and control infants,

It is expected that a comprehensive picture will emerge
at the conclusion of the study as o the role of each speoifioc
olement as it may influence the total program, The Aata
should provide objective information on assessing the cost
and effectiveness of aknutritipnal progran aimed at prevanting

rather than' remediating poor.nutrition.

*
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TABLE I

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF MOTHER'S 1IN
THE CHERRY HILL PROGRAM (N=170)

Mean Age 2
Mean Oravidity .
Living Children Per Household 2.6

2.8
2.7

Mothers Maximum Education 11.1 years
Fathers Maximum Education 11,1 years
Percent on Financial Qgﬁég- 70%
Married 43%
Ssingle 42%
Widowed 1%
Divorced , * 2%
Separated 9%
Not Stated 3%
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PAENATAL QUSEIGAAL g2
WA g

e 4 e e Attt

Mother's Nare:

Last 4

) fst
Wothdr's Birth Cate!

L-.Q,- -

[ntervign Datel

To be em\ma by CYinie Parscnnel

PIGURE 1V
tnfent 1.0,
Lo Cainte
Location:
' 1231058 :
Kaiden tourty  Fors 5T 00 pace e
~dde . FE P WM LR

13, What Ly your marits) stitey?

Ne would |ike to know about the baby's fathers

1D Single
? Maret 18, What was the last gn« of school M
’[:] reied comp ete? o L
Y[ Separatad . o[:_] No uhoollng
4 i LV
L pivorced it YD) 6raca 1 through 6
S Widowed ;
2] 7eh through Sth grade
’ 3027 10tk grade
14 How m childm\ do your atraidy havet
cum:’uh. nober) ! d [ 1ith grace
“None t 2.3 4 -8 . 5[:] 12th grade
V1 dermre ¢ G techaleal or Yocationat{after Mgh lchooly
— T3 Attendes cotlege
15, How many vt these thﬂdven are under five 8 Coltege graduate or beyond
< yeurs of agel. ’ ) = e :
S Nehe V203 6y :
N : 19. Is ha presently enployed?
: 3 or rora 1O Yes, fuletime
16, Wit way tre Last ‘grade of schoal you 2] tes, part-time
S conpletedt
: Y L)
0[] No schoaling 4 [ on't hox
V) Geade § through 6
2(7] 1t through 9th grade ' LR
’ F mﬂ[ Hous !ng
- lkom gride . f ¢ you to tell ut something sbout your
‘C} 118 grade fmly s housing:
-2t How many people live in your hovse
S 3120 grade w (a:iun{n togal nunber, Mluding ywm"}
§ [ rechnical or vocetional
(After Migh school) —
7 [7] AtRended college .
8] Cotlege graduate or beyond 22, wnere do you ivel
1 [ Housea owned
12, Where have you spenl most of your 1ifel

1 [ targe city
2 [T smal) ity
3 [] suburbs of targe city
) small town

s[Jrarn

2 [ +ouse, rented

3] Apartnent, private rentd)

4 (T apartrent, puditc houitng, rental
§ (] Tratler, owned

§ 7 tratter, rented

P ey soeity




23, Fow miny chngrn 1iv8 yrirs or younger 11ve

167

B How vy af ;h;u people are threr through

1h your Mowse oy pearg 910
chene 12 34 hore 1 2 3 A4 §
§ ? Sormrr o -1 8ormne
| RIh or g roows 4 tn your deutet. 40. Are you 1 the Food Stamp Progran?
T i : , 1 te
. Fov sany 10doot warklag tollats €0 you have? 2] %o, 1 annot atigivle
8 [ nome I Mo, don't know 1 1 an igivle
‘ iD ae €] Wo, not Interasted or 100 much trouble
) twe 5 ] Don't know about propeam

3] Thiee o more

© 20, Do yeu have vuning vater 1naide your housel

Jemp ) s L)

11, Do you et B chick from the Departient of

5. vow do you feel adout the LOOKIAG 3r-angementy
in your hoyse?

D) wod
I EiL

S .sglmf

503121 Services (Welfare)?
2w 2
LIS

JOv qemng extra mney (rom tee
tr.artraat of Soctat Tervices recause yuu ore
prognant? (The astra person #)iowince)

T ves tanglLT)

T 18, 00 You Mve & work{ng refrigerator?
Sl as 0 L™

0 o you have & warking stove

2] Yes, with working oven
3] ves, no working cven

Please c1roie one answer {n 6ach of the folidwlrg
Questiom:

13 “cy many chitdren 11 gour house g te schosi?
Nae 1203 08 )

M. 00 you NIve encugh storage space for foodl

e 2w

32-M. How much money daes your _ﬁmu usually
; spené for food edch month?

bollars monthly.

. ¥ho fs the one person who does most of the
cooking for your family?

W) s

[T W moWer or guardian
S W grandmotner

4] The baby's fatner
:s ] othar relative ar friens

) 5] & ar e '
TN '.;d:m{u::;l:g:’:;?uhru €t Junch a2
Nne F02 00y 48
6 1 8oreore
45, Kuu miny recedve this Tunch free?
Yre 12 3 -4 §
6 1 Bormre
46, How wany children regularly eat breanfast 1n
* §¢hoo} dreskfast program
B 1 2 3 4 S
[} ! 8 or sore

47, How many children reqularly gat meads {n g
day care program?

Kore + 2 3 4 §

[ T B or more

v “¥-32, How sany people dodi Ehis person cook fort
e, (OOt Farget yourself}

o

0. H(ﬂ,nay of thise people are urder two years
, '
Ko 12 3 4y

[ 1 8ormn

He would Ltid your opinicn about the following foddsy

Which oF these foods do you Lhink will give {ron
to & baby? (Please answer sach guestion) :

W 1] ves . 2[T]Ne  Baby cersad

2. i[TJves [T N0 Masned potato

5. [ ves 2N Regular cou's milk
s VTTIves 20TINo Baby meat




Y. What bt you thitd fy the wity redyon w ar-s
©hrum an our foodt  (Cmeck oAty m)

V(] To make o8 grow tanl
2072) Vo build dlooad '
J[:] o help llgm lood

(2] torens our bowals ugmr

168

65. Was the present preghancy planneal

S:. bo think ou need Vo add sugar 0 2 badys
. carﬂ‘ (14 (r Lo make it mtg detier? 4

1) e TN

B )hn 13 the ;‘l'\mrun( reison for wtin
60ds with oﬁ"‘* i

![_:] o 9$u us vitaming

gt make $8r60Y teetn

1T M 8 body butldee
S )| 7,ok_h¢k)pkus sleep

1] e e

68, Have you ever had <lasses {n cooking or home
scononics? :
Ton} ) i

2 ves dnaehoo)
3T 1o adult education
4 [:] In extension sarvice
B Tom RLE 2 N1

Now we would Vike you to ml s about how you fld

yo«r Tast daby. 1€ Wafs will be your first bady,
¥ MR need to dnswer dny sore questions, -
NNk you. o

62, vow o1d 14 the Jast bady?
T am JUTRT R BTV old :

[Jom! saiy dinnery

: ’ra(':jlm'c A0iw . z[:]ml f,-;
1] S Bu you think a baly nedds salt 4dded 10 MY WMer
¢ 00{1 () Ntc it tl{le Letter? ) ) ‘g :“ -
'L’.Zl'u A -‘smi’;” o
46, wauld ;w m mm or fat bm or bacon *y ;' RN
o _,amy S l[::lm ot S
'(‘.Dm % _ R msmnm N
l 5). Which gia of the ronmng fobds 13 the 68, What was the vary first tad ol silk you f«
"Dest wiy for 3 baby to get protein) © the last dady?
Y sewn 107 Breast Mlk ’ ’
Y ou FIITY 2070 Comargha formuls with 1 For iy
e CJ : (= exasple, $¢milac, [nfanl ‘ g
© T hady dessarts
el 3] Commercta formals without 1ron (ror
4[] formuta exisgle, Statlic, tafanil) :
S Fruse 4[] traporated .m formaibet, cmum) :

Nhfch of these fodds could you use to give your
faatly protein? {Please antwer each question)

§8. 1) ves  2[CINo  Cried beans
59, |[:]m‘ 2[:339:' © Bread

0. 1% 2[T]%  wik

.1 Jres 2[JNo  Feanut butter
2. 1[:‘_]105 2[:] Ne Sugar

83, V) ves 2[TINe  Ret

$7] Cow's mily
GC:]OtMr (Pluu sm«ly)

e h
g4, I3 regular cov’s mila strafght from Lhe
B €Arioh 88 goo1 as dny otner fordula or milx
prepiration far 8 new bady?

v 2leo 3] don't know

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

T

6y. ¢ you cwsqec the lomh or milk be!m tM
Daby wis 6 weeky o1d, whit was the gg_m nm’f

0 ) 014 not change
1 ] vlarrnea

t o mmpmbo
3] vomiting

¢ (] Mlergic rash
LY | oiyip‘c‘r'mh

& CTspinning op

? f_'_‘lndma breast feading
8 ) other, specity




|70 Mo dattded to change the formuls or Btk

i beline & weets?
s ) 014 not change
' !4D poctar

3] Qnte purse
A tetant's mothar
S8 T3 Intane's qrandmother
AL 0ther et or friesd

160

oML vaw 0id wis Lhe bady when he fiaadly Gave up
doystime dottles? -

U Y Less than 6 months
1 276 through 8 months
2 £ ¢ through 11 months
S yur
2 yun

L5 10, ok 014 was_ the daby when yOu stopped feading
R LR NI

O ) Lans than 2 sonths

V]2 moaths

1)) monty

T4 motths

40275 throuh & months

§ 37 through 3 months

$ (9 throvgt 10maths

2 (311 theoush 12 months
8 [T bon't rementer ‘

8 [ 2 yaars

s [C2 V2 yurs

Y 3 3 yeirs and order

8 Cj:m 0ot yet given up duy-tine dottles

5. Which one of the following itt(mnh best i
fits how you felt adout feeding your Yast bavy?

V] Eastar than expected
2731 tad no probless
3] Harder than 1 expected

y formuls

2
i

Afte: you stopped feading the
nha{l{nd of qﬁ; did yoa fee
V] megular con's ailk

207 Evaporated milh (Pat, Carmation) mixed
Cj-m-mr (Pt ) )

; " ] dbﬁ?ﬂ

© £ CT) Evaporated 11K, steatoht from can
e KT ‘
§ ) 0ther, specity

(T3t couldn't watt for him to feed himsylt

How do you feel about feeding the new Daby?
L] {‘umt it will be harder than tast
”

6.

231t wil1 e the sane 3 Tast time

How old was the daby when

¢ v stirted to
feed Mim solid foods in
or milk?

M
; tion to ‘ormule

A
0[] Less than ) sonth
11 monta
2712 months
30T 3 months

) tt_’_]( RoNths

T8 S theough 6 months
6 [ 1 through 9 months

Y] 16 wilh be easter thon tast time

n

Do you feel that you had encugh time to feed
your last baby? o

1] Mways
2] Mot 6f he tine
37T Some of the time

IText Provided by ERIC

7 [2310 throuss 12 monthy 4[] ramely
- AComr 1 yur $ () vever
Thank {w for mtng the time to answer Sur quastions. Your help will mike 1t easier for
us to Talk with mothers adout feeding their chiidran,
O
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AL ALY
Elinte
N Locetign:
S5 ey 's Gsvan Ramer :
N v e 1)) H[Z]3 IR L)
" [aabyts 0tetn Qater V. (
Kothar § harey ; ,
tat % ﬂ:]l ~' ( :ﬂﬁn Interview Qatei ) 7
Ll - .
" 10, Wy 15 your rlatienship o the badyd V5. Are you prasently emleyedt
1] tother - 1] Yes, tuldetimg
{2 Stepmother 2] Yob, part-time
32 Moptiw-motner , 3] vo

AL Foster rother
S Other relative
% relatios

1. ¥ho 13 the o :mon whe usual Iy
o7 haket csre of the beb .

T ] mm
I (o] Srandnother
- ![:]bthor umm
dl:jh felend

I!. Vho dm m baby Vive mm
A otk e
5 ZD Father -
3T Both parents
t[j Srandparent
[ 0thar wlative

p—
o

What wis m Tagy udu 61 lchool
you complete ¥

O[] No schooring

V[ZT) 6rada b through &

27 1th througn Beh
LAY $th grade

§CT7 100h grace

5[:3 Vit grade

sc:] 12 grade

7 Technica) or Vocat(onﬂ
_ [:l (After Klgh Scheod) -

l;_j Miended College
] Conm graduite

S A friend
109, 00y Piy Bryone €2 take care of W
baty?
] ves; regetarty
T2 Yes, frequestiy
ST ves,y bk not often
GD No, mevir Tt

-
-~

1[5 ] berge city
2] seatt civy
3] Swburbs of Narge city
AT S town

S Farm

The follawing questions are concerned
with tha baby's mother:

. Your sarital status:
15100
I married
3] Separated
4] otvoeced
8] wrdowes

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

18, How 1019 have you Vivad at your
present addresi?

10 Less thin ) yar
AT V-1 yuns
3T more than 3 years

Ne would al50 1ike to kaow about the
bady's father?

15 I he presently enployed?
1] Yes, fulteuime
] ves, part-tine
SEj Ko
ST o0t spow

VhEre Mo Jou Spent most of your
14 R .




to.vm 1 hl |
g ﬂ;‘u«- sirmon:hoo

_ , 1 Jew] ) sd&oottng
1D brace 1 through 6
AT I trouph B
=l iYL
AR 0N grade
Y 1hn grade

$L 130h grade

SO teehaten) 1
[:J b :u.m:; vwl:m

0T Mtanted Cotlage
- s[:] Colhage grmu(

171

Iy N
lbm your mﬁy

&2 Kow sy v i our u!?
’ (Hrﬂo n °H mmr. muﬁnl.,

mt (] lmthlng k
Muting:

B, Whare 4o you Hiwe?
V(] hovse, owrad
197] House, ranted
12 uirmnt. private rental
(7] Mpartment, pubiic houstng,rantal
§{2] trather, onted
§C] Tratter, ranted
2[7] other, plaase axplaln

'ih o mn sore qustIEn abOuL
‘mmtn aby: ! wou

2! oy piir to Mn 0re cmldrm .
1[‘:] fos, -sum ML tro ytars
L ACTT Vet but don't haow wien

Sk o | XN '

cc:]ug

: sf:_l Usiblt to hivt ware

20, How Many childran five yaars or
iwnnr HIn {a you; Muzn .

] ?: 8ormn

3-30. How many rooms dfe {a your hayse?
{Don'e count bnhmx o teilate)

v

n, :f' ?lny ndoor working tollets do yeu
 Mve A

0] e
1] ome

}z.‘\’u‘i thiy Slby‘thq resutt of 2 phinnae
- pregrancy} :

l[_'_jm
_ o

)

3] three or more

Do you have runaing water Snside
your honne?

1] Yes ]

‘h. WM provides sl Yesst Mif of (M
i mmm support for the mn

VT3 Savys father
‘I[:] Baby's mathar
3 bath parents
AT Guardian
8] Grandoarent
; ID Gther relative
1] weltare

33, Wow do you fes) adout the cooking
srrangemnts §n your houset

1] 6ead
2 Fete
3] poor

M, 00 you have 8 working rafeigeratar?

1T ves 25w

35, Do you have 4 working stove?

1) ™%

S, 00 nindt receive Medical Assi
Ml mhm ive ¥ Assistance

T Mesten) Asssstance and wettare
20T mediaaY Assistance atone
Jc:] ¥elfure alone

AT o assistance

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

1] vas, with working oven
3] ves, 1o werking even

3. Do you have shough 1Lorage space for
Toca?

1T ves et




We vou\d F{ke t0 43k you some quastidnd aboyt
does the 1hopping end ml £ 48 your houst

. is the one place your famit
mnly byt mt’ot M{ md? Y

1 T Large suparmiriet

1) Smath supermariet

7] Ml ghborhosd grocery store
Qm store or mirket

172

44, uow many of thise wph e mm
b through fm {urs o\: s .

[] 1 8ormre

3, 15 tL diftien It for your family to get
: to the food stores? d . yRes

B ] o PR ET S
e BLT] Somatings

3] marely
AL Mever

4. in‘yw tn the Food Stasp Program?
1] Y ;
2 Moy 1 am ot al1gidle
3T Ko, dontt kaow 11 1 am eligtble
] o, not ‘
o ‘o",ub?. nterested or too ;"“"

8§ 2] bon't know sdout progrin

n. How ofted 1 the food shopping wsually -
dom tor your familyt nooping

IC:] Every day
1] Once 2 weak
T Mdee s wek
T ey two vaeks
${7) 0nce a sonth
B[] Mo spectal time

f'" circte one answer {n edch of the
following quastionss

4}, Mow many children th your Muss 90 10
yofty your hovie g0

None T 2 3 4 s
- § 7 8ormre

48, How many children re 1 1 1n
‘ ’ chox re gul arly eat tunch

}m\ch progrll .

[ I | ~aormn

49, How mary recefva this Yunch frea? -
o Kete ) 23 ‘{r«

E [ 7 sormore

w. HMch ONg parson usurlly d«!m vt
00d to buy for your feaily

101 &

1 Hy sothar or quarehn

3] Wy grandaother
4LT] the baby's father

SCIW father

6] other relative

§0. How many ch1dreh
fast ‘ruv. schoe "

None
e 1

bmmst 9rggrut

8 or sore

41, Who i3 the 0ne person wha does most
of the cooking for your n-il;r

o FIE)

2] Wy mother or guirdian
I W grandaotner

AT e ‘bs,by'; tather

$ (] Other relative or friend

§. Hbo mvmy mds the baby?(Thi lhould
be the p um € decision
sbout mmg the bady}
1T 1 atvas o
2t usually do, with help
3]0 sometimes do, with Ntp
My mother

${) other renative

4243, How rany people 4628 this person
cook for?____ (Don't furget yourseld

4, How mw of these people are under two

eary 01!
ot} 2 3 v 8
6 1 8 ormore

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

Which of these foods & you tMnk will ¢ive
fron to a badby?(Plesse dnsw. T kb question) -

ST ves 20N tacy cereal
3T Yes 2% Mashed potato
4] res 2[O)m Regular cow itk
I3 2N Baby meat

regulerly eat breaks -




v hotd T T T )
1770 e v giw o
e w1 ety doed
o aET e Mg digest tesd
C AT 1 heer our benale regular
R 1o LY

73

6. :h'w ofien dors your fanily cook
. wetdint -
I vy ey
37T 34 tines & week
3] once & vk
170 Less thas once d wiek

Tl e e et
V10 0tve @ vitatns

2] To Mk strong teeth

AT M e vy e

ST ALY 10 Mg s ateep

s SY N ot b

. Qo e R A

ML gt

=l

62, o his M1ed Jou th "'C:u h T
what 3 mﬁ"m’: b:tgrmct oaly.o’:n) ‘

1057 Yaur mother or foiker motMy
[T Your grandmather :
3T rriend, natghbor or other retative
4[] hurse ‘

$CT) Nealth aide

€[] docror

1] Otetitian or mutritionist

(7] Bosks, pusehiets

97 toacned on own

- B B B (2
T |

W e

<IT] haty_aensarts .
e ;

63, Hou w11 o you IRk your baby (1 eating?
ST ey e '
E{ LT T
© 3[] $houtd be tating dettar
4[] tattng wery poorly

s [

T 02 bedy dimmers
Wich of tMise fodds coutd you use 19 give
your fpaily protein?(Plessy snamar eich
quation) - .

& ) ![‘_'}lo Deied buam

69, Whit do you thisk about your baby's
- weight? - RS

1] He 13 galatng more s avirage
1[] 6atning about average
3] Mot gaintng anowgh

O ves 2% et
Y I MmNy

i fu.tc:} Yes  2JNe  Prasut butter
WA 1T See
Rl L e LR

Thiak you for tiling the tise to answr our
g.u;:l::ns. Your u”m will te of graat

Wg would 146 11ke t& know [F you are Navin
4 prodlen, or 1F somtiing (4 worrying you,

Q sso-1-n

ERIC

[Aruitox: provided by Eric

9 any prodlems ferding your bady. - [f you heve
plaase tel) us,




. 18411, Mother's Heigh
({nchg‘:) it

174

FIGURL. VI s
Mo oo ey [afant 1.0,
D ni¢
Logiation: i
N 12 ) 456 :
Bady's Given Xine: s , s )
: AL Rréqve ™~ County forn
Vaby's Bieth Mees, L g Interviewer:s . (Initials) B]
Wothar's kenet . o Te .9
sy ) g TRt WY !

Interyiew 0‘!!5 L. g :
A

T2-M, Wother's Welght .
: . (Pounds)

L]

15-16. Father's Hetght
T ey

C1

12+, What !yg(or 811k or for.uls doas the bady
. et now?

O] Bresst aitk slone

21, How 18 the afant formola prepared?
1] boesn't vie brip‘md formula
2[T7) Follows directions
3 [ Mdds too mich water
Nt Doesn't #dd endugh water S

asnlu‘;v,g FOR mt%nmg. S o

v q conccn rate equal parts uur lnd con-
2. tupormd nflt-mut 2 parts mlk to cnm
3. mdy to Feed-2dd no water

" we) T TV -nu wpplmnnd by commerc$al
) formyls with §

L= brest A lemntad by comarei
- OC:]kComrchl formuls with 1 ron
0477 Conmercia) formuls ufthout $ron
o] Cvaporated atk forta '
017} Evaporated milk, straight from can
04 Regul sr whole covd milk formuls
03T Reqular whole covt atlk, Ruihing adsed]
1007 ski aflk .
[ Other {Specity)

-

19, Ooes the bady get vitamin drops datly?

<22 [f daby 1% fed evaporated milk lomun.
'ﬁ;’“’" of syrup 15 added to each can of :
1 ) doesntt use nv»omed sl lomuh s
L[ Mo sugar added ' i
O Lm thin 2 tablespoons -
4077 2-4 tadtespoons
$ [ More than 4 Lablespoons

3. 2:43'1‘..7“ Sugar or syrup to comrd’l

1 [ Never
2 [ occastonaly
I most of the tine

AT Aways

v

OO s |7 ;
2] Yes, fron added *

24, How many feedings dm the bady get during ia
average 24 hur period?

I ves, Mo fron added
§ )Xo vitaming, dut gets fron d-aps

: ERY

A ruiToxt Provided by ERIC

0. Who advised giving baby vitamin or {ron drops?
13 boctor
2 [] Hospital Nurse
1T pubiie Healen hurse
4T 1nfants grandmother
§ [T7) Relative or friend
6 (| Decidec on own

[
" ey
.

2526 Kow many ounces does the hby take &t any

sverage feeding?

27, Hou much formyla or silk does the daby tiks
edch 24 hevrs?

Y [ tess than 16 ounces

277716 througn 19 ounces
J[:] 20 through 2) ounces
4 T 24 through 27 ourices
5 {77 28 through 32 ounces
6

—
e_s OQver 32 ounces
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“ . et -m or farmuly Mg toe my bean fod | 34, wmat 6o you do wEth the formild Teft fna )
tM tne M :s bottle srur the daby s fed? W

cl::]n« ML been fed any other V(7] Throw $1 avay

02[77] Sreast Wil alone ’ [t in refrigerstor

(1 Tone !mn allk supplusented dy formla with 3] Ledve mir e bady ‘

“D:mst 8k supp)emanted by formile {Cteim tnatton L
Wt fron $ [T Carey 1t around until baby 13 hungry

 O3[2T) Commarcte) formuda with fron e

0B (C2) Commerciat rormula without 1ron ». .;:“rl’c :'N :g '#«'.?R’i w:umm'm

0707 traporsted milk formls . TETI0 don's heep 1t S[IHAVS 4 duy \

08(7] Cvaporated siin, stratight from can 2] A cowple of hours 4 ] A whoe duy

09] Megular whole cond aidk formuta
100 Megudar vhote ol aiTh, nothIng added 36, 0o you wash or staritize the formuls dottie?

N kis M V(T Ay
12077 Other (Spacify) 2(T] Aleost 4l of the time
30, How 01d vay_the beby when the formqts or il I Mot of the time
w3 chinged? 4 (7] sore of the tim
1 1014 ot change 40778 to 6 weeks $ (5 RareYy
2{Jtess than 2 waeks 5[] 7 ta 8 weeks §{) Maver .
T2 to 8 wears $CJ Over 8 woes
.
3%, What was the single sost fmportant reason for 31, Do you mm you need to a6d sugir to your
chinging the formls? blby 3 cerea) or frult to make it teste
Y [ bid not o batter?
change ‘
| Yer 2 Mo 3 bon't know
203 Marrkes o] o 2
38, Do you thiak 1% {s necessory to give a baby
3 ] Constipation Tess than 3 months o1d any other food besides
o [ Youtting form)a?
] Yes 2 L{] 3 Don't know
$ ] Alergic rash ‘ - = -
39. Is regutar cow's i1k straight from the
¢ () Otaper rash cirton as. good as any Other forsula or silk
P[] spiting w preparation for 3 new baby?
8 () Stopped breast feeding V[ Yes  2[T)N0 3] 0o’ keow
9[:] Other, spacify 40. Would you add grease or fal back or dicon to 4
3. Who advived chinging the formls or milk? bady's food?
1 [ 014 set change 10 ves 2]k
. 41, Do you think that the food 8 dady eats now can
2 ] toctor make any difference tn hox big he will grow?
JG hinie Nurie 1 D Yes F) EJ Wo ’Ej Donft know
4] 1afanss mother a2

Can 2 bady be glven more food than is ¢ood for
§ (73 1afants grangmother hin?

6! JOther relative or friend Voo ves  20TTMo 3T Gon't know
» U0 YOU prop the bottle whea you.fead the baby?l 43. Do you thirk 4 baby needs s:1t added to his

YCTAM of the time food Lo make ft taste better?

i ]
2wty ] IL__,Vu; 2786 377 don't know
3 N 44, If you were 9iving a baby 4 new food from »
Ej o0 48 aqatn $06, would you say AL & Aixed dinner 13 4y
4 ) 0n)y when baby 13 put down to sleep 900d as pYain baby food? |
5 i never 1Oves 2%
O
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{atls how you featt

1] 8 don't have other chitdren
(] i 13 harder than last tive
It s about the same as Tast time
40310 13 easter than tast time

V0] Miwags aday o fued

27 Easy to feed most of the time
3[T] Casy to feed somtines

4[] Rarely easy to feed

5[] Naver
£8-50. Kow much money does your fanily usually
48, Do you fea) you have shough tine to feed the spend for f gonthl
babyt [ ] sottons montnly
1] Atways 4[] Rarely
0TI most of v ttme S (T Never FOR OFFLCE USE ONLY

37} some of the time

$) Card ¢

Second Car
149 Repeat ¢olumis 1+9 (1.0.)
10 Card

-
Most bables 4re getting some other foods $n addition to formula or milk, We
what other foods your daby fs getting, how often, and how much of each,

would 11ke to know

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

F00D AMOUNT GIVES IN A FEEDING TIMS PER DAY TIMES PER WEEK
l;tabﬂ'r:;;“:;on box ,i ] one tbsp. "f[:[ one i
2{] two tisp. L e E:E:]
3] three thep, 3] three
4[] four or more 4] four
lzgiricsn}.:;« e g v ar l‘f[::] one e
Yt par " [:I]
I3 jar 3] three
$] one Jar 1] four
Juice {ounces) 19 3 one o, zoi [Jone R
20 tweo o1, T e D]
D) theee o2, I three
(] four o2, ] tour
5] five or more
g [1Qwee g
v g D two m:]
I w4 qar I three
4 one Jar . :
Strotad vegetssles | i 314 ar VT ore B
{part of jar)
e vz gar W]t [:D
. 1T far I3[ three
A7) one sur
T R T
S R B by
{part of jar) ]2 s Han T [::[:l
I qar 3] three ‘
VAT one Jar
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Y Fo00

AOLNT GIVEN IN A FEEDING

1iMES PER DAY

TIMES PER WEEK

' N .1 o T
Bady dinners LT 14 gar 1 (T one
{part of jar)
e gar 2 twe D::]
I w4 sur I[7) thre X
(T one Jar
b A 40 AL D
l(iby :“;‘J ) T e 1] one
pars of jar
T3 jar CIwe [:[::]
I qar I wree
$(Jone in
LED LLE 45
I?(tolt ggs ) Y[ ore tap. 1] one
teaspoons
7] two tsp. 2] o [:D
I([7] three tsp, 3] three
4[] four or more
L} LIRS 3-50.
E?g 701k$ 1+ (] ode s, 1] one
teaspoons)
(7] two uap. o [::D
3I[77] three tsp, I three .
4 {7 four or more
11D 5Z. Eig
Masred potatoes and V7] one tdsp. 1] one
grivy
{tadlespoons) 277 two thsp. U)o ':[j
3] three tosp, 3(77] three or more
(7] four thsp. ‘

5[] tive cr nore

Other table foods
(tabtespoons)

55
V{3 one thsp.

[ two tosp.
3T three tosp.
4[] four 1bsp.
S five or more

L)
1] one
T Jwo

(0] three or more

754

d

5. 60 . 61-62 .
Soda or Koolaid 1 Jone o1, 1{T] one
(ounces)
2] two ou. T [:[:]
3T trree oa. I3[ three
A rewr oa. 4 {77 four or more
; 5 five or more
63, 84 - 65-66 .
Sugar water or ted ) one o2, 1
-Tth sugar - (] one
(Ouncu? 23w ot H {:D
3] three o1 3] three
4] tour o1, 4[] four or more
$ (] tive or more i
O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Dr. Parae. Thank you very much, and I intend to curtail my
comments and summerize as best I can for time factors.

I am David M, Paige, assoclate professor of matornal and child
health and assistant professor of pediatrics at the Johns Hopkins
Uniyersity School of Hyglene and Public Health and School of
Maedicine. I have been asked to testify in support of strenghening and
exg?nding the e.‘d,stingc}ﬂld nutrition legistation.

ndernutrition In disadvantagod children has been recoinlzed with
increasing frequency over the J)ast severel years. Attention has focused
on various programs designed to redress tho poor nutritional indices
noted in these children. The school feeding program has served as one
vehicle for achieving this goal. Other approaches have taken the form
of commodity distribution, food stamps and nutrition education.

I was pleased to note this morning that the Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture had taken note along with school lunch pregrams and
breakfast programs the nutritional reinforcement to preschool and
itgfs%.nt populations and it is in this spirit that I wish to enter my

imony,

The ramifications of ‘nadequate nutrition cannot effectively be
conceptualized for any point in time. To fully comprehend the extent
of the problem, malnutrition must be considered a continuum. That
is to say that an insidious cycle of events, often origin.atlnﬁ‘in utero,
continues to take place throughout the individual’s life. The nutri-
tionally deprived infant manifests objective criteria of malnutrition
in terms of stunting of height, weight, small head circumference and
other quantifiable, biological, anﬁ_ bjochemical parameters. These

ants have already had the groundwork laid for & less than optimal
future, It is suggested that this group of youngsters who have not had
their depressed nutritional status redressed during the critical period
of infancy may not be amenable to modification at a later date.

During this early infant experience, if the already disturbed nu-
tritional status of this infant contines to be stressed, the further
,sre](l;iuelae of a loss of full potential of growth and development is seen.

8 Js manifest in terms of poor cerebral maturation, as evidenced
by decreased DN A content and reflected by small head circumference,
Since the period of increasing cell number is complete by 6 months of
age and the maximum growth of brain size is seen dum:ig the first 2
{\:ars, with 80-percent completion by this time, the period of effective

tervention would indeed seem quite narrow.

Further, the effects of malnutrition or undernutrition as regards
stunting of an individual, seem to have their major deleterious effects
during the first several years of life, and are also fairly well complete
and rooted long before school age. ’I‘his, too, of course recuires rapid
intervention if one is going to break the cycle of poor nutrition.

And respectfully I underline the following, that the major objective,

_therefore, of any child nutrition legislation should be prevention rathsr
than remediation. To achieve this end, feeding programs aimed it
optimizing benefits to preschool children should be provided. To fail
in this objective is to invite problems, the extent of which ere not
entirely clear to the medical community. The neurointegrative de-
velopment of malnourished chjldren is lacking, resulting in delays in
developmental landmarks, deéreased environmental responsiveness,
slowness of learning and poor retention. This is in addition to syner-
gistic effects and infection problems in this age group, an incidence
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- particularty high a’sgou know, in low-income propulations. In addition
this problem and othors dovetall to create an individual of less than
- vtimal abllity to function within thesoc[_et(.' e e D
1t should be stressed that these negatlve eflects take place long
- before the child enters school. This background information cause
us, appro:;ixqatelir 2 years ago, to undertake a study, a pilot study 'n
- Baltimore City. It 13 aimed at providing a nutritional head start for
inner city infants through the distribution of iron-fortified infant
~{ormula, Tt was a cooperative ?pugram launched by the Maryland -
~State ‘Health Department, Baltimore City Health Department, -a
citizens group under the name of the Maryland Food Committee,
and Johns Hopkins University. '

The objectives that were outlined in that program were, one, to
provide a rich source of biologically superior proteln to enhance
neurological maturation and development during the first 12 months
of life; two, to provide iron to mo ify and eliminate the alarmingly
high prevafence of nutritional anemia in_tbe infants of the poor;
three, to promote optimal growth of height, weight, and head cir-
cumference; and, four, to assist mothers in applying sound nutritional
ﬁnnciples in the feeding of their youngsters, as well as others in the

ome. And what I would like to do is just refer to the tables which
I have entered as part of the formal testimony, and quickly run
through these, if I may. :

~ Table I demonstrafes the characteristics of the population, Ap-
proximately 70 percent of this initial group are on financial assistance,

- and a majority of mothers were unmarried. Wo were interésted in
finding that with respect to height, in an enrollment of 170 infants

- whom we carried through the 10th to 12th month of life, an excess
of 15 to 18 percent of the children were below the third percentile in
terms of their length, and a significant excess number was also demon-
strated in the lower percentiles of the 10th, 25th and 50th percentile.
. While they remained on the program they did show significant
improvement so that by a fourth clinical visit, at 10 to 12 months of
age, the profiles with respect to length of that p?ulation approximated
normal standards. For purposes of this study, the Boston-Stuart
standards, which are recognized domestically” and iuternationally
were used. Of interest is that we used for comparison Eroups of
children drawn from the children and youth prolj;ect in Baltimore
City, and they did not demonstrate the improved height.

Similarly data is presented to the committee with res?ecc to weight.
The observed numbers over the expected numbers in each lower
Bercentile distribution was alarmingly higher than that which would

e anticipated in normal healthy population, again as reflected by
the Boston-Stuart weight standards. )

With respect to hematocrits, we used the International Committee
for Nutrition for national defense standards, and in this posulation
at the first clinio visit 7 to 8 percent of the children showed a eflcient
hematocrit below 30 percent, with 37 percent having low hematocrit
below 33.9 percent and only 50 percent demonstrating an adequate
hematocrit. ‘

At the end of the first year, and it should be Eointed out paren-
thetically that this is the time of increasing iron deficiency anemia, we
did see a change in this pattern. None of our children of the 161 on
whom we had data out of the 170, none of those children had a defi-

Q
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cfent hematocrit; only 17 percent low hematocrit, with 82 to 83 percent
showing a normal hematocrit.

Contrary to other investigators, we were not able to find any dif-
ferences with respect to head circumference, either initlally, or at any
other time, in the po(Fulation we studied. And if I just may have one
more minute, I would like to tell you that these results have prompted
ug to enlarge our work and to expand the program in a more rigorous
manner to attempt to demonstrate the efficacy of such an ap(l)roach.

d we have, in .fifure 1 of the formal testimony, expanded the
program ko include different geographle areas, That would be the rural
counties, thie eastern shore of the State of Maryland, Of the nine coun-
ties, eight are &;rticlpating and one county is serving as control. And
in ﬁaltigiore. ty we have different geographic and ethnic census
tracts participating in the program and also serving with control.

With respect to the distribution of the infant formula, relatively all
Frograms had emphasized the physical inventorying, storing, account-
ng for and physically distributing cases of formula to the consumer.
In our situation we too initially followed that approach, and more
recently have come up with a check distribution system which is a
cooperative effort of the Maryland National Bank and several of the
formula-producing laboratories, so that the health department ma
provide these checks to the mother and she may cash them throug
normal marketing channels at participating merchants, and this maz
be used and, deposited in the various banks and handled throug
normal banking channels,

In addidon, we are attempting to get at some profile of the popula-
tion with res(fect to the im!pac.t of environmental phenomena on the
growth and development of children during the infant and preschool
years, and perhaps more significantly, and I will {ust tack this on, and
that is that we have also launched simultaneously a nutrition educa-
tion program aimed at the consumer so as to alert him to the fact of
the need for high quality protein, in the design of our study.

We have used in some areas formula distribution only, formula and
nutrition education in other areas, nutrition education in others, and
milk provided programs in still other areas, to determine the eﬁicacy
in a combination of these programs. Thank you very much.

Chairman Perkins, Let me thank you for a good statement. I havé
afquestion, but we will hear the entire panel before we ask questions
of you,

r. John Kramer, Director of the National Council on Hunger and
Malnutrition.

Mr. KraMeR., Mr Chairman.

Chairman Perxins, Delighted to welcome you here, Mr. Kramer.
Go ahead,

[Statement of Mr. Kramer follows:)

StaredeNT oF JouN B, KRAMER, ASs0CtArE Proressor or ILaw, GroreeTowN
Universiry Law CeNTER ANp Execvrive DIRecTor, NatioNan Councin
oN HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION IN THE UNITED STATES

Chairman Perkins and Members of the Generasl Subcommittee on Education
of the House Committee on Education and Labor: Five years have elapsed sigce
;ou held your path-breaking hearings on Malnutrition and Federal Food Service

rograms in the late spring of 1968, Five years ai;o the National Council’s com-
{mn on organization-—the Citizens Board of Inquiry into Hunger and Malnufri-
ion in the United States—had just published “Hunger USA,” CBS had just firn




181

f d umon on “Hun oF ln Ameriea " nnd Dr. Ralph Aberna ond h
t f”{; Jere beginntn ! thelr. 3“‘ magc ea on éeg;'etary 0
A oulturo Ovrllle %ow déemand gger an better Federal { programs.,
At that ime, younn mmittes wers the first in the Congress to undertake
‘?’{°‘;‘p‘5,’{’.¥,‘i’“‘°"‘ of the scope of hunger and mnlnumtion {n thfu country and
nce t €n you huve aoted with & sense of umanity and urgeno to reform and
.oxpon oog gin approximately 3&‘ In nll) {ha le gd ?’ n your juridjos
.}on. 'rhe ?gp;og,ﬂ T, ?gere by your le tlve autho mlons for cbild

1970 sohool | ame 92-153
( 1971 and 92433 (19 2), even exo uding the Impact of your corl\‘atant révisions of

n Gonomie O rtun Act un the. Elementary and Becon ucation

f ct, ha mlmp a mos tour- o ; gotn rom 833’9 milljon in yl year 1968

»toﬁ mum of e ‘curren L
ow, in the aummer ol 1978, you are uked on ago!n to udd A new progrnm '

here and improve an old program there, with an Impact on the Federal food
&t of what the b l;aponssors claim s alightly leas r:han $300 nillion. As one
: t e léeaders of “the hunger °bb¥ ) & confederacy of public Interest Pro (pc
'thot ave been working for nearly slx ’yem to guarantee adequate nutrit on
I should be here congratulat F { u on the Imminent passage of
; ané the cnotlnuous enla gement of the child feeding program menu
- am not. Instead, I appear before you today to ask you not to act with haste
-~ to meet -the tem Somy needs expressed by those who run achool food service on
< “a state and local level as an intetim waj} -station en routé to universal school
- feeding, not to assume that progress in feeding the needy is automatically equated
with more fundlng and more gro rams. Rather T would llke to suggest that
focus hard and long upor the budgetary and administrative context ag nat
. “which this new collection of proposed amendments must be appralsed. In par-
- ticular, you should note the following:

{1) Na Fodcral food program Aas yel lo service even one-Ralf of its eligible con-

mXe d commodity distribution combined reached 15.1 mﬁllon in.
dlvldua!s | p 1973 out of ‘a universe of well over 30 milllon persons who
e hi)c.omeﬂils less t t'anH$3§3 a month for a family of four (34,644 annually or 10%
above the poverty line
- School lsgches were fed to a monthly average of 24,673,000 children from
plember through May, 1973, which amounts to less than 22 million meals
- nerved on a daily basls and accounts for no more than approximately 48% of the
Fuf“' currentlgtenromd in publlo and private elementary and secondary schools
. In

School breaklast waa avaﬂable onlr to 1,2 million chllclren daﬁ]y
: There are arprox imately two milllon poor’ pre% snt and nursing women with
.. .infants under he oge of one, but only 172,000 of them recelve either food certiﬂ-
,cam or aué)g emental food packages designed for thelr food needs.
~ Only 103,155 three to five year olds recelved meals daily in the Vanik spectal
 food service pro%rnm out of a l{censed day care poeulatlon, including Head Start
“*. youngsters, of whom are forbidden access to d, in excess of 700.7),
e liat could go on and on snd the numbers could be manlpulated (the O
- partment of Agriculture would have you be eve that 22 milljon persons “‘wa
“-well't use family food assistance promma), t the point {s’ ob ous: what is al-
ready on t,he statuw boolus simply {8 not working well enough, The non{ea avau-
ableto ege gee y continue to mount and mount lrom $605 mi) on in cbl
o year 1988 to. ably over $4.5 billion in the present oa ear, but th e{:‘
; comfun ble ) se ln the numbot of persona aotually serve ke cup rema

- Most C'on m{onau -dzetated child feeding program orum Ium ¢ n
¢ ]m{:\fully m:g' rcmmu d by lheIDe aglp:mwoj ffmuum " 3?‘ b 1
8¢y

ars.~—In centra
,aﬁsure t Qe awllebnit ot a achool inn h to an 1d who wanted one, o dered
: paration by g;db stateof a p.an of ope ouom tha% would outiine ste
vt

t&ken towa um and mand ncreased funding for eq‘hlpment t na
‘more schools o provide food serv ce, on ‘s satellit %

appened? Tod ay.t oee stote Flans Al | rtualty lgnored an t e requlrement {ine,
orced, Today, as the ene 1 Accounting Office repo y lan
ere remajn’ nearly 25,000 schools that refurd to participate ln tha national schooi
lunoh proyam enoompauins 8.7 million st enu 1.8 millfon ol them euultled to

]

k 'lk\l‘c“no;"-“}'

Rrust of feeking - &
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free or reduced price meals, Nearly one-fourth of our nation’s schools (albelt
many small ones) remsin on the outstde not even looking {n and the best responsa
the Department can give is to twist the ﬂ?m to state that ‘88 Fercen; of the
children attending publie or private schools have a {ood service available to them"
{the only wa¥|l know to avold malnutrition is to eat food, not simply to have it
nearby), With 25000 schools still uncooperative, 15,000-plus of them for lack of
the necessar egulpment, the Department ¢an tafk about significant program exs
{:anglon while addin onl; 2,707 schools to the average school participation roll in
he Sepumber-A’pr , 1073 perlod. At that rate, full availabllity is still ten years
gg pg; g&u‘}g &e in tgle &exzarc‘ﬁqggi;_ )d no} ulso ;“b"“““f“{,s{f",}iﬁ?fi x&“l ra&: o{
: r nonfood (e TiEnt). pssistance from 815, Million In-fsca
v ye%,rhmn to $10.245 mullonqthl?ou ﬁm ggl fyea:,zﬁéisr e

, Is reduction in equipment ald lf ] g}f 2’? ; {tment's stub.
born refusal to acknowledge the wilf of Lqiittes in partic.
ulaz, In the 1972 amendments, Publio wa-s, 13, Congree. % 4ed funding for
equipment from $18 million to $40 mill{on for flscal year 1073, a 1669% raise, with

the obvious Intent of boosting expenditures on schoo! food service equipment,
e Department’s actions, as indicated above, have had precisely the o?poalte
impact of reducing such expenditures by 339%. The Department blithely ignores
what Congress wishes and adheres to its own game plan, - .
In 1972, Congress, as part of the achool lunch amendments, directed the Depart-
ment to plan and implement a two-year pllot program of eup?lylng special supple-
mental foods to “pregnant or lactating women and to infants determined b
competent professionals to be nutritional risks because of inadequate nutrition
and inadequate {ncome.” Sectlon 17(5} of the Child Nutrition Act of 1068, as
amended. Did the Department Immediately begin to draft program regulatfo’na
 and acce{t &pgllcations from the local health or welfare and private nonprofit
agenoles that Congress wanted to have administer the program? No, not at all.
e Department formed a task forco or two, sent a letter to ,HEW requesting
help, desultorily followed §t up eeveral months later. It took court action late in
June to coerce the Department to agree to prepare regulations by last Friday,
over nine montha after the law had been eigned and less than twelve months before
the program’s termination date. This Committee rechtljesteu‘ a preliminary program
evaluation ‘‘not later than Qétober 1, 19737 It will be lucky if any person has
been fed a cup of farina b,\{) that date. ' ,
The situation with the breakfast program is simitar. Congress in 1872 sought
to extend breakfast to all schools which applied for ald, The result? The average
‘number of participating children in fisca ogear 1973 (through April) rose only
135,000 over fiscal year 1972, which was 100,000 less than the increase from 1971
to 1072 when Congress had not insisted so specifically on program expansion.
The litany is or could be endlesa, Every mandate from Congress is met by -
- Departmental inactivity and recalcitrance. New programs may be written liito

law and {mprovements may be enacted, but they do not guarantee eny food on

the table or in the belly. , L

3) There 18 no longer any meaningful correlation belween pumping montr inlo .
Jood programs and boosling program participalion.—This lesson is clearest in the
area of schoo! lunch, Even the Department a&)pem to be concerned about the
absolute decrease in overall lunch I)a.ticlpat on with the average number of
children involved slipping from 24.84 million in fiscal year 1972 to 24.67 million
during the past fiscal vear (through April). This decrease came at the same time
that lunch assistance to the states went up by over $180 million. Who swallowed
the increase? Certainly not more children o

There are many explanations for the decline, most of them seroing in on the
unpalatability of the meals and the unappetizing lunch room environment. More

Federal money shipped to the state coffers to reduce the amount of funda states
mi%xlt otherwise have to contribute to the program will not necessarily solve these
‘problems, - o

"(4) The Congress has apparently ugreed lo place an overall lid on Federal -
cpe‘nzls'n ~If the 3268 buligg ﬁgurg isgto be .tisgrously adhered to in fiscal g’ear T
1974, tgen every dollar over the budget line spent on child nutrition will have

to come out of some other pot. If we could be certaln that éhe defense balloon
would be the one deflated to pay for human needs, well and good, But that {8
not the case. More likely, one human need will be competing with another for
scarce dollars, If that is so, then we must bo certain that every additional dollar
invested in child feeding will be leveraflng as many additidnal meals as possible
for malnourished childrén, will be grov ding food to as many children as possible
who have not been previously reached by Federal school food service programs.
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' Where do thess adminiatrative and budgetary facts leave us? What do they
wmt,ﬁo& eu;lngfg\ ﬁ',opammauo changes. 1 think that the insjor lesson
y that the Cohgrées and tt ‘(iommltt/ee. vén the confines of the budget, t
 fetusal of the Depiriment to follow dirdotions, and the glutiony of ths ata
fot ‘mote funds ‘un?ocom anled by any guarantees of greater Frod:uotlvlty in
/% terma of numberho; children reached, ought to concéntrate its attention and its
~~ Mmonles on the achievement of & ver fev»;i very speclﬁc; gmlgrgm goals and insist,
ulfule

through appropriate oversight activities, that they be . Congress and this

: Comugaittpg?oug 't not to %?ie more oo inoneyy on top of bad, to proliferate

" programs, or to satialy every atate demand for more help, not 8o long a8 the baslo
'gur of the school lunch and child nutrition laws remains ade{uudlng t

. .health of vur chitdren, wh!olh méans féeding first the needlest among them.

.= .The program ﬁ"” that I would recommend that this Committee's demand be

- ‘achieved through leglsiation and oversight are fmmmtng avery pufll access
to school food sarvices, {.6., overcoming the lack of food service facilities, and
aranteeing every child who ls not in school access to some form of Federal

00d program, : ‘
Cl -Thgﬁgt_ goal Is partially met by section 14 of H,R. 4074, That mandate must
‘- be supported by subataniial pressure on the Department to utilizeé all of the
equipment funds now authorized, It is tragie to permit the Department to flout
the clear intent of Congress in ralaing equipment authorizations u‘Y to $40 million
for fiscal glears 1073-1078 by both requesting appropriations of only $16.1 million
and spending much less than that, particularly in llght of a recent survey of need
for equipment funds that revealed a total need of $73 million in fiscal year 1974
for publle and ;grivate schools, This commlittes should, on a regular basis, compel
the Department to ex&lain exactly how it ls complying with authorising legislation
and to describe how its performance meets the promises it made in presenting its
bu%et estimates. For {nstance, the Department claims it will equip 6,300 schools
-ir fiscal year 1074, the same number it promised last year. But as of A(Frﬂ 1973,
~onfy 4,370 schools had been so helped. Why? No one has ever demanded that the
Department be accountable in this regard. You should start the process. ‘
The second major %ogram goal ls feeding children from newly born infants
through the age at whic thet' enter school, This requires more oversight and
enforcement of existing legislation. The speclal supplemental food grogram that
you adopted last September remains unim lementeg. Why must it be the courts
and not the Congress that enforce the laws? That program was intended to reach
infants on a pilot basis, To date it has reached no one. Before giving the Depart-
ment any new authority you should be certain that it is fully exerclsing the old.

Legislation on the books that feeds no one Is worthless,

he same i3 true of the Vanik special food service program for children in
service institutions. The Department's restrictive reading of ‘‘child day-care
centers” has deprived most Head Start programs of Section 13 fundln%, thereby
reducing available Head Start slots to lﬁay for food, More significantty, it has
meant no Federal ald for some 3 to 4 million chitdren between the agesof 1 and 8
who are not in school or in centers but who have working motherd and thus have
to be fed lunch and perhaps other meals (if they are fed at sll by other persons
with whom they spend the day, usually in a famlly-type setth:‘g in someone else's
home). This Is the crucial gap in our vast array of Federal child feeding programs,
This Is the group that has been overlooked. They are not at as much nutritional
risk as infants, but malnutrition can still substantiall cﬂpgle thelr future lives.
The Department does not seem particularly troubled about its fallure to bridge
this ﬁap. It ought to be and you ¢an see that it becomesso.

- Where does this Jeave H.R. 47947 I am strongly opposed to providing more
funds to the states to meet thelr fee,dlnf bills if that means, as i3 likely, that no
nore children will be fed. School luhch efhlatlon is not an ap&ropﬂaw place for
back door revenue-sharing. The same holds true for the breakfast profram and

- administration expenses, unless the stales can demonstrata that the extra 3 cents
' {er meal (or 1 og], will mean that more breakfasts ate served, gm cutarly since
- the Depariment has already agreed to supply 20 cents per free breakfast,

- Nutrition ediécalion is vital. But why should the Department's limited ability

to gerf,orm be diverted into yet another channel that is dificult to navigate when

it has 80 much left to do In operating San;i in sone instances, even beglnnlni; to

operate) the programs altead{‘ with\!:' ts putview? The answer la rhetorical: it

- shouldn’t. The Department should be made to tow the line and comaply with

- existlng laws before new onea are gnoliferated and left untended, unovérseer.

‘When all of thé ¢hildren from 0 to 18 that ought to be fed are recelv g thelr due,
then the time will have come significantly to expand the Department’s

mandate.
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Mr. Kraxes. Mr. Chalrman, 1 know you are as interested as I am
in the farm bill on the floor, I will be very brief, I will not read any-
thing, but I would like to point to the farm bill and suggest take my
text from that. As you
will be some votes on food stamps, inchiding a possible cost-of-living
increase for food stamps. And I would sugg‘t;st erhaps child nutrition
education, the way we are golng in this bill before you Is possibly
-the wrong ag'roach to go about f_eedinf children. ‘ o
_I'am troubled. I am afraid this bill feeds the schools and not the
children, and I am troubled by it. At the moment food stam?s, as
of this week, for a family of four, produce $4,644 annually. So if you
have a_school-age child, they can go out and buy a 32- or 31-cent
meal, Here wo are roposinq in this bill to go to 62 cents for lunch.
I happen to think very clearly if you gave the mother 62 cents,

know, hopefully by 7 o’clock tonight there . h

much more effective making nutrition and perhaps much cheaper

job in terms of producing that lunch. So I am a little troubled
spending twice on school lunch what we dglve people to eat wit
whether or not schoolchildren, really, or food stamps, I think perhaps
the money is going down the wrong drain, down the drain of the
schoo), not the children.

I think that is the essence of Mr. Leonard’s statement, much more
money should be pumped in. The money has increased really fourfold
over the past or 4 years and children are not there, What is happening,
school systems for whatever costs they are absorbing more and more
of the money and less children are fed in terms of al:{v efforts of the
funding. I point out in my statement I am troubled by expanding

~more food programs when none of it we havae really serves half of the
congressionally defined eligible, ; '

I hate to keep %rohferating programs when we haven’t gone out
and reached everybody who sh‘oulﬁr be served by programs already
passed, I think the most classic example is the food program you
spoke about 9 months ago. I was in court just 2 weeks ago with
peop]leuwho brought that lawsuit to force them to come out with
regulations.

ast Friday it was published, I think they come back in court on
the 26th of July trying to force them to cough up the extra $20
million they should have s?ent last fiscal year, use it this year for
special feeding. I am troubled by spending $40 million not direetly
on people. I am troubled by increasing the special assistance su{ ple-
ment to 45 cents, by increasing the across-the-board allotment t¢ 10
cents, because I do not think that will produce any more lunchas
being fed to any more children. o

Now, there is, of course, the implied threat stated here today, and
I think stated very clearly in the Washington Post today. Some schools
pull out unless they got more money, but I think very clear from the
appropriation tables, buck in 1970, the Federal Government put up
about 25 percent of every school lunch. Today the Federal Govern-
ment is putting up about 42 cents, whereas back in 1970 State and
local governments put U{) about 25 percent. [They are down 23 percent.
They have spent only 1 cent more per luhch over the last 4 years,

The Federal Government put up 14 cents. And what this bill looks
like to me, and I see their intent is really ‘backdoor revenue sharing.
I know you are not very much in favor of revenue sharing) and
think that is what is going to happen here, no more lunches, o more




' hildr,ern led but Stetes won't heve to spend or increaae thelr contrlbu-
tlon, This bil 88 I see it, Is backdoor revenue sharing and I would
be very much opposed to it because I don't think it 1s going to do very
much for needy children
I 'would like, it I could and T will try to be brief because I know
.~ there are lots of votea on the floop—- ;
it C arman i(me That is all right, Go ahead. :
munn. wou like to append to m{ testimony a book.
_ an PErkins. I am sure you heard the testlmon{ this morn-
ing. The Secretary is against many provisions in the bill because he
) that it goes foo far. e '
Knmmn It goes too far?
&lrman ERKINS, Yes,
Mr. Krauer, Well, there is one provision, or two provisions that
Tam very troubled about. There s $49 million in here as 1 calculate it
~for administrative expenses. And that is well and good, but given the
*~ $268 billion Government legislation, I would hate to see $490 million
.. come out. ol somethilnie se to pay for more administering of children’s
lunches don't think we need more adrainistration end more per-
- sonnel, I think we need more lunches.
" T would like to add my testimony a very short document, “Hun-
ger, USA Revisited, o wh ch does restate the problems of the last
6w years and our problems with the Department of Agriculture pro-
grams over th e last few ’Iyears
hairman Perxins, hank you very much, Without objection it
will be inserted in the record.
{The document follows:)
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Intmductlon

10 1967 aad 1968 o Clsiecn’ Bowrd pndeoot &
lnmdptba of the extant of hunye? and malnulition la

poverty areas throughout the United States, Owr fisdiags.
published In HUNGER USA s Aprﬂ. 1968, charped;?

1. Huaget and calnvtrition et a shis couniry affecting

miltions of Amgricans and incrensing In nmmy from
C oy o year,

3 Hum &nd malnutrition take eir tofl Ia the form of
Infant deaths, organic brain damage, retarded growth
and Searalng rutes, inctensed vulnel bility to disease,
withdrawal, apathy, alienation, [rustration, and violence,

3. Thete is & shocking abserce of easct knowledgy in this
sountry about the extent snd severity of malnutrition—
4 Ick of lnformation and action which stands In
marked ¢ootrast W our own tecorded knowledge of

E other countries,

4 Federal food programs have left out a aignificant
portion of tha poor ard have not sdequately helped
thoss they &id reach.

. The (aitute of federad efforis 10 feed the poor cannol
b divoroed from our natioa's spricultural policy, the
Congfesslonat committees that dictate that policy, and
the Department of Agriculturé that implements it;
for hunger and malaulcitkoa it 8 countey ol abundance
mast b9 acen a5 consequences of & political and
economic system that spends billioos &0 ramove food
froms the masket, 40 timit production, 19 retire land
from production, to guarantes and sustaln profits for
Yarge producers of baric cropa.

The Immediate response fo out report was, for 'the most
part, one of incredulity, although there wete among pewy-
papers axd political leaders some outstanding exceptions,
But som¢ of the most powerful members of Congress, ay wetl
o3 members of the administration, rescied angrily. Jodeed,
that remained the prevailing officicl sttitude until early 1969,
At that time Sen. Ernest Hollings ¢f South Caroling, after
& visit 1o ienpoverished homes In Ms state’s Jow country,
forthrightly acknowledged the widespread enistence of
Aunger and maloutrition in teems and wirth an inistence
thal could not be svoided,

Writing now, In 1972, it Is no longer necessary 1o debats
the laue. Like 00 many other probiems of American
soclety, i has been officially acknowledged, described and
defined 30d tet unsotved. The most suthorifalive description
has come from the federa) government itselfl in what Is now
called (v Ten Siate Nutrition Survey,

Ia summary, the survey, based on actual examinations of
40,000 poor people and demographic data cbiained From
24,000 fow income famllies, showed that high percentages
of U survey sampled were elther mainourished o else ot
high risk of developing nuiritional probmm It also brovght

See A7 Appendis )
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out, at deant by implication, sorne [m portact augociated
findings auch as the peed fot basic heakth mrvices, and e

* relatiooship betwsen i) bealth and problems In 1be saviron-

meat, focluding poor howlag and 1aniintios.

In the low incoma states (Tesas, Louhslans, Kentucky,
Wt Virginia, and South Carolian) 1.6 per ceot of whites,
37.4 per cent of lacks 8ad 20.6 per cent of Spankd-

Amerians showed ¢ither deficient or low levels of hemoglo.
bin, &n index of anemis.

10 those tame atates 1.9 per ceat of whites, L1 per cent
of blacks, and 7.8 per cent of Spmlsb-Amrkm hed
defictent o fow levetn of Vitamin €.

Deliclent or Taw levels of riboflavin In low locoma slates
were as followa: whites, 10.5 per cent; blacks, 27.1 pez ctai;
Spanish-Americans, (9.6 per cent,

Low ptotein feveln In the same states were recocded for
6.5 per cont of whites; 9.3 pet cent of bincks; and 11.2
per cent of Spanish-Americans, .

Poc high income afates (Cdllomu. thlnl‘ﬂ- Ml@ﬂlﬂ.
New York, Mastach and C
breakdowns in the various categorics were o !ouom

Deficlent of low hemoglobln: whites, 9.4 per oent; blacks
18.9 per oenl; Spanish-Americans, | 1.7 pet cent.

Delicient or Jow levels of vitamin C: whites, 3.0 per
ocent; blacks, 2.9 per cent; Spanish-Americans, 1.9 per ceat.

Delicient o Jow [evels of ridoflavin: whites, 69 pet cent;
blacks, 1).7 per cent; Spanish-Americans, 6.7 per ceat.

Deflcient of low protein levels: whites, 2.3 per cent; blacks,
2.7 per cent; Spagish-Americans, 7 per cent.

This convincing dats, although lacking accompanylng inter-
pretive cotimentary making it readily understandable o
the tay reader, and buried as it is In the body of an 300
page document, had been Jon g in coming. fa December,

1967, Dr. Arnold Schaefer was appointed 10 direct the
National Nutrition Survey on (e nutsitional satus of Jow-
income persont ln Len states (Texas, Loulslans, New Yock,
Kentucky, Michigan, Clifornts, Washingion, South
Caroline, West Viegiain, snd Massschusetts). Our (968
repont referred 1o that auzvey snd pointed out Last i could
not "realistically be expecied 10 be completed befors the close
of 1968, ut the easliesl, stthough ihe legislation that autho-
rized it had called for its completion by mid-1968,

When Dr. Schacler testified In January, 1969, before the
Senate Select Committed 0n Nulrition and Related Human
Needs about his peeliminary findings of widespresd mal-
nutrition among the poor in Texas and Louisians, he was
front page newn across the country. Those who had urged
fatger food assistance programs al fast had the xlentific
confitmation of need. Dr. Schaefer kept the momentum of




bls disclonures alive by pumerous spershes on the prollminary
findings of hls suzvey,

Abruptly In July, 1969, the Jurvey was femaved trom Dr.
Schaelor's administration $n Washington and relocated In
the Cenler ot Disease Control (COC) In Atlants, Georgia.
Ia Aptil, 1370, when Dr. Schaefer was agaln called to
teatify before the Scriate Commtice be was under atrict orders
§o stale (acls without any interpretation. He tevealed his uo-
happines over this 1o newsmesn, but war constralned by his
position. Funds for (he survey wera zouled o various other
purpdess; data 00 the people terled cama [n slowly:
the 1M of computdcs was tentricted. Fimlly, most of Dv,
Schasfer's afl fefs with the Nnal tesults untabutated, Sen,

b anawins o thoss quéstions could be found, would they
be but part of & Tarper and ieagically missing anewer, which -
would explaig why Americans and thelr goverament folerale
hunger, poverty, and sulfuting jear sfier year, decade afise
decade? Arg we Lnuly, s we liks 8 claim and detieve we ar4,
8 companionnia people? Or are we, euentially and truly, 2 -
people wha ¢un and do scil-righteousty demand a “wock
ethig™ for the poor snd hungry while stlowing & “welfare
cthic™ and providing gusrinteed Incomes for the giants of
agri-business?

Why? Wiy do we aliow (¢ desperate n«ds of ut poot
to po unmcl'l Wa can offer ro cleas answer. Perhips it has

Hollings complained publicly that the survey wus delng
kept secrat in Atlants, CDC lssued & denlfal and declared
that the full survey would be released within thirty days.
Tha report as teleased from CDC o few weaks later, howsar,
wat described a3 "A Prsliminasy Report 1o the Congtess.™

Senstors McGQovern and Hollings noted discrepsiciee in
wliat was released by COC and 1 lindings previously
tevealed by Dr. Schacfer. McQovern sald the CDC report
was “tajloted 10 blunt the hath edges of what 4 findings
may schuslly have revealed™ He polnted out that earlier five

§ 10 do with Ihe watuze of the poor, the exient to
which |My ard black, young, eiderly, female, Perhaps it
has something to do with our motal disapproval of thom
who sre unsble to survive in a "free saterprise™ sysiem, with
our scotn for those who need our help even ny we grudgingly
give &t Pechaps,

All we Xnow fs the phyical and peychologicat Impact our
faiture 10 solve this problem has had and wlill contirue 1o
have. Dr. Schaeler and his collcagues have provided oy
with the tangible proof of the malautrition of milliooy of
Amcrknn‘. m te the more intangible harm, Dr, Bruno

sate findingy were missing from tbo teport. These findi

bad tinted far mocs muliiple putritional deliciencies 1han
the COC varsion. The Jaitlal verslon, McGovera said, found
that from stale b0 state the 1ange of stk wbjects with two or
mote “unacceplable™ blochemical vatues was froch 1.0 per
cent 10 )2 per cent. The COC report, McGovern noted,

did not Imticate the sate-to-state range, but found 4.3 per
cent with multiple deficiencies nnd rejected the nrher reporla's
use of the term “Unacceptadle.”

Dr. Schwehur, meanwhile, gave an Interview to the
Warhington Pust In which he polnted out othér discrepancies
s well. Hi 1aid the COC report understaled the exient
and seriousness of anemis. *[n the sample we studied,” he
said, “one person out of four was clansified as & risk for
anemia, 1 can't get that out of this document.” The report as
released, Schacler said, also included data oh oaly foor
nutrients, “leaving oyt serum albumin and thiamia, both
importamt” He sald much of the data on Tenas and
Loulsiana was omitted due to the fact that “survey hesd-
quarten wis maved from Washington 0 Atlanta over my

Jection, and all the comgputer programs have 10 be re-done
foe & pew computer.® He ks he 2ad warned his superlors
in HEW that the move 10 Atlanta would cause a delay "ol
at least a yuag”

Alee bis Interview, Dr. Schaeler, who already had been
put o8 detached servics with the Pan American Health
Organination, according (o newspaper Accounts was warned
that be would be fired before his pension vesied shoutd he
speak out again. He has not publicly done so since.

Why wer¢ Dr. Schaeler and the many nutritionlsts who
worked with bim, ireated 307 Why were governmental figures
loath 10 have the reality of tha most fundamentat of human
ptoblems detaited at a Fimg of great national and world-wide
publi¢ tnierest? Why would sclentists within (he govern.
ment Joln In suppreming the work of one of their own?

child paychiairist, han put Into
compelling pross the view that food In our culturd is closely
identified with lovy snd that thers can be 50 adequals nurture
where the person being fed feels that the supplier Is dealing
with Mm either 0a a0 impersonal, mechanical busls on!w
befitdding him ag the same lime 83 he provides: :

Eating and belng fed e intimately conpscted whh
out deepent feetings. They are the most basic Intersctions
between human beings, on which rest all fater evalyations
of ournlf, of the world, and of our refationship 1o §t,
Thetclore anything (hat fuds it In (hat we are nod glven
food in the right way, with the right emotions, questions
on the decpest fevel our views of ourselves and of those
who give it (0 us. That Is why food given by the school
without due regatd to the child's seifl-respect polsons his
relation to school and learning . . .¢

o v

Members of the Citizeas Board of Inquiry feel privileged
® have been able to do e work we did, and have therefore
no personal complalnly to recite. But it may be revealingly
Important 10 record that wa fixewise wers viailed with some
of the infurfated [restmenl given Dr, Schaefer and his
associakes, In dinurbing manifelation of tbe scemingly
growlng lendency of our oversment %o atrike back at thowe
who criticize it, Chalrman Jamle Whitten of 129 Haouse
Agriculture Committe¢ Appropsiations Subcommities em-
ployed numerous FBI igents, in addition 10 regular commilles
Investigators, to interview thosp persons anywhers in the
nation who had talked to members of this Bonrd at hearings
or had given us the photographs that were in our report,
The agents questiooed the poor | ively, Later Chairman
Whitten exprelud Incredulity that snyone oou!d Interpret
the inveatigations as Intimidating to the poor, The investigators
gave Congtresy a 108 page report, atlegedly on the operation
of federal food programs, but basically seeking to discredit

$Brunc Bettelhelm, Food to Nurture the Mind: The Children’s Foundotion. 1970.
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our evidence snd our witaesss ss well o those who had
appeared on the CBSTV dovumentary, "Huager in  *
America >

Nor was this the only such manifestation of the govern-
menl's retaliatory instincis. The lnstitute of Defense Analysis
—of all people—issued a tepornt critical of out findings,
criticisms (hat were thin in concept and valueless. Tt
weol, first of all, 10 20 high officials of 1be Department
of Delcnse, beginning with General Westmoreland. And,
as late as 1971, Vice President Spito Agnew went out of his
way o ressurtect the buried tssue of the accuracy of the
CBS-TY documentary “Hunger in Ainecka®, and the

Office of Ecanomic Opportunity 1hereupon immediately with-
drew it from its Ubrary and refused lo circulate it to
community groups,

When the findings of a report by tbhe Bureau of the Budget
on the wclal cost of malnutrition in the United States, and
10e need for an incremental jnvestment of approximately
theee billion dolars to eliminate it, were publicized in the
press, efforts were made to prevent the repont's ever becom-
ing available 10 the general public.

We can only hope that the government this tirma wilt
address its funds and energies to remedying the program
defects tachet than berating critics.
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Undeniably progress has been made This coualry, for
instance, has spent well over six times s much as before
our {968 report (from $687 million in fiscat 1967 to 4,32
billion in fiscal 1973) in an attempt to guarantee the nu-
tritiosal well-being of pu or people. It has more than qua-
drupled the number of recipinots of food stamps (from
2.5 miflion to 11.8 miltion) and neazly quadrupkd the
number of children fed 3 free or reduced price lunch
(from 2.3 million t0 8.4 million). These are heartening
achieven.:m3. They illustrate, too, that the present admin-
istration, £+t more than was true of its predecessor, has
had a willngness 1o move forward.

The increase in federal food program particip.tion since
1968 can be scen in the tables on the following pages.

If we were reviewing here a matter such as increased
federsl highway construction, or any other materially-

centered government project in whic’. statistics provide the
only meature of success, failure or commitment, we could
take pride in this Jata, and Yook with confidence wnd com-
posure at the job still to be done. For there are still 26
mithon Americans living ar or below federaliy-defined
poverty leve s and who, therefore, cannot af,ord 10 pur-
chase an adequote diet; wnd over 11.2 million of them
recelve no help wharever rom any federal food program.

But we are considering sumcthing infinitely more com-
plex, mote profound. W are considering hunger and its
debilizating effects on human pcrsonality, growth, and
de* clopment, considcrations deserving the highest priority
F1 a civilized nation. And what is at issue, as much as the
will of this administzation, or any administration, to take
astion, is the humanity of and the swift b’y of our
methods.

THE BUDGETARY PROGRESS OF FEDERAL FOOD PROGRAMS—
A SIX-YEAR REVIEW SINCE THE CREATION OF THE BOARD OF INQUIRY
(all £:gures 'n millions; all figu-es represent budget

obiigations or actua! program costs, whichever
is more appropriate)

Al of the programs listed with the ex:eption of 1.5,
Emuergency Food and Medical Services, ara administered
ty the US. Department of Agriculture, I-5 [s operated by
the Office of Economic Opportunity. While many Govern.
ment agencies have Jarge food expenditurus (e.g. Depat-
ment of Defense}, the cnly othet food-providing programs
to which poor people have access because of their poverty

are child-feeding projects funded under Title 1, of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Head
Start, Johnson-O'Mziley Act, Title -ESEA (migrants), Title
J-ESEA (nandicapped), Foilow Through, and Model Citjes.
These currently provide food funds In the $75 to $90
miilion range overalt.




Projact

t. FAMILY FEEDING
PROGRAMS (Total)
1. Food Stamps

3. Bonus Costs

b. Administra-
tive Costs —
Fedenn)

Direct

Oistribuiion

1. Program
Costs

b, Administra-
tive Costs
Federal

{including

assistance
to states)

3. Nutritional
Supplements
{Packages/
Certificates
for Mothers
and Chikdren)

4. Direct
Distribution
to Institutions

5. Emergency
Food and
Medical
Services

. CHILD FEEOING

PROGRAMS {Total)

1. General
School Lunch

2. Special

. School Breakfast
. Equipment
Meals for
Day-care Centers
and Recreation
Programs
Special Mitk

Administrative
Expenses—Federal
and State

8 Commodilies

9. Nutritional

Tralning
11k FUNDS ll.TUl)l!D
T0 TREASURY

I¥. TOTAL ALL FEEDING
PROGRAMS
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1961 (FV)*
1962 (F)

June 1970
Sept. 1970
Dec. 1970
Mar. 1971
June 1971
Sept. 1971
Dec. 1971
Mar. 1972
June 1972

*Flscal Year

*e1n June, 1972, of the 3,129 counties and independent Cities In the United States, 2,132 had a lood stamp program, $23
had a commodity distribution program, 64 had boti {nearly atways ir, distinct politic st subdivisions of a county), and
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FAMILY FOOD PROGRAM STATISTICS
COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION

FOOD STAMPS

Partich
pants

50,000
151,0Cv

11,672,070

10 had no program at alk

Costof

Bonus

Stamps Prajects
‘millions)

381 6
13,183 i3
18.640 42
28.644 43
32.50% 110
64.813 324

105.550 836
173.137 1027
18.401 unknown
21.637 1,33
21.586 1,489
23,133 1,544
24.605 1584
70.794 1,624
91633 1,747
116.809 1,91%
129.844 1,987
143.406 2,007
140.907 2,027
141.435 2,001
149,956 2,005
154.298 2,044
152.576 .

Partkch
pents

6,384,0C)
7,443,000
7,0,9.000
6,138,000

Projects

Unaail,
Unavail,
Unaveil.
Unavall,
Unavall,
Unasvall.
Unavall,
Unavail.
1,243
1,243
1,186
1,183
1,191
1,213
1,244
1,156
1,135
1,132
1,106
1094
1,096
1,061
“

(e}ﬁmmd)

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM STATISTICS
(Kumbsr of chifdren recelving maai on a daily basls in peak month)

School
Lunch

Al
Lunches

13,527,000
14,265,000
15,035,000
16,087,000
17,025,000
17,852,000
18,323,000
18,615,000
18,700,000
21,900,000
23,700,000
25,400,000

27,500,000

School
Llunch
Free and
Reducad
Price
Lunches

1,265,000
1,333,000
1,365,000
1,480,000
1,587,000
1,866,000
2,150,000
2,325,000
2,800,000
4,600,000
6,200,000
8,400,000

8,400,000

School
Broaktasis

Tttt

50,000
167,500
221,000
442,000

756,000
1,178,000

1,562,000

EERERRN

138,400
321,500
595,000
126,000 day care
1,011,000 summer
154,000 day care
1,379,000 summer
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- WHERE WE STAND NOW

Latest 1072 Tecget Popula:

™ Universe Participa- tion Fiscal Protent Por et
Pragam of Ne tion Data _1975 Hunget Gap Being Served
Feod 26 million 11.8 million 12.% million 11.2 mijlion 49%
Stamps {poor or $4,110

i pert yr. for a
laml!'y of four) to to
o

Commodity 30 miilion 3.0 million 3.5 miltion 15.2 million 58%
Distribution (under $4,476

pet yt.)
Nutritienal 2.2 mittion 164,000 175,000
Supplements {poot preg-

nant women ' 2 million 8%
Feod and Infants 12,400 12,500
Centificates under one)
Free o
Nedeced 10 mithion 8.4 miltion 8.4 mittion 1.6 million B4%
Price Lunches -
Schos! 3.5 mittion 1.18 mitlion 1.6 mittion 2.3 million 20% to
Breakfast to 6 mitlion to 4.8 million 4%
Nonschool
Food Service
2) Day tare 750.000 154,000 300.000 596,000 24%
YoM round _
b) Summer 27% to
recreation 310 5 miflion 1.38 million 1.5 miltion 2 million 46%

O

ERIC

A i 7ex: providod by ERIC
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Aside from the immense gap between those reached and
the still-existing need, what of the nulritional adequacy
of the programs themselves?

The two basic tamily leeding programs are food stamps
and commodity disthutica. The curreat food stamp pro-
gram provides the poor with spending power enough to
purchase at the level of the Depantment of Agriculture’s
Economy Food Plan. The dollar equivalent of this plan is
$112.00 a month for a {amily ol tour.*

In fact, this amounls Lo an averapge pet persoa federal
subsidy of bonus (the dilference betweon the face value
of the stamps and what the recipicnt pays for them) of
$13.45 a month or 14.7 cenls & meal. From January, 1970,
{when the food plan was at $106.00) 10 July, 1972, {when
it went to $112.00). the consumer Price index for food
consumed at home went up al a rate JOO per cent greater
than the ris¢ in the allotment. The Department of Agricyl-
ture, however, in 1968 had descrided the Economy Food
Plan "8 104 & reasonable measure of basic money needs
for a good diet.” In its last nationwide Food Consumption
Survey in 1963.66, the Department, fu fact, found that
fewer than ten per ¢ent of the families studied who s ~at
at the Economy Food Plan level were able to buy their
reconunended dictary allowance for seven essential nu-
trients, while over 50 per cent of the same familics had
poor diels because they did ot obtain even two-thirds of
those reccmmended allowances. The plan neglects sighif-
feant regional differences in food ¢osts and assumes that
alt families sre composed of smailer chibdren, rathez than
allowing also for the needs of more hearty-eating teen-
agers.

The diet of the three million people who are enrolled in

the commodity distribution program would not be entirely
adequate even if all received their full allotment of slightly
over 37 pounds of canned and boxed goods each month.
They would obtain 8t keast 100 per ceat of the Recom.
mended Daily Allowsnce of protein and six minerals and
vitaraing, but only 80 per cent of needed calories. In fact,
however, the program distributes an aversge of only 28.2
pounds of food per person cach nonth, ot 74 per ceat of
the promised items by weight and 73 per cent of the items
socording to projected retail value ($9.50 a month value
s 1o the theoretical $16.00 4 month).

The picture that emerges from our review of the tvidence
of the past four vears ig this: aa underlaking requiring an
extremely scasitive and compassioaate understanding of
people and their needs not only for food but for a sense
of worth and seli-esteem, is being performed by an irmpec.
sonal bureauracy, govemed not by the needs of the people
it is supposed to sen e, but by the needs of bureaucracy it-
self,

Such, of course, in oversimplificd form, is the way most
government operations do function, Ultimately the task set
before them gets done, in some farhion, In some catendar
year, if not now, then later. fn the matter of hunget, how-
ever, there ate not another five, ten, tweaty ears to wait,
Lives today are being irreparably damaged by decisions
already made affecting food programs. Decisions are being
made today that will affect the lives of thousands more.
1a this report we have attempted to set forth in detail the
teasons—in program concept, planning, and administra-
tion-~for the nation's failure 1o reach the rémaining sum-
ber of the poor untouched by any federal food program
and the reasons for the scose of disillusion and despair
¢ vident among so many who have been reached.

Summary

In summary, it can be said that while 57 per cent of the
nation's poor are reached by one of the two standard fam-
ity feeding programs, 45 per cent of ihe 1otal poor receive
enough only 1 pirchase a diet at the bare survival level;

and that 12 per cent receive less than three-fourths of the
recommended ditiary allowances. For 43 per cent o} the
netion's poor there is no federal help at all,

YThere s fitigation pendiag in a federal court, Questioning the nutritional adequory f this.
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Political Considerations
and Bureaucratic Sensitivity

But there has been progress since 1968 and it has coin-
cided almost exactly with the Nixos administration. How
did it come about? )

Eurly in 1969, President Nixot was &uoted as saying
regarding food programs, *You ¢an say that this admini

were restored In July under pressure,

May, 1971-The White House put into action » year
old decision t7 phase out distribution of foodstulfs to peeg-
nant and nursing tothers and Infants. (The program was

intion will have the first complete, far-reaching attack
oa the problems of hunget in histrey. Use alt the thetoric,
30 Jong r it doeun't <ost any money.”?

Without reviewing old hittory of the Kennedy and
Johtson administrations, it can be said that Mr. Nixon's
position was also thelr's: rhetoric, but not tesolve, How,
then, bas the progress since 1969 been made?

Largely, we think, through Congressional initiative and
the Insistence of ptivate organizations. We would add that
2 Democratic-controlled Cogress has moved more read-
ity and decislvely since 1968 than X was willing to do
when Democrats also controlied the White House, the
Department of Agricuiture a3d the Bureau of the Budgel;
oc than it likely would have had that been the case these
past few years. The hungry — those kept hungsy and
volnerable by our employment and welfare policies —
have probably benefitied from a government divided be-
tweet, Republicans and Democrats. )

The Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs (ihe McGovern Commitice) was created by a
resolution introduced oo the day H.nger USA was re-
leased, Since ea:ly 1969, it has conscientiously studied
and monitosed and sought to improve federal food pro-

grams,

On May 6, 1969, President Nixon calied for “an end
o huager in America itself for alt time™, and made certain
beginning proposals. Oo
mitted his adn.inistration to feed all needy school children
in America at whatever necessary cost. But it took Sena-
tcrial action In February, 1970, to force him to accept a
school Tunch bill that mandated fulliliment of th~¢ promise.
Not did the May, 1969, pl=dge deter Secretary Hardin's
soceesstul effort to defeat a mote Yiberal food stamp bitt
in v.e House in December, 1970,

svents of 1971 ra'sed even more doubts regarding the
May, 1969, pledge.

Aprit, 1971 —The Administration sliced ore-third of &
million wellare recipients from food stamps rolls. They

Chrisimas Eve, 1969, he com- .

d in December, reportedty as part of the adminlstra-
Uon's strategy 10 gain enough ¥otes 10 confirm the appoint. -
ment of Ear] Bulz as the few Secretary of Apricutture.)

June, 1971—The Administration refused to relesse
funds to permit one miltion inser city children to have
food at summer recreation projects. The funds were re-
leased in July after public pressure.

Lily, 1971-~The Administration substantinlly reduced
food slamp benefits (and in some instances eliminated
eligibility) for the “upper Income poot.” The bepefits were
restored in January, 1972, agsin undes pressure.

August, 1971—The Administration curteilsd free and
reduced price lunch funds available to the states. The
funds were restored in November under prer aure.

September, 1971—The Administratioe re used to spend
funds on revamping the commodity distrib tion program.

October, 1971—The Administration cut 1.5 million
school o d recipients from rolls. They wire restored in
November under pressure,

November, 197]—The Admu.dstration ordered fedoc-
tion in reimbu for breakfasts $a schools and
meals ia day care ceaters.

December, 1971—~The Adum.inistration refused to permit
commodity distribution alongside of food stamp distribu-
tion in Seattle, Washington. This was peamitied only after
a court order, and an offer of food to Seattle residents
from the city of Kobe, Iapan.

The Congress

The politics of the hunger issue can be secn in Congress
as well as In the stalements an actions of presidents. The
ofiginal Tood Stamp Act was successfully enacted in
1964 in large part because Congresswoman Leonocr Sulli-
van of St. Louls, Missouri, was astule enough to sease that
the bill which she sponsored on behall of the hungry could
be used in trade by the urban House members in exchange
for farm legislation desired by the farm bloc. She took
skiliful advaniage of her bargaining position to exchange
a wheatcotton subsidy program for food stamps. In 1967

*Nick Kotz Let them Eat Promises, Prentice-Hall, Inc; 1949, Page 210.
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and in 1968 she repeated ber strategy of linking urba
support for farm programs with rural and farm sy tor
food programs and was thus able to extend and ¢xpand
the Act and its authoriration level, .

By 1970, the farm subsidy had become so suspect in
the Congress that no alliance could be forged. Efforts by
the National Farfier's Organization, labor unloss, and
the Cottoa Councit to explore & mutual deal between pro-
duction paymect and stamp supporters peoved aboctive,
Food stamps were thus no longer a political asset to the
House Agriculture Committee. Accordingly, in an |

the federal gonernment, when asked tn the person of its
Surgeon-Generat what it knew about the extent of malnu-
trition In this country, replied “we do not kaow . . . It
hasn't been anybody's ob™) we are particularly disturbed
that the poor have not been involved more In thelr cwn
service.

This exclusion of the poot from ev¢a the most modest
advisory role, coupled with invardable negative reaction
by the government bureaucracy to any adverse commen-
tary, has led 1o the Increasing alienstion of the poor and

about face, ba February 20, 1971, Committee Chalrman
R.W. Poage (D-Tex.} and ranking Republican commitiee-
man Page Bekher of Oklahoma, wrote House Wavs and

. Means Committee Chalnnaz Wilbur Mills (D-Arx.) that

they were willing “# your Committce feels that it must
recommend 3 Family Assistance Program, including the
payment of cash to peedy families, that you should also
take over the shaping of the Food Stamp Program that
there might be nio conflict oc overlapping.”

Politics bas also been a major facior In the. Senate's

"handling of food programs, although the results have as

oftes, recently, proven beoign as malignant. Senator

- McQovern's presidential ambitions have by no meaas been

Rampered ainong kiberal comstituents by his position as a
feading bunger fighter In the Congress. Georgia Scnator
Herman Talmadge, Chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee, and Seoator Eraest Hotlings (D-$.C.) have
gained strength among theit oew black constituents by
their support of food stamp and school funch legistation,

No Advice, No Consent

In 1968, we recommended that to enhance the dignity
of the distribution of commodities and food stamps, public
hearings be held at times and places coavenient to prodadle
beneficiaries 50 that they might commest upoa state and
local governmeat plans for running these programa.

In 1969, the Task Force Action Statement of the White
House Conference on Hunger called upon the President to
permit the poor to run their own food programs becavse
“the provision of food services has loo often been thwarted
by lack of responsiveness at the State and Joca' government
fevel.” The Conference stated its belief that “maximum
digni..ed participation by recipients is insured by transfer-

izational and operational respossibifities to duly
constituted, broad-based, Jocal community organizations
of the recipients themselves.”

In 1971, the Report of the Follow-Up Conference to
the White House Conference stressed that pooc use had
been made of voluntary organizations In the fight against
hunger. The report emphasized the fact that “often the
tremendous talent, cnergy and even moaey of volunte.rs ts
spent fighting various kvels of Government rather (an
in extending and multiplylng the outreach and service
of Jocal bodies.™ The report further stated that *the use of
citizens’ advisory commitices at various levels ¢ Govern-
ment, as regards both poverty and consumer ams,
still needs 10 be developed.” The repont complained, also,
that the Conference advocacy of major involvement of the
poot in (008 programs had been inadequately treated by
the respoading Federal agencies.

As 3 purely private body (formed, in part, because

firm hing of official ivity., Unfortunately,
the poot have been treated as bystanders throughout the
past four years of food programs administration.

There was no participation of any sort by any outsider
in the programs® d‘mcd%:l until, in late 1968, the USDA,
for the first time, convenéd a Food and Nutrition Programs
Advisory Group of the Coosumer and Marketing Services.
Tts function, ostensibly, was to review in advance
policy decisions affecting the direction of food assisiance
ﬂogums. Unfortunately, the group held its last meeting In

ay, 1969, (at which time it listened to staff statistical

Teports), and hay been defunct ever since, despite promises

to resurrect it. ;

The Department of Agriculture has coasistently re-
jected ofderi to permit participation of poor 's tep-
resentatives in drafting sesxons oh proposed chool Junch
or food stamp regulations, Public outcry forged it to print
its school Junch regulstions In proposed form vsith com-
ments Invited, rather than issuing them in fina] form by
traditional fiat. The Department cancelled & on
food aid scheduled for its February, 1971, Outlook Con-
ference for its Extension personnel from around the coun.
try because several poverty groups demanded to be
Beard. 1¢ limited to 30 days the anity for poor per-
0n3 to comment o8 proposals which would drastically re-
vise the food stamp program, but gave the poultry Industry
60 days to analyze regulations on chicken inspection.

Response to the White House Conference

The Department's to the rec dations of
the White House Conference on Hunger is equally fostruc.
tive. In rejecting the request that operating responsibility
be transferred to local commuuity organizations to as-
sure maximum dignified participation by recipients, it
timply begged the question. “Food programs,” it replied,
“are best operated through Federal, State/local govern-
mental structure that is responsive to the needs of the
recipleats.”

The Department’s response was more fecble, stifl, to the
oft-repeated suggestion that commr.nity-dased groups be
involved in outreach work to bring programs to potentiat
recipients. The Emergency Food and Medical Services
(EFMS) program of OEO, the Department sald, Is en-
gaged in outreach. (Yet the EFMS program is being
phased out because the Department supposedly Is per-
forming identical duties.) As evidence of outreach, the
Department does point to the existence of two hand-
books for volunteers and mention the work of its
indigenous nutrition aides in advising families of proper
foods and how to cook them,

When in 1971 the Administration scheduled the Follow-




Soaw s

197

Up Coaference to the White House inuebce al olated,
expénsive Williamsbueg, Virginia, in order to prevent a
recufrence of the unexpected takeover of the 1969 Con-
ferénce by poor people who made Iimpassioned presenta-
tions of their interests and 3emands, it did not even invite
reptesentatives of the poor: only governmental officials,
business leaders, doctors, autritionists, and a few church
, The eflort did pot entirely succeed. Members of
the Virginls Welfare R&u Orgraization entered unin-
vited and remained 10 voke theis dismay that “pooe peo-
“ple ar¢ aot favolved fa the planning of programs that are
supposed 1o hetp them.”
Tn light of this forechosure of the sdminlsts stive degision-
makhgproeeuwlbe_poa.lisno(w{pﬁsinglﬁallhey

have Inseasingly turned to the courts as the repository
of thelr vomplaints. Siace 1968, over 100 lfawsuite have
been filed b legad services lawyers attacking the programs.
1t Is no woader that the Department’s Otfice of Geoeral
Counscl ly requests i In its budget for
additional attorneys to defend program chaBenges (16
man-years in 1972), while the attorneyy' fees of school
boards 1nd county welfare offices are also on the rise. The
burden this has placed on the courts, which were not
designed 1o review the adequacy of federa] food progranis,
could be partially relieved were the Depactment and its
state and focal counterparts to evidence willingness to
24l 1the poot into some form of program partnership

Summary .

1. Congressional initiative and the insistence f private
organizations have been rexponsible for much of the prog-
ress that has come In food programs for the past four
years.

)
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and, thereafter, effoctively enforce program guldelines.

2. The participation of poor people in the planning of
food sprogmnu has deen overily and covertly discouraged
by USDA.
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The Discipline of the Budget

They give us this story at the welfare office that they
don't have any morey In chis dudget, or that they
don’t have any money 10 pay people 10 work ro help
out whis the long lines that are there every momh.
S0, instead of more surveys, please, if shere s any
way possidle, put some moce money in the budget . ..
Mr. Delphiod Robinson of St. Frascis County,
Arkansas, testitying before the Citizens Board of la-
quiry, February 15, 1911,

There s more lhm(ﬁignlncy In the testimony of Mrs.
Robinson, more than the hort of a single individual. In 8
few sgonized words she ha- suinmed up the frustrations
of thousands who have become enrolled In food programs
and of many more who have not. She has also defined—
in & very personal way—a majof reason why the nation's
food programs have reached caly half ot the poor and
hungry: budgetary constraints.

Mooctary considerations, of course, aifect all govern-
ment Programs and it is prodably true that no agency ever
has as much money as could be effectivety put to use, All
federal agencies, In fact, are notorious Jor their bureau-
cratie self-protectiveness, thelr tendency 1o view their
approptiations #s money belonging to them slone, and,
therefore, moeey to be preserved, mot spent. Disburse-
ments are always carefully monitored, priorities assigned,
savings readily approved. We have 5o quarrel with honest
sccounting. Our quazrel, rather, fs with the ' budgelary
priority that app ly has been assigned to ending the
problem of hunger. Are dollars mote impcrtant than
people? In the administration of federal food programs
the answer 100 often has seemed 10 be “yes™ despite fn-
creased expenditures for the food programs that have
come over the past four years. For the sad truth is that
every advance made has come only after the most bitter
and exhausting kind of bureawratic In-fighting and
ultimately Congressional pressuse,

Unfortunately, peesidents have frequently set parsi-
monious examples afier making the most liberal kind of
public pronouncements. President Nixon's statemenl re-
garding the use of rhetoric Is an almost classic illustration,
His predecessors were littke different. President Kennedy
inveighed agalnst those who cut school lunch funds and
had his Secretary of Agriculture declare to Congress (hat
we had the means to abolish hunger, leaving unanswered
the question of “whether we possess the humanity 1o do
0. Then, yiclding to budgetary testraints, he procerded
1o return unspeat 1o the Treasury, over three years, a total

* of $260.7 miltion In customs receipts specifically set aside

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.

{n the budget for feeding poor children and adults, Presi-
dent Johnson declared war on poverty and then withheld
during his adminlstration $619 million appropeiated for
food programs n order to meet self-imposed budgetary
restrictions, . o

FOOD STAMPS

The Depariment of Agriculture--in conjunction with
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)—has
passively accepted the budgetary discipline on food pro-
grams, racely exhibited strong initiative to make inoova-
tiva use of its funds to feed hungry people. In 1969, the
Department of Agriculture refused to use $36 million ia
food stamp appropriations that would have fed $.2 mit-~r
persons for one month under the program then in etfect.
Its refusal was based on the fear that to tpend all of the
money available for fiscal year 1969 by adding new
counties of changing total allotment might bind it to spend
100 much in fiscal year 1970,

Similar sums were permitted to go unspent in 1970, In
December, 1970. when the opportunity came to change
the food stamp law to allow unused monics to be carried
over to the next year, rathet than to be lost, the Depart-
ment offered no opposition 1o Congressional conference
commities action wiping out such a ptovision, even
though it had been passed by Both houser of Congress
and was thus entitked to become law,

As 4 result, only this June the Department returned
another $418 million to the Treasury, thus denying the
poor ten per cent of food stamp monies, manies that could
have yielded another $40 per person in food purchasing
power over the course of the year. .

Controlling Participation

The principle that preserving raoney always takes
precedence over reaching cvery eligible person s the
ckarest thread running through the administeation of the
food stamp program since 1964, Adequate money is the
precondition of any unlversal food stamp program. The
level of funding and the size of the program are inextri-
cably interlinked, since the willingness to buy the stamps
depends upon the levet of the bonus offered. The higher
the bonus (the difference between total aliotment value
and purchase price) the more likely an individual Is to
participate In the program. Thus, in order to keep partici-
pation fevels under some controt and thercby place ade-
quale resiraints on costs. the Department has had the
choice of holdirg bonuses down by setting Aigh purchase
prices or low tolai iriment values.
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Since the program’s Inception, the Departmient has
both courses of action, as well as delayed the
scceptance of applicant counties into the program. During
the first five program years through 1969, the cost 1o the
user ran from approximately 30 per cent of his disposable
Income 1o a high of 46 per cent. Even the poorest of
poor — ihose with no Income at all of iscomes of
less than $30.00 per mooth—had 10 pay something.
That amouat was $8.00 for & family of four uatil the fall
of 1968 when it became $2.00. It was reduced “experi-
mentally™ 10 nothing in two South Carolina counties in
March, 1969, (00 more than 900 persons were served at
this level in any one month and the experiment has cost
Jess than $15,000) and finally 1o nothing natioowide,
etfective February 1, 1972, From all reports, on the Itter
action, restrictive Jocal interpretations and requirements
that applicants prove they have no focome apparently have
worked 10 keep many recipients from being placed in the
free stamp categoty.

Housebokls beyond the $30.00-5-month level can still
be compelled to pay up to a statutory ceiling of 30 per
cent Of thelr disposable monthly income in order lo receive
stamps. The purchase tables now io effect requite an in.
vestment of approalmately 27 per cent of disposable in-
come for the bulk of the poor, which is over two times
as much as the 12.8 per cent of income the average
Amnerican spends on food at home. It is litde wonder that
a study for the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition

Jucled in 1969 coocluded that the cost to the user
was responsible for excluding a1 Jeast 56 per cent of the
cligible poor who did not buy food stamps in food stamp
counties. The purchase price requircment closed the door
on the poorest of the poor because the fump sum cash
payment was 100 high for them to meet at any one time
in the course of the month, It restrained hose whose
lacome was between $30.00 to $200.00 a moath from
participating because of the high percentage of lncome
they had 10 put into food stamp purchases 1o the sacrifice
of other necessities. 11 discouraged the participadon of
those making $200.00 a month and up because the return
involved in the boduscash purchase ratio was 0ot attrac-
tive enough.

The coupos aliotment value has similarly functioned to
dissuade many food stamp customers, From 1964 through
1969 the total coupon value ranged in the Nocth from
$60.00 for a family of lour with monthly income of Jesy
than $20.00 up 10 §112.00 for » family ¢araing $130.00 1o
$360.00. In the South the range was from $58.00 coupon
value for a family under $30.00 up 10 $80.00 for a family
in the $190.00 to $210.00 bracket. This jrrational distribu-
tiop, with more coupons going to the less poor, was chal-
lenged in court and finally abandoned in December, 1969,
with the intilution of new coupon issuance tables that set
total allotmeats af the Jeved of the Economy Food Plan,
without regioudd variation. (The Economy Food Plan at
the time set $165 00 a moath for a family of four or
slightly ovee 29 cents per person per meal. The amount
now is $112.00 per month or slightly over 30 cents per
person.)

The selection of the Economy Food Plas could only
have been made from the desire to Emit spending, for
eerliet in 1968 the Depariment of Agriculture had thought
it inadequate for nutritional purposes.
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Studies show (the Department had commented] that
few families spending at the level of the Economy
Plan select foods that praside autritionally adequate
diets. The cost of this plan is not a reascaable mea-
sure of baske money needs for a good diri. The public
assistance agency (hat 1ecognizes the imitations of
its clientele and Us interested in their avtitional well-
being will recommend a money allownze for food
coasideral fy highev than the cost fevel of (' Feonomy
Plan. M0y welfare agincies base their food cost
standards oo the USDA Low-Cost Food Plan which
costs about 25 per cent more than the Ecoromy Plan.

A yeor Jater the Department changed its mind and
described the plan as providing “a fully nutritionat diet.”
By 1970 the Depariment was propared o assert not oaly
that the plan “provides sufficient purchasing power for an
adeauale diet,” bul that “food Plara providing an ade-
quate diet could be developed at still lower cost.”

In the midst of the December, 1970, congressional de-
bate on the food stamp bill, a ktter from Assistant
Scervtary Richard Lyng was interjected claming that the
“Econnmy Pian does provide families with outritionally
adequate diets . . . It is obvious, of counse, that the more
expensive food plang published by the Department offer
families a broader range of choice and allow them to
utilize foods with Jower value per doltar.”

Congressional Crises

In August, 1969, President Nixos proposed elimination
of the food stamp program altogether as part of his welfare
reform package without, however, providing for any off-
setting increase in cach benefits. The attempe, which, again,
could only have been made to save money to the detris
ment of actual stamp recipients, was ab-ndoned in the face
of public disclosure and criticism. In the fall of t'.s same
year, the Administration aclively Jobdied agalnst the food
stamp bill sponsored by Senators McGovern and Javity
(R-N.Y.) because of ity high allotment ($134.00 a month,
the dollar equivalent of USDA's Low-Cost Food Plan
88 distinguished from the Economy Food Plan) and
lowered purchase price (no more thas 28 per cent of in-
come would have been required to putchase stamps aod
free stamps would have gone to families of four with Jess
than $67.00 monthly). The President threateaed 10 veto
food stamp fegisfatlon thal exceeded his budgeted figures.

The most cruel triumph for budgetary disciptine came in
connection with the food stamp dedate In bz House on
December [6, 1970, when a “work requitement” provision
way passed as part of the House Agriculture food stamp
bill. This provision compelied every able-bodied adult
food stamp recipient to wecept jobs paying at Jeast $1.30-
an-hour under peoa'ty of having his famiiy lose its entire
food stamp alloiment. Jt was passed during the Christmas
scason when many pre-holiday narties were [n progress
and a sumber of supporters of a bl-partisan sudstitute
bill were absent. A substitute bill (cafled the Foley-
Quie Bill aft t its peincipal sponsors, Rep. Thomas Foley
[D-Wash.} ard Albert Quic [R-Minn.)) would have set
the allotment at 35 cents per person per meal of $128.00
monhly fof a family of four. 1t sontained no work require-
ment clause, But because USDA regarded the cost of the
substitute bill a3 “entirely too high"—as Secretary Hardin
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wrote every congressman—it felt compelled to support the
Committee bill.

USDA, in April, 1971, lssued proposcd regulations for
implementing the 3970 act that clearly reflected budgetary
considsrations. Uniform nationwide income eligibility
standards were set at shghtly above the poverty level,
but without regard for the welfaze piyment levels in_
many stales. As a result, in slates with high assi

"bled their congtessmen. Sea. Hubert Humphrey (D-Minn.)

introduced & resolutiug to preserve the previous eligibility
standards and purchuse schedules for those who would
otherwise be hurt by the new ones. The resolution was
tacked on a8 an amendment to the Children's Dental
Health Act of 1971 and sént 1o 11.: House. Twenty-eight
senators petitioned Secretary Bulz to make the necessary

! hanges without the necessity for Congressional

standards for aged, blind or disabled Individuals and
couples (over $160.00 per month for one person and
$210.00 for two), elderly persons on weltare who were
previously automatically eligible 1o receive food stamps
were to be denled such benefits. The thrust of this change,
coupled with resoutce-asset tests that were more stringent
than 'inder some welfare systems, would have been to
eliminate as many as 350,000 participants from food
stamp r. s,

There was an outcry from Congress and the public. The
final regulations, issued in July, 1971, automatically in-
cluded every welfare recipieat as a ood stamp eligible.
The annual ¢ost of re-including the one-third of a million
persons who recelve the smallest passible monthly boaus
($10.00) was not in excess of $42 million.

By yielling the $42 million, the Department sought to
moliify critics of two other cost-reducing changes that
were t, go into effect shoctly after January 1, 1972, The
chang:s on uir face appeared to Nout the Congressionat
intent In passing the 1971 food starp act revision, acting
as they did to constrict, rather than expand, the numbet
of food stamp users, The same uniform slandards that
wo' 1 masively increase eligibility in the South would
also cut off from food stamps in twelve slates another
75000 eldetly poor persans not on welfare and whose
incomes were at the top of the scate. In addition, the De-
partment had promulgated new food ‘stamp -purchase
schedules that drastically raised the cost of stamps to the
“richest of the poor” without concommitantly increasing
the value of their stamp allotments.

The praciical result of these regulations was to reduce
the benefits of 1.750.000 persons. The Department offered
no estimat¢ of how many of these would voluntarily quit
the program rather than expend considerable effort for
litthe return. For example, welfare recipients and oiher
persons in New Yock and elsewhere whose income for a
family of four pas in the Vicinity of $360.00 1 month
would have to pay $99.00 for $108.00 In stamps instead of
$82.00 for $106.00 as before. This precipitous 62.5 per
cent drop in donus value from $24.00 1o $9.00 was de-
signed, according 10 Assistant Secretary Lyng "o feather
out the benelits as Income approaches the eligibility
standards” in order (o lessen atleged disincentives to earn
additional income. The justification was that a person with
a job earning $4,300 would decline a $4,500 job if the
latter job would cost him $288.00 in food stamps an-
nually, but not if the toss were limited to $108.00. How
much Jess well he would eat if he stayed at $4,300 because
1o other jot was available (the most likely. circumstance)
was not considered significant.

The tesponse to the approaching reduction of benefits
to nearly two million participants peaked on the eve
of the implcmentation of the new purchase schedules.
Etderly participants in the White House Conference bob-

[
action. Fourtzen Hortheastern state government officials,
including many Republican governors, appealed for a
moratorium on the cuts. Sent'or Geotge Aiken (R-VL),
ranking minority member ¢ the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee and a supporter o food stamps in the 1950's, tried
to persuade the White House 1 undo the damage. Finally,
it was revealed that the Office of Management and Budget
had impounded $202 million In food stamp monies that
represented the increase in appropriations over the Depart-
ment’s budgel request.

The Department, accordingly, retreated, and ordered
maodifications in the regulations to ensure that no Previ-
ously eligible participants would lose any benefits when
the new purchase schedules went nlo effect. This meant
formally loosening all controls over the withheld $202
milfion, although the program's rate of spending {approxi-
malely $150 mitlion a month} wou'd still leave it with
$418 million plus to spare by June 30. The final resolu-
tion of the struggle was s welcome move to anti-hunger
advocates; yet all their efforts dctually went not to expand
the program, but merely to hold the line .gainst the forces
of budgetary restrzint, Hut, is the end, $418 million in
food stamp funds wa¢ denled 1o recipients in the name
of preserving the budget.

SCHOOL LUNCH

Other food programs have been damaged or amputated
by the swing of the budgetary scythe, Major school lunch
amendments were passed in May, 1970, after three
manths of bargaining to overcome Department of Agricul-
ture reluctance 1o accept responsibility for seeing that
states and school districts fumished & free or reduced
price lunch to every needy child (the poor and in some
states and kcalities, the near-poor as well). The amend-
nients called for positive state action to extend free
lunches to all schools,

Accentuating the Negative

The failure of those amendments 15 achieve their in-
tended goal two years later is directly attributable to the
Departmeat’s method of handling their execution. The
Department delayed the t of regulati
governing the new amendments for over 100 days, until
the cve of the school year on September 4, 1970, Thea,
instead of a clear, unambiguous statement, positively noti-
fying state and local officlals about the extent and timing
of their obligations under the new law, the Department
stressed the negative—what they did mor have to do.
Instead of specifying simple procedures for determining
eligibitity. the Department added complexity upon com-
plexity, bewildering school personnel and parents atike.

On October 13, 1970, for instance, Herbert Rotex, head
of the Department’s child nutrition programs, wired his
regional directors to reassure those responsible for state
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. :;:}?,‘mn show up oA a given day, than permit hangry

EMERGENCY FOOD AlD -
Budgetary manipulation has affected other food
gnlhi No so0ner bad the Ectergency Food and My ml
rvices program (EFMS) begun 1o make an affirmative
impact in previously néglected places such as rural Texas,
.- thad Jy 'was detennined 10 be surphisage and slated for
. reurclgc'nl. The g;umndoo urgied lhll hlhe ‘h.!u?“u?x
S---prinh program outreach that
' Iovotves_fecipients fa prognm mechanics and supplics
< fobs tn fodd progria 1o the poor-—would soon be Nitfilled
g the beplrlment of Agrlculmre But the De
“. yersion of gutresch consists’ ying for 62 pet ceal’
of the state ¢ont ‘of hlring mldﬁ-chu ¢ivil servants to
- become gd of state 45d county welfare systems, Even
- then the budgeiary line for this administrative cost-abaring
~.7 ‘does not reeofely approach the claie 19 $50 million uti-
.. Reed by EEMS in fiscal years 1970 and 1971. The Congress
o hay lorced the administration ¢ ipend $20 million in
= 1972, $4.8 million of which, af the jnsistence of the White
- House, Is golog fo the Amerikcan Red Crosa to pay the
"5 expenses of Project FIND, a progum to Inform the eldecly
*" about the “svailability of 'USDA food asslstance. This §s
il & major cutback 1a the very first progtam that was as
outgrowh of this Bond and of Congressional concern over
hunget ia 1967,0

“AID_TO PREGNANT AND
NURSING WOMEN -

In Hunger, U.S.A, e expressed our concern over the
fact that €xlsting food pregrams did not take Into sccount

Tnfeats, and perhaps cthers. la response 13 our criticlsms
104 that of others oa this vital point, Congress fn 1967
etacted 4 program o distribute supplementary food pack-
o ages to pregnant, pufsing and pos m mothers
-~ {through t
- children. County health departments were encouraged by
<. the Department of Agriculture with some sucéess to distrib.
“k ute the packages. Pm»denl N:xon endo(sed thé pogram
<l in May, 1969,
= Bty dnpne \bis eaﬂy suppon trom the
nd from the id

Depm.me
fons surfaced

the program could no longer be extended o any food
stamp areas and that in commodity aréas where the
program had wiready begun, children over one year of age

children still eligible 1o participate, the food allotment
“would be slimmed down by reducing vital sources of
Vitaming A and C, cakium, piotein, and riboflavin, The
: effcctohhesucuommslorendcrtbemmpnctk

= 1y worthless to the people it was designed fo help, Partici-
pation has béen uhdc(szmdablipoor By Jute, 1970, the
program was supposed 1o reach 460,000, Today & serves
164,000 women and children in 266 project areas or ap-
proximately S per cent of its original farget and fewes
than ten per cent of the p¢ dle it might help. .

“The progr program, proposed 'y !miulﬁpl Senator Jola Stennls in July,
tommutice on the rxist
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the apecial dictary needs ol pregaant women, the aed, ©

t-party
the first year ol the childs life) and ta pre-school .

i Apnl, 1970 when the Depmmem anpounced that .

wéukd oot be allowed to pmmpau For thos¢ women and

»* widespeead hunper and malnuirition in M-ulxs!pﬂ wat enacted into law

The program received oew life In December, 1971, no!.
apparendy, dué to aay ob}ecdve remmmem by the De- nd

partment of the utritonal pregnant o
; ¥ butmg:“éuelopoh

bursing womea and children,

contideraions. Throughout 1971, and éspecially duﬂn;

the summes, Detroit,

u nded supplementary feeding prasgram to £ill the gaps
biv imdcquale food stamp distribytion I the fnnet

<ity. {3

m"&rr.ckn nds. This decision vias reversed o6 Decein:

bers 197§, !ol!wlu*v

‘ ashinglon P, Michigan

entatives to diz¢uds hig positién ‘oa

' EnrlL‘BuuumeDeUSemhnd

apect the supplementary food program. On Decembert 2,
te way confirmed
hortly thereafter an

drcn wete #3ded to the sy atary food package pro-

gram [n Detrolt. Ou Dccrlmibét 12, & Depastment team, .

mpondm to & néw demand from Detroit that the high:
nulnbod items removed lmm the

s before be d, mé trip to the city.
Nine days later, peanut butter lnd scrambled en mix went

backonlhchsklordmeendumdonlnd d\efruhjulce‘
. distribution rate was boonted i

PILOT FOOD CER TIFICATES

“Under this program pregiaot and sufsing ﬁo\hm L
ceive cemﬁcltel enabling them to purchase up 10 $5.00

for themselves and $10.00 of mitk of =
Idmuh and Instant baby cereal for their

ol milk mon
. iron-fortified
- infants under oo year of age. It Is now In effect In only

five coumm in the coun

Johnsbury, Vermont;
Bnaoc, Texu) and resches appromnuiely 12,000
The D a con

penmcnl to determine whcther

were tutned down, 6n the grounds of i
0 toents. OnNovember 29, 191;” o :
Sematot 5

R ber\ Gn!ﬁn met with Department of Agricutture rfpte-' S
2 the nominatloy of =

Agricultire, mnm o
day ‘s Department depuly assistant flew to Detroit fo ln-'

ved tocluding Oriffio’s, |
Hooat 13,000 s oo

packige early 21

(Yakims, Washie, plon; sm:d

o o
¥ mothér and child'y

ichigan, repeatedly asked for an -

- Butritionat status lmpfovn if given. lncmsed food purchns- Oy

ing power. The ¢ost of running the program fs
. fm’xe than $100,000 1 monlh. m!n!scule In thc lcul
progtam budgel.

The Department, whik on the coe lmx! ernp!oyln; b

the pilot certificate approach 1o
expand the wpplemenmy packlge program lor the unu
target pop has 4 sotne

tenslon of d\e

-though ts htt the peogram,
sald, ¥ \Ee‘mnmn impact of -he pilot

effect of extending family Income.” In octher words, the

mothers dic not buy any more mik or formula; they |
merely bought more food for the rest of their hmm« o
with the money they peeviously spent op milk. Under- -

standing this reality, however, his not to date made thée

Department ay more seasitive 16 yet another reality: .

poor people want 1o have the ability to meet their own
!oodnceduslbeymﬁ. .

1957, foltowing the testimony of Az phyddau defore & Serate Sub-

in 1962,

toexs o
beyond its current status. Al
, the Department has -

wis o re-
place cash expenditutes with ce irmtes, which had the

dva[sq




e ,sums AND COMMODI TIES .
. TOGETHER
71t took political preds mtmcncwm.utomtkmemt

tﬂylu

‘ budgcl—euendmd food dmu ol 1911 Coa-

11ﬂl-b°\lllpobcycblnumt-uhuwenﬂonqublnmi -
- Republicin governor and other state officlals had bees -

» pmment rever;ed itself 4d gave in. Bot only fn Seaitle, <

sulficient to mect food stamp purchasé schedule demands,
after meeting house, avlo, and Insurance paymen’s. The
court ordered the Depmmenl to implemeot the law and
called the Secretary's action in refustig lo aliow com-
modity distribution “arbitrary asd capricious™ i view of
Seattle’s economlc hardship, The Departmént delayed
sction while consldering an appest to higher cours, The -
Office of Management and Budgel reporfedly fretted over
the principk’s pow‘bly brisg mended sationwide, mult-
ing in cosily double prog : mynin. iy
Then the city of Kove, anan, ht«vened bdn;ln;

utable to achicve eved when appealing to White Hougs "
dornestic lﬂllnchle(lohnlahtﬁchmm.as:mlenmvc% '
Rab¢ employed the powerful weapod of humiliation. It
shlpwdoacba}!lonoldeenood‘mmdunnedfoodwl
church-spotsored group 1o disiribute to the poor. The De-

L Budgen Mpuu, b
. bursement ofcvdlable

Wou'h uso/s. hado« 2f [ederal food programs.
“ Ami—huudhrmlnwmo](‘onnmhm
" Aod 1o exert kam prissure lo Retp pmm lmh o[

‘iflﬂ thiough “wrdivary adminlsiretive regulations, has
¢M somietimes cor.pleiely thwarted Congreisional
mddu I dring more

do&llnn; Mlunchpmwm ﬂdw tn w
uso. controlled on

AMP progeam hmdnhl.h” hase prku, fow .:i"ff
n: vehiet und dera_ym acceptance of applicent countls .

menis I pays 1 hooly Jor eack
the Income leyely 1ty for free and reduced ’ylicc
' ':z'z“ an 7ars of momlu school ;

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Mt o eficen dis 6. The Spectol Food Servce Proprim, desipied 0 -
t:wd«mwmmu% £
. ;{_f’mvefy utilized, Appropriated monles consistent): \ave

: 'N ¢

.. Jortr A teglonel USDA offices.
| USDA, mréurm (!vouzh th! ine Jo. more
" Servicei
Geople. inio the ;mnel 10d¢ mam; ‘I[malh'e Inipoct,’
ond o Increase the levrl OI wrkl- :

:  pregriant, nursing, and post-partum
" 3chool children,

" firm Earl L. Butz o5 the new Secretary of Apriculiure.

8, U§DA M’ concentrated ‘on limiting - relmbirse- -
meal and Upon restricting
"~ USDA, hay been anam only in Seatild,

- Jollowing an overseas shipmeni of food M Kobf. Iam. :

MS«WJWWWMpr e

provide meals fo children In day cemters, Aas nol been

lowed 1o go unused, and Washington USDA o S
fictals have explictly ducowutd lnnom ve outreach ef

(7. Mq cutbacks In thé Emn:enq Faod md Me

Otmmhavtéomcalubmuhg

8 USDA: amlopmvldc:pedol!oodald 0
partum mothérs and “pre. 7

after delng severely curtailed in -} 0 S

puined new hfc In 1971 during succestul efforts 1o cOA-

9. 0 m:ono!bofhlood:! dndmuw& dh
mmpepm although m’;ﬁdd mhorlZJ by
 Washingion,




v it s dod

| ‘w

 Jurisdictional Ri

_, While pothing Bag
Sa hunger during the

straints 00 the afsenal of weapons, the campaign has also

been severely handi d by the )

gwmnmo(“:lu C Ior:u di ts to the
¢ aby vigotous Coogress] irectives 1o

- contrary It 1y clear trom the food programs historles that

- e principle of sou-Intecvention will continve, :

g.‘

. FOOD STAMPS

The Food Stamp Act of 1964 left it up to each state to
determine whether & dealred to participate [n the program.
No courty oc city could help its residents recelve food
Mampe & ltm as the welfare agency of the state in which
E ated refiised to sccept responsibility for over-

. s¢eing tbe¢ program's adminhstsation snd for filing a state

plan of program operations. Evea whén the ‘state plan

wat already prepared, even when no state adminisuative
costs were at stake, und ¢ven when minimal Overseeing
. by the sfate wai involved, the state lilf had the right to
. prohibit & willing county from running & food stamp

“, progrm

Local Recalcitrance and Initiative

Throughout 1970 Oklahoma state Welfare Director
Lioyd Rader, Ig fact, successfully blocked a food stamp
peogram in Harmon County, Oklabomia, despile the desire

of county commissionees to have food stamps, despite -

" the existence of an dutstanding $32,000 OEOQ grant fo
the_local community action program o cover the costs of

- certifylng eligible families and issving them stamps, and
i despite the completiop of & satisfactory state plag. Rader
... simply refused to permit a food stamp program in Okla-

* homb. Harmion County Commissioners in March, 1971
finally went to the commodity program.

Then in March, 1972, Oklahoma agreed to take food
stamps, Jeaving three states still without a food stamp
ptogram; Delaware, New Hampshire, and Nevada,

Although states bave the power 1o bar the food stamp

regram from thelr boundaries, they cannot, orce they
Kave accepted the program, comipel Socal governments lo
make use of it. They can coerce, they can persvade by
flering to shoulder administ ative costs of by relying on
state legislation demanding a statewide program funded
for the most part by the state itself, but in practice states

" do mot compel unwilling countics to expend their own

funds to start the program. For example, although the
Florida legislature passed such a statewide faw in 1970,

206

the Jack of sufficient state appmgialiom to pay sdminls-
a

trative costs meant that on ndful of the suite's 64

coutities ¢omplied tntil Jate 1971, At the moment, Bastor, :

Dallas and San Diego are the largest metropolitan aress

1ot covered by the food stamp program because of locaf

. By contrast it should be noted that a state weifare
director who consclentiously strives 1o promole food
programs In Gncooperative counties ecn
if he is willing to bear ¢riticism and run political risks.

For example, when former Georgla Wellase - Directof
William Bursoa took office In 1967 (appolnted by former - -

Governor Lester Maddox) some 69 counties in thé state

were without ady Aind of food assistance programt what-

in Georgia into either the food stamp ¢ commodity peo-
gram. His meihods Included driendly persuasion—but aiso
outspokeén pudlic criticism’ of resisting public officlals. As
2 result he was denounced mightily by otber political
leaders and hig Job was often In

sucessful,’

tdy by threats from .

- ever. Burson launiched & campalign to bring every county, "

irate stale legislators who resented his “meddling™ In af-

falrs of local goveraments. But Burson would pot be

intimidated. He sueceeded finally in bringing a food pro- -

gram to cvery Georgia county exdept one. Reports pet-

sisted throughou! his term that Governor Lester Maddox

was on the verge of firing hm, but the enlgmatic governor =" -
always stopped short of dolng s0. His public mw of
orts of .

Burson was always lukewarm, but despite alf &

tefused fo renounce him. i

Bunon's adversarics to force him from office, Maddox
Tn some parts of the country, particularly the Nonh— :

cast, a county may have no power whalever to cuntrol the
towns within its borders. The authority to covperate with
of bar the food stamp program rnay teside at the Ultmate
politicat level of the township. Middlesex County, Mass-
achusetts, may supposedly have a food stamp program in
operation, but that does aot mean that Cambridpe, the
locality with the highest poverty population, Is coveted.
Cambridge, by Jocal option, ts involved In commodity
distribution, Bristol County, Massachusetts, may proclaim
that it Issues food stamps, but the stamps do Bt reach
the residents of New Bedford, a city with one of the highest
rates of unemployment in the United States,

Waiting On USDA

Even if the state, the county and town prove to be
willing to institute a food stamp program, the federal

government may not be. The Department reviews the

state lists of waiting counties and makes ils own decision

IText Provided by ERIC -



',umvhom-oummmxonhombmam
. ?udm.: timitadoss, but also, aide- d«lm. on pohtic;l

“‘~~mmo¢lagfpmpdawn“otbe'flmurylwﬁscd tad
1969, Secretary Hardia refused to expand the rakls, by
sdm:mqeounuudm had

. potienty-waiting couatics, despite an uolimited authorizé-
iow him 10 spend any moce
-':idolute,iy t«“‘!‘! Cong
to write & directive 1o the supplemaul
ppeopriations”orderis . counijes be’ ndm;:mi

207

'coundcf in the co\l
1 e, Iw.ulhemdmehewu returaing 0

Inclusiof, 1 April, .
1971, the Sccrelary refuied ;qnﬁx:fdmy of the 100-plus

- thon, beciiuse the Office: c‘vMIWLM Erdgel would -

.- oa the program |
0 Whitien was - 'did Interveoe directly, USD,
: d‘ulnbwoq progrisus 1a 48 counties [n 1968

e wg‘u siuch (nfervention, bowevet,.
lnsls

'gfmteimmlnmy unwilling pt

th wele widm: lny fam

lt wert lllo the .1,
ll\e kmn ‘ﬁ' *apiu lnoome
yin; areas were

feeding s dnc
cwnmp'ége
woording Lo the 19
aldedoanuhblebuk, h;helou!eoql bandling -
degtognm Until the spring b 1970 the Defiartment
some_ (89 government unily in that maanet,

In tbe #dst eecakitrant Jocations on the tist, where
local officlals fehused 1o administer the program even
with feders) operating money, and were also
the federal government
started And ran commodity
e e 1969
stifl o upholdicg the prlriciple g:s it woul

\lﬁsdicuocwu mlnulnedby n{
of the scquiescence of Uhe state nd ounty

cit: . additional $18 million of discretion
L - L
ial . bisls to encourage conparticipatifiy counties 16
. commodity progrim
of distribution and provide bettee watehotise facili

ment's activities. ln Doctmber, 1969, USDA olter
ary ‘monies ¢
stafes, The states were 16 use this mooey o1 & priority

slart 2

1t {of them, the Depmmenl :

n'the Depat-< =

is well &5 locréase the frequency

ilitieg 80
thn already-participating counties could inake the lullg

l-miln p pogram are

%4

thete are

’oﬁ the basly’

é&ng.cw j;z;dkdom! Blocks io sty -
M,hmwu&mbnpfomm wheté -

ilable. The stales were i
‘mcupmloeome and thelt sumbér of podr

inhabitants without sctets to family food atgistance. Byt

*"the Depactment took n0 action fo ussure that évery eligible .~ o
507, state woukd aocept its sharé ad piiss it oa 10 its counties < i
T (el did pot). It has sloce expanded AR

- by releasing all the funds it had previousty contributed to <" o
h wm; lood in thost podmt pounties ‘without ‘any |

the program slightly

the {«knl goverament’s obelsance io the bureas

(B9 1]
‘,mnccuho(lunsdkbonhbad,d-efed:ydmmud

counties ta the principle of nod-Intervention Is even more -

Intents, The poor are pobody's fesponsibility. No govern-

ing body will mccept mpomibdnty for_ thelr wellare and

 0due will have it theust upoo them. Perbaps the classic

this attitude was jed in” March,: 1969,

ol poverty, peimasity

1y the ‘Bndmln.mrwveﬁa 4, the De
enonuy tunds (o counties or other
visions that were selected by state’ com-
malnly stale education departments)

o( mooeury assistance to moct disid-

buuonex fse, .

“There vme o rtguhliom wecxrytn. the exsct method

e mulz. o-e Depamnm determined to asist those 340

LR

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

. of
when the Scmate Seloct Comntittee went to Collicr

Ewell Mopee, Colliet Cou
- Committee when msked wbo would feed the migfants ia
“'the county and why he had not Instituted ) commodnty

“turaig thelr bicks on available
legedly high o<t of n«;ﬁwq :

Tor allocating this fisanciul ald to jocsl governments. As

aly, "
Flooda, to examlne the plight of migratory farmworkers.
pﬁl Cormlu!o;g. Informed the

distribution program:

. 1f the Pederal peopkmgomglodoi!.OK Tbe
migrants themselves are Federal people, They aré not
Iminokakee e. They are not Collier people, they
ire ot people. They are Federal people, and
dmrehlreelood.lhesé will come early and
stay late. We will have thers In lmm Ml yeat Jong.

NO PROGRAMS AT ALL"

As of June, 1972, there were at Jeast len counties in
the United Stales without any plass for operating a fedetal
family food mktmce program. Six have aever been in
any such : Ixkson and Pitkin in Colorado;

© Scott in Kansas; Madison in Montana; Sioux in Nebrasks;

and Beaver in Oklahoma. Foue were in at on¢ time, bul
shen withdrid: Gilpin in Colorado; Knox In Missour);




o Blag and Hut Te

.22 while, the Depariment pérsls
=~ ;. griiless county question as obliquely &g ever,
 1€ports thit “in cooperation with State otficlals, field staty -
of USDA' Food aad Nutrition Service are continulng -

ER -\

ai 3. J4 addition, some 38 wowns
- nd citied In New Engliod (20 of them la Mastachugetts,
43 Ta Malne, and five In New Hampehire) tefuse W
panicipate evédl tholgh o
are favolved In o6¢ of 1he fwo programs, -~ ,
T The mgmn,‘gdbe’rm 10 its hinds-off attitude on
jurisdictional lems, refuses to'qck»ou:k;iﬁ 9me situa.
e ! o0 the 3,1 19 count

k

‘other Jocalities ln their countics

mént have untit June 30, 1970, to comply, atid the Depart.
ment used all of its persuaslye aris coupled with Federal
administrative fuads (o ¢oerce Texas into planning peo-
grams in every county. By June 30, the Department was

able 1 clalm that it Bad feduced the Yst‘of counties withe -

ot food prograrma from «80 whea it st took office (o 32,
ind 22 mofe were off the list by August 31, 1970, But a

¢ piiened of fn effect. Mean-
éruists [n dealing with the peo-

%0 encourage atd asskst those remaining tolintics 1o adopt

cithet » dirsct food assistance program, ¢ & food stamp
g oy e Théa in Janvary of 1971, it erupted again in Adams Coun- -

The Courts vs.-USDA

. 1n' Apeil, 1968, we Informed the Ametican people that .

“seithet food siimp

neih Amis nog commadity
enist [o Over obe- '

Tany

ot depenid on local of state option.” -
The Poor People’s Campaign of that year picked up this
theirie 4nd demanded that the Depaniment lastitute food

progyms lo'the 256 counties Withoit food programs that
wees hurper distress atéas, At the }une time, poor et
. denls of Alabaraa countles that had u food peograms sued

the Départment foc the saime reliel.

© =0 The Uepartment responded by exléncfini food distri- -

bution iLto counties that weré willing to docepd it il the

federal goveroment was responsible for adminlstration. .

The Department budged no” farther. [t told the Poor

People’s Campaign ¢ st *administrative problems, In many .

cases locat resistance, peecluded éxpansion of the food
‘peogram o additional counties, not lack of funds.” Not

only did it fefuse either o overcome of ignore that Jocal
resistance, it also ‘defended the. Alabama lawsuit by~

arguing that the poor people had 1i6 right to ask the court
10 examine Lheklic::nmenl‘s Inactions. - . :
1n November, 1968, tweaty-six other lawsuits were filed
in twenly-sx stales againist both the states and the Depart-
. mént for not implementing food programs. As it bad
in the Alabama case (which it finally lost in May, 1970),
the Department contended that the plaintiffs covld dot
seek judicial refiel. It refused to aih injunction,
granted in California oo December 30, 1968, restraining
"It from “zefusing 1o put into effect in the shortest time
feasible ove of the two federal food programs . . . In
esery California cdunty . . .” The state of California
tried to comply: the De, ot did not. The federal
judge was reluctant to the Secretary in civil contempt
apd Jail him. By June, 1969, alt of the California counties
had fallen Into line snd the ¢ase was dismissed.
Elsewhere, the De, ent continued to resist the Jegal
actions, On November 21, 1969, the California order was
repeated in Texas, affecting 88 counties. The Department
stalled compliance for over six months. To undermine the
suit, it sought unsuccessfully fo have the FBI pressure
vn¢ of the named plaintiffs, Annie Bell fay. into declaring
that she had perjured herself and retracting hee testimony
on her family’s hunger. Finally, the court let the Depart-

be pto
urdes. S S
Adams Cotinty, Pennsylvania -

d of our poorest counupe‘tk We
e y. fecommended ‘that “Federal - food programs -
- should be avajlable to the needy of evecy localiy and -

] legal dri;:ﬂl:;d been nece?slrz‘l& ptomk;p: d':
Department to ¢m Upon & Campalgn asion and -
abundog {ts mmz.r.ummf'&u. ;th‘ie;n:érshu}on.* .
implickly sccepting the limitations of federal authority,
reinforces and does . not- overcome the Jurisdictional -

Foe & time the Jurisdictions! lttue smokdered u noticed.
ty, Pennsybvanis, where counly commissioners refused .

to believe that hunger existed. If it did, they insisied that ..

Taziness had 10 be the cause. They would tot, institule
u federat food cham. The commissingers were impor- &
tutied time and time agaln, but siood by their original
declsion, clalming nothing ¢ould change thelr ‘minds. -
They told two college studenls who were pressing for &'

rogram that It was “no use sitting here and tallnig: we

ve decided 10 stand on our decision urdil the end of our
term.” Sengtoe McGovern sought to inlervede, but Was
told he was not wekeome. USDA ‘merely witched from
the sidelines, oecasionally talking with Jocal officials, but
taking na &cton. oo i

. Wheis Senator McGovern finally wrote Secietary Hardin -

strongly urging him to use his powec to intervene, the De--

_partment responded by ruling out direct Feder! action
to’ feed, m«f;

families in all the holdout, upcoopera-.:

 tive counties. While noting that it had the suthority to open
. i awn food distcibution centers in the counties, the De-
‘partment said it would £t do $o becauss of public op- -

position there and noted that it would continve cfforls 10
get the countles to sign up voluntarily. Adams County

finally camé o board In September, (971, when the om- .

missioners gave up and instalted food stamps.

“SCHOOL LUNCH .

_ Providing school Tunch hay alsa been & mattet of states’
rights {or 7ather Jocal school board option) not subject
to meaningful federal action to assure every needy pupit

“al least one nutritious meal a day. Until 1970 neither

the Congress nor the excculive branch assumed any
responsidility for r.quiring, ot prov!dinﬁolox;éemivn, for
schook districts to serve hunch In evéry school within their -
system (o, 1 2 few instances, for the districls themssives . -
fo be involved). The Department did have a project

labelled “Operation Metropolitan™ that had minimal sus- .

cesy in bringing 50 and 60-year-old inner city schools Into

* the program, and Congress furnished some support for

food service equipment to be placed in schools built with-
out caleterias. But universal lunch service for the pooc was
neither a réquirement nor a stated goal,

The Scrate attempted to change all that in February,
1970, by commanding that, as part of each state's plan of
child nutrition opcrations (the first one would be filed
by June, £970), each state would describe how it would
spend its program monics so as Lo include every school in




ine of September, 1972 Depmment rescted

House 0 remiove thmce to & deadlize and to
dehywbmhdouc( first stafe plan for & minimum
of yeven months. The partment also suceeeded in dilut-

e mandate of lbe kpllwod. changing the ve
i:’!uﬁc fequirement that the lunch program :ﬂm :h:lyl
Iactude” evety scbool ko the more geoern] nquhemeut that
- the’ astales ;ncnd“ thels huoch program 10 afi
+ Loeal freedom to u}ecl !cdermy-ﬁnmeed !ood foc
pooe was vigorously defeaded,
7The Departmént
otfes Do showing of Yy deslgn, however prolonged, 1o
gx,teps! d»&oym bodl tchooks. Testead, t‘u,,qpﬁdde
[fact har equipesent fisslstince hat meant that pigce
-~ Apdl ; 19%0, uppmlmue 6,600 schools have come on
mihwp‘mclpc}elnthucboolmnchpromm At

400, sdother fivé

‘dqwmuboﬁm*d

%
E,

smuboﬂ is polgnant,

3

¢ altitude fowird participatior by schools
# 1o whether this meant dmmun
0 nationwide was going to be like hulmlin; the
echsion “with all deliberate speed and tak-

STER
xfx’
§

3

i
=3

£

ag on the waatler are met
nchly ‘teasonable afswér-—
10 reach thése schools
aly bo deve

:gg

'pamc‘ icipate i the achool feeding programs. . -
irwowyem from tow, with h\mdrods of d\ouunds of
poor childrea niﬂ 10t receiving lunch, the Department will

actions ¢ pmmment:L in arriving at those
- answens. ft could also peofit from the testimony of Burkog-
= ton, Yermodt, school officials belore Senator McGovern
. 3810 why they refuse to feed children: - -

) "We p&y out eduucon 10 teach and ot feed chil-

"Mos( chﬂdmn can g« a4 sdequte breakfast and
: hnch athome. -
L Chﬂdrenneed!mhmu\dexemuenwennfood"
" Including the walk home foe Junch with their mothers and
the walk back.

Such Indifference we heard over and over i our visits
‘iround the country four and five years 820, But the De-
patment wants to wait two more years for & study
. and then, if past experience Is s guide, it will nop seek
to coerce schoot boards Into obeying the intent of Con-
i gress The best available evidence indicates rather, that
770 the Department will, Jong before then, abandon attempts
) bnn; about nationwide application. In fact, the lan-

i Text Provided by enic [

abe el lncludlu hose wilkout e faclitles by the
’lttoﬂ;fy 1 this mandate and suceer:illy Jobbled 18 the.

eventhou samps,
commodi t,ntlunchu&mddylvlihbklordutribudou :

hnedhocnummmwbouplm‘ né(l!ulv/hen' L

dio
 thay nlc,boweyer.wﬂ 107000@00!-1"11»6:%‘
"l fo :

nervkelscomktehlnnet ",
sudents.

Deputnen( administrator was conlronled ‘with

M resulis® by response was that be"
!'::::dqmtc that lotig.* Congressiofal -

‘fecelve adsweni it alreddy bas in hmd In fact, ity own

1o the l970A¢1ulln| states to report thelr plan for
ul‘gding tuixh to all schools has been ):tﬂsone%hI:.tbe ‘
school Juch secuom of tbe Admmhmdon: edw:llion
tevcnoe-lbnrtng : .

ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS ;
The principle of the avoldance of furisdictional conflict,

as we have seen, means that the fe Smm‘mm wil s

g;dmh oo !heloodmdlollbem
tederat food asstance in the forf of stam

Uniit the 1970 Food Stamp Act 1nd'the July, 1971,
rtguhboas promulgated pufsuant to that Act, every date -
the program was entiled to fix ls own mogetsty

: swduds of eligibility, wnh moothxy -ﬂownﬂe lncome‘

hniits for households of ?;)d Lo
bwolﬂ;omswlhc AIODNM” hNeV’;"
“Yock; gnd diverse quid assety

pmomlnNnMnieeloszsoototfomuSoumbakou g
The 1970 Act replaced this hod;
nationial ttandards, Gs&)”n fa monthly income for 3
family of tour and $1

Hawail. (Initially, USDA regulations goveral
ity would have barred wellare recipients from food stamp
benefits if state wellare paymeat vels or 12s0urce tew

were more generous thaa feders: food stamp gitidelinig. 1
This flaw, a8 has already been foted, was corfected by -

.. Congressona action. )
But Commodlrle.! An Excepuon b
Allhwghthenhnolppuenl ratiooa) basis for dis-
tinguishing between food Mp and comnmodity ysers in
terms of thelr Income, the Department bas be a0d
coatinues 1o :ekue 10 ptopou comparable uﬁom eligh

-bility standards. The reasoa? The Department frankly

polnts out’ that “there would bé a iather substantia fs-
cteased cost Ia the peogram™ and that “sctios by the
Congreéss might cause us Lo move more 3mc13 than we

“ might otherwise do", sincé the mattei ks icated 10
doubt by some bodgeluy contideratiofns ™
The De ot had a formal package of uuoml

eligibility m“;fm Informally developed by thé spri

of 1969. The past thtee years havé lapsed with !otal in- .
action. Famifies of four with monthly incomes over $200
in Nocth Carolina and Tennessee, $210 in Tenas, and
$215 in Delaware, Mississippl, and New Mexko cannot -
oblain commodities. The inconte ceiling in every siate
involved in the program is below (in many instances 23

300 for four
gepodge with uniform o
in resources, with special seales

. to account for the unusual coet of living fo Alaska and -2 ©
umlom :




ot USDA to devise ‘3 nationwide _ eligidility
but the re dation goes unheeded, Unl-
abaadoned 1n this Instance for the sake of the

would otherwise chiels, Staie
alled

o entoRe RS o LS e e
" Whed twelve Califcenls counties refused to abide by
the ‘stafe plag of eommodn{ peogram opetations and
- denied commaxdities to al elf

o the West Coast use his direction and guidance” to
suade Califorhia” to its countits into line. The
partmeot Informed attorneys fof poor people in the

counties thak it “does ot condone such barriers to ful

participation™ and then did but exbort and, ulti-
mately, offer expense money to Califomia to persuade
the countles to comply with the law, The lssue was re-

_ solved only whben the poor brought suit and succeeded in
: pressuzing the counties to open up eligibility to welfare

grantees, . - i

State School Lurich Standards

.- The school funch story oa eligitility shows uniformity

stressed in order to curtail any s ate actiod 10 expand the

scopt and cost of federal food aid. Untid Congress acted
" in the spring of 1970 to require schools to offer a free of
reduced price tunch 1o every child whose familmd an
intome below the federal intome poverty guidelines, the
schools were free to adopt any definition they desired
of a childs “inability to pay” the full cost of lunch.

Ta 1968, the Depariment bad weakly suggested that

states turpish family Income charts 1o their schools

and that chikdren of ity, food stamp, and/

or welfare families be automatically included. By 1970

the Department was willing 1o supply prototype income

scales a8 & basis for the deve nt of uniform state
scales. These were only the mildest intrusions upon the
sight of each school to be arbitrary in selecting needy

pupils.
The 1970 dments were not designed to end local

level, oA & “grandtather” Basis thar might cost as muck ar §,

210

varlatons’ based upon Jocal ecovomle

b 40 per éeot below) the uaiform Federal level that - X condidons. The
it ¢ poverly slandard was fo be the floor below which no -

ity directors have -

" exceeded the Bations! poverty lev

] ate teciplents, the Depart-
=" ment's response wias 10 suppést that its reglodal director .

school could set its eligidility Emits. The mmlu ftin-
dard was stilt “inadility 1o piy” #o that Kchools werse siill
¢ntitled, Indeed required, to feed trée ot reduced price
meals to the pon- whsa hamily incomey were nope-

theless 100 Jow 1o 3upport 40 cents of more per child per -

day.

sidered the minimum at whic\ & <an survive) |
Nome, Alaska (wheie the compnrable figare is $13,100)

st speil bigh sandods of el ovs, whie 40 st

The Adminlstreson's “response 10 this " exertion” of

povert be the ceiling as well a3

ot ;

. termining whose hinchet would be federally supporied,
" ‘thereby cutting off special federal ¢ash from ovet gné
_ million hinchés a day 38 Newark, Nome, and the foty =
states. Congress elfectively overruled thiy adminbtratye -

imposition of uniformity for” ors yeir, aliowing hi

statewlde figuees previousty in wse to continue I ‘effect. '
- The  Administration's  fesporise, bevides “accepting the -
Inevitable which ¢ame in the form of a tnaiimous volee " -
Codgress, was to refuse Minpes oo
apols and deveral othar cities the right to inctode all =0 %
schools with substantial ‘poverty attendance ln the fre¢ = *
e program.® So, whete Jotal
deviation Is expensive (up to $100 million was at stake), 7 -
a principk of pationwide uniformity wonld prevailif the -+

vote in both house of
and reduced price part of the

Department could a¢t unchallened. - - ;
ADMINISTRATIVE COST-SHARING

While the freedom of states and other Jurisdictiont 137

devise their own cligibifity standards s curtailed when

federal funding sources may be affected, local freedom’™
to administer program benefits to the detriment of those :

who should be served goes relatively Unchécked.

The Department supplies food stamps aad comsmodities
free ‘of charge fo the states and/of countics. But the
Department will aot rely on this in order to exercise -

dominance over focal am operations, since the locat
bodies have 1o furnish or finarce the manpower necess

for certifying eligibles, for dispensing stamps and food- - -

stuffs, and for publicizing program benefits. The Depart-

ment does make some contributions to state and local < :

costs of this pature: currently $48 miltion” i the

food stamp program for the 62.5 per cent federal share of -
certifying ron-welfare recipients and providing otitreach -

workors a5d faic heasing petsonnel; $20.9 million wader
commonity distribution for expanding warchousjng, sdding
distribution: points, and establishing better sorage snd
distribution faslities, and $3.3 million In school lunch
for state-level administrators (the local supeivisory costs
come out of the pes meat federal reimbursement).

But the remaining administrative evpenses borne by
the state and focal budgets are substantial enough that
the Department uscs them as an excuse for refusiog to

Accordingly, numerous cliiet such & Newask, New
< Jersey {where $7,300 a yext fo¢ family of four h'wg‘d;‘
abd

y states® rights was to propose fn October, 1971, um'met: e
» e e e fot de.

sCongress agreed In 1971 1o permit free and reduced prlrf}%;}%ambtn 10 continue 10 all 19751972 reciplents, regardlesy of income .
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ST We il lubﬁcribe o .bsl dﬂcnpuon L
although the pmbkm ot muanipulated el ilul‘bu been e
‘:mumed somewhat by Congressional :
notcd,lhuutbmtylomketlwedﬁca! L
olwbetherotnotwhve 8 program has beéen .bdluled '
- by the Department In favor of state and Jocad govers.

: menls. The Department retalns the power 15 éstablish
GRAM COST«SHARINC :I‘};b:lltykbst, f“ ,: ; m’o&s It u;' dﬂr?é:'
Whﬂou&mmm«db’w! p:ognm,rood © sate oc action that 3 m
nd Somaiodities, . oodtheeonﬁmolthebud Flnally, confrol of the -,
nds, & o pddlor -’;‘:ecyneﬁuwhkhmln utdelh‘:tredtng’whkbmo‘m e
”'"Hii‘a'““’ vnhln the unketiered dicretion of !oc-! i

deaive Monlrorlng
.- USDA'S bisi” concern in pfogrw Lo
. msure. that federal money is oot be:n; sqmdmd ot
- Ipet contricy to regulatiohs and Jnstroctiony De-i:-
- partment I8 bot_ primirily [nterésted In making certaln
. O fedetal money B belig Npent positively fo mhieve, = - -
7o s effectively sy possl‘ole, the goal of eliminating hunges,
: mmD‘mMWN Otfice :(. vt‘mpecu eh-(‘;cml:tl (otc‘io)dnl .
T e tot-Gene B
i oepamm w}mg il »amckamv;a
p nt of Justics—to [ IIM’S
o whe divert m beoefits to illegal énds. But monitor-
s 'm;omdmpwnug handled by reglona) officd
. persorinel ‘already oVerbairde - penvotk cf
b, ‘:"mmuinin; program flow, | s g
= A briel sirvey of the “monitorisg 3‘4 3 the va -
. progiims i xﬂusmhve ln l97l.‘ 1. tillioa” Ql
> sppropriationt wu charioeled Bot Info”" "
'“bon\ksdloflhepoov.bul llimn-yemolt)l
! ‘-{mvestlpton and clcﬂcd #alf en pd in e
: smnp thef\s” {rom local

o Somlsmesmvmoocbed lbefl:

mmp ications swill W five’:
fcp' lay 1o 1911)7? ahea N«t Y&k csry finl
opened its sainp ‘program,. between Injtiab i premm
and a full cligibility Intakeé mterview). and the faibire to .
L mail authorizatiza-1o-purchase-cards ‘o nmc 50 et the o

LEVEL AND QUALITY OF '
AL~MONITORING

,._,“

< vate hands "~ ts will have enough cash ca band "Hamiph.
_beesuse we were dishedricded i the complete fack of Notpkkn by’ l:dch] omﬁ'-x oze h" ﬁ -
Jfedeta) mox mechanlim’ for ascertalning whether uplonn;ngwoc :m‘e: ntuvtmpm o

ch \# wis funcdonlng to hlmu ST Y €very three months awaiting cerific atiod
‘“c 35 m':':ns"ﬁuf cz'nclmzn dntl Jownhbpi;::y\ :r';\ye!d:g,;{om wﬂneu;‘)ouulde;?odsnmp‘ W
m;b&geddomu Al govmmnhl lmn . poln . olfices at bemreqlbeing waited tpoa, L

“1n 1974, OI0 inspedoﬂ ‘were given tes clvil dghts <
Is hubeeom ¢ complaints related Yo food ¢ ommn o fnvéstigate,. No i

¢ Mvepmv{nuolmuor ¢o] governments. They m«u tionss ensued, Bmﬂkrewm Spmucuﬁom L
Dave been given the power ko nbsuin, the pawer 10 = food stores that violated prograin rules by giving recopleuh :

- hurther constrict the class of eligible petsons, dnd thé goods 1o which they were not entitfed. Of ihe |

. powed eithet by law of practioe 1o decrease the Jevel - stamp complalnts uferred fo 0Iq in |910 over 85 pet

< of bénefits dyallable fo those who are eligible. cent Involved iegal use of afamps.

mdmm 4
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; School Lunch Audmng ( S
¢ food st for tarm 1a © 2. School Tuch moeitoring appears tobelhu.le d.ffmnu‘

Califorala eounﬁeg'wbo had béep put out of Foety mas- yem wis txpended by O1G In 1971 {n audit-
10 beavy crop d i b | - Ing ap ly 270 of 20,000 uhool districts annually "
valn ‘aad flooding. The workers Jost when the count found -~ of 1 per-cent of the program. The audits dte more
- conflict 38 15 whether their inability to pucchase ade--.. concerned  with “the adequacy . ol servw than - the
quate amounts ‘of nutritlous food was due 1o general - comparable audits of the hm programs,- The
1+ conomie ¢oaditions or specificatly 1o the fooding - The - objecum i summanztd 0 0. hxlude delermm- g
+-. Caftict was produced by 14 county welfare direciors who . tlons chat free and price. tunches were being

filed affidavits contending that thé fodds had not pro- seved to all necdy chﬂdun (lhe sudits” did disclose -
- dued hunger ‘or malnglrition. Thow alfidavis wete * that ia some districts, through officla) “spaiby ‘o mis- -
i z: and conectod by 14 010 Investigators who had - understanding ol uncleaz federal guidelioes, 27 por cent'
o dispalched bo round up evidence wpporﬁn; the - 10 90 per tent of eligible children were not receiviag their
g Demmunn denlnl of food ald. - entitiément), whether there wefe procedures adequate to -
g Department I equally concetned with unwar- . prolect the noayinity of recipicals (there were lnsuffi-”
- rapted_ocounty eHorts to_ distribute commodities. Each  clent safeguards), wheihée controls over the recelpt and -
: g‘u the Food Distribution Division of the Food and  disbursement of funds were used only fo peovide hunches
: Nutritioa Serviee mma wome 60 adminlstrative analyses 1o the needy (many non-néedy children were Included
ol distributing lcti\ititt The regioaal offices .~ and midny meal counu were, erroneo\u lcldm; lo over :
“sdminbstrativel levkv |b6ul af of the reciplent agencles charges). - 4
every year with wams coiposed of goc regiopal staff - ‘rhcse dudits did k:d to action by xhe Depmmem fo 1w
member and & reviewer Lrom the applicable slaié agency.  redress the simation, but the 1 per cent cutreach meany
" 01 also conducts 200 sudits mhuatly of commodlry . that most program rule violators stili go uncheckéd valets =
: prom In 20 states. o - pareols make complaints. Even when they do complala
. b moalto however, mely peoduoea knowle(ge « OIQ, as'a’ matter of policy, Is not bfongbt In unfess, &- "
: kbclphal fa ey, g distribution, When Seaitor Charles - cording to Assistant Secretary Lyng, “i's 8 question of ..
: rcz Republican ‘of Illinols, asked the Depariment In  gross violation of law or ros discrimination,” Most .
. 'the fall of 1971 how miiny counties um. pients from . comiplaints abe {ermed “sdministrative” and rovted back '
centers which wre In excess ol 50 miles £rom the homes - -ta the regional officck and thence back to the states and -
‘of recipiénts, the answet was “we do not have this infor- ~ the school officials against whom coa\phlnu wete Jodged. -
mahon.‘ Not did the : De nt have specific data - It ks only the ?enlslenée of citizen gioups yuch as the
about the aumber of countles offering truck delivery to  ~ Child 58 that 1s the Depmmem rmny‘:
lhevldmry of mplznu o¢ personal delivery at no charge '~ to con!rom and remedy Comphlna. . .
1o the crippled and housebound. To ask the Department Loy
T gof mm;’m ‘about & .au.f’d‘wbuuon n.}es mc?.gy o Rescarch % 2
- by county ‘°"““ g time for 60 answer. To Inquire - The food program rtuuchclfomoltbebenmmnt .
lzoul aties of he time periods durlag which  underscre ity lack of Interest In rmdmg out’ wphom the
¥

*there iy public oonf‘;cjadgn that commodities aré svailable " programs e feaching and whom they bypass. The De-
I 60 recelve the » confenticsy . partnient has po sccurate figures on the percentage ‘of .
wre encouraged o iake distribution facilities 'C“*’ib‘f efigible persons wha receive food stamps o commodies,

gto all potentiat recipients.™ on the gross numbers of the elderly poor who are not
17 The hard truth seeiss 10 be that umlacuxy dita aboul belped, of ot the rachal composition of participants. With
the obstactes to effective food delivery will never ¢ forth- . no ided of whom they are tot feeding, the Department
227 coming from the Depmmenl it Is content to provide 90-  has no useful feedback erabling it to devise appropriate
= ealled “stand Tence™ to state ag as goals  program changes to guatantee that as many a3 posyidle
fot food dis!ribuuon programs using Department-supplied  wilt be fed. Atter four years of virtunl fnactivity in -
operatiag expense futids, but it makes 09 effort 1o compaze  vestigating how best 1o sefve the poor (other than to
ams with the standards o see how well they  study Some aspects of school food service), the Depart-
maich, The mised reality of some success and much  ment finally agreed fn August, 1972, to spend o tolal of
- failyre fs Bot brought dul unless private citizen groops  $220,000 fo study food program effectiveness in selected
are on the fookout. The Depariment ks quick to act de-  ¢ounties in California and Alabama in order to determiné
fenslvely 1o private criticlsm with the implication that * why familics ‘o not participste and what the actual
7 ¢itizén groups afe not well-enough versed in program  nutritional impact of the programs ls. The results may be . -
. opeeations to understand. The lack of nodmlandmg it - mdy by 1974, One thing they will not disclose Is whether
fuch thete be, iu directly attributable to USDA's failure , f given cash instead of stamps of commodities,
to explote lnd dmme the shocicomings of its own pto- t do 13 welk, belter, or worse in impmvlng their tiutl-
g, uonal satus. - :
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; :Summdry et ; mn;m schools withou Iurrhm 10 obldn Iool mlu ‘
LA rtvcanst of USDA 1o Bpetmpoie by P hen tt comes 1o elgbily tondords verning
v *mmm““u“mmm# federal food assintance, USDA has Been Inconsiien ta it
rd'dmm :

:‘cjmnc?d lob‘bcd dcrc;lmmou:"%a tt‘lde dﬁlm'ol diu
. wol rer nek were
X Mm zs:{m*w m«:&d ::omnz m "’73"5.. ’m ,:uptr‘mp'oud :3 gwn guideliney,
are perml opdm re, W ] taa;oldd Mo restrictive, hems checper,

commoduy disrBhdon. wmlmm locel standards Aave been atlowed
. L lmm«. M Adve b= 10 Hand,

il 145, USDA 1o i AR e R o, '""“,”u:'m ‘i’;,:’l,i&“ e
makes Iu o errtow 10°- Whed nationwide for food niamp teclplents, stales aré . -
! : " still permitted 10 3¢t thelr owh Incomé standards fob com- -
np eliplbility .b«n 'blxmﬂy anw maﬁ, wsers, This is In splie of requésts by siste tom:
Pwoklga Gudn and the Yiegin [hands, - s modity directors Jor a Aatiomwide eligibibiy standard. -
3. AS of February, 1972, there were ten mwk:ou“ 9. State and local funds amosat 1o 435 than Gén per
the UnM Sites iyt any fomdly Jood © ¢ent of overall program resources in mmlon with food
1 :ranw 15 pev cent ix connection with commodity dlarl- -
5 i
’ ul uzex " es )
d - unm!onb:!aalu/w decision making. :
10, USDA:pdmay pl'ommomr ’l:!of g
axswre that federal money b not belng qued ‘o,
. llegally spint, Uy Nag linlg effective mochinery 1 seé o - *
§ Ut oS federol money It being wed 1o eliminate Runger i
i ab;::;mm:;mnmdmwmmmwu S

11 USDA has not been Inerested s cupporting re-
search to determine whether and Ao Now ity food programs .-
medor}ﬂtnd;kmbwn«tmbmlmwdlm»w L

jAruiToxt provided by Exic [IN i ks : . - N o %
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andNa i ]

-0 The consequences of the labssez-faire poticies adopled

i leb:Depnmenlb(Aﬁculnuelnmmin;lbelm-

. pementation of federal food programs are seadily foce-

= seeable. We specified them four
them pow. ;

The hu temaln a Federal problem it you are
8 counly m; or wellare official and a stats ot
local peoblet i you are the Department of Agriculture.
Local faitures o deliver are supporied by federal faitures
10 intervene.- No jurfsdiction b willing to accept the full

214

Program Defects
ol Nglct

yenrs ago. We repeat

i

The ipplicants, most of whom have o return evéry - 0
three monthd 1o be certified once agaia, frequently find o
the application offices physically fnadequate 10 sccomme-
date the work Joad. In San' Antonlo, Texns, the offices .
ware described by 3 wildeds defore the Board of Inquiry -

4 *s cattle-like corral” adjoinlag # glue factory:

-Many applicints stitl bave to :ﬁ:ed an eniire day o1 more
waiting to be processed at an of e In South Caroliny ot
the District of Columbia, . The breakdown that occurred

In New York Clty In the fal of 1970 aad speiag of 1971

tespoasibility for seeing that the benefits Coogress in
‘ wmnpoa'ubehu’nnpoormr reach them.
- Food Stamps—Certification .
10 1968 ‘we deplored rigd certification procedures
administered by local officials which prevented _many
eligible persots from recelving food stamps. 1n particular,
“- we coodemned inadequate office hours at lacoavenient
" offices, eom’p:x certification nqg:hmnu.bymd the forced
- depeodency of em y émployers’ coopert:
LT L R ey

Today weé cia cépeat the same Etany, ooting that the
Dupartment appears, if anything, to hive exacerbated
these defects In the system, making certification more
onerous than ever. The Department still ¢xerts no super-
~ vision over the number of offices a particular copnty
opetates or the hours those offices are open to the ublic.
That is leh entizely 1o the Jocal wellare budget, which is
the easiest available tazget for economizers. In fact, the
1970 food stamp law thay prove retrogressive in this
connection b it presents Jocat certification officers
. with the prospect of &

Bt THR ! Ia '} YJ (.
mted. ot oot likely, 1.7 million

{acrease
g trom the lncreased income eligidility levels and
docreased puechase requirements) coupled with an equ
Metantial | hllbe"( 0 ‘l 1::“:“
applicant {data o6 tax dependenicy, home meal delivery
1o the disabled, boarders and roomers and other unretated
persocs living in the bousehold as well as complete work
gstrat Lfmm quired for the first tinc). The
62.5 per cent fedenal share of certification costs for nod-
public assistance spplicants Is not, however, increased.

when appli had to line up &t food stamp offices in
ordet 1o recelve a date for an intake Inteiview over three -
months away is Gkely to recur with greater frequeney i
throughout the United States a3 the rumber of pogram
eligibles rises. The lines of elderly waiting freezing
wenhcrb:l 5:30 l:ll. in th‘e’ District k‘ol Columbla, to be
sure 10 be proctssed in one day are lengthen!
Ing shorter. In Jasuary, (970, two l'mnfldrhmdn,
In a fire in thelr home

red perlshed

ne in the District white thelr mother .
Wwas out waiting to s¢e her food samp case worker, Those -~ -
who cannot afford 10 pay for transportation scross town or =
across Ibe county of for'n baby-sitter to fake eare of sall 7.
children and those who cannot take a day off trom work -
(and have 0o night or Saturday office hours to utibize)
are shut off from stamps regardiess of néed. They form &
significant part of the 11.2 million unserved poor,’ :

The certification forms today ire, if an: ing, mope
complex than they were in 1968, The Deparfmeat's
certification lnstructions to state welfare sgencies contein
& sample application form that listy 21 question areas,’ F
most with several sub-séctions. In Arkansas the applica- -
tion ruas to five pages, Multi-bour Interdews ate com-- .0
mon-elsewhere, Bewilderment and reluctaice to particl-
paie are the direct products, Anyone who is willing 1o
certify to the truth of detailed list of names, addresses,
dollar amounts, and othce ilems cannot afford a lapse
in memory, : ' N

Finally, the life-and-death stranglehold of the em, loyee
over his employee's right Lo stamps has been ,uem&m.
Before it was up 1o each stale to set verification policies..
Now USDA has imposed a mtionwide requirement thal
income be verified by the production of wage stubs or




* samg lssuance’ line oL iy one tie or fores” statip
. buyers 10 Uge specific windows or 3
- Al one point, vatl

. Mine Workéns) eequired stamp buyers to stay outsde * -
*-and use e drivedn window during the winter, USDA, s
"ot course, permity Jocal officlals to handle these matteny. o

210 1968, Wt were critical  vlate

obty|
spesd

nearly $20.
gt divghas Ry
ket 10 which that money iy




. Commodny Dim:bulion——Sroraéé
‘f;d In ma. nlonndthanbeewadu themselves did pot

e m.',, éfz%a ;ﬁ | ti |
mﬂw §"3§i

b &tva!utnndeomplueoﬁnty ferformance in reaching

: s major tole toMnl!\eptobkmd
,kevl’;etnmncmco'mmlotwbelhen}zymhm

¢ !omnnce wifl result. -
School Lunch——Fu" Pamcfpcrion
wmmm:mlmumwmmn' ‘

g a" |

u luﬁur«v Mmq M&
wb«umrm

USDA. obulm Tocts a0 figures wheq 1t 1s uader the -
Coﬂ;reuxoon]m 1t fakes 40 atterpt 10 do 96 [n order .

poot. Thé Department clalmg that “we bebieve that
is desirable W0 h the state a0d local governments play
needy people,” but

puylng any role at all. Once responsibility Is transferred, .- - =
Department attémpty 1o nuke 60 ;umnm that pet :

In (968, we did not dead extemuively with the pature
“a6d dimensions of (be falhure of the sehaol hunch

cementes, \dlhlcceuonlbeuptmol-_‘
-bepu{mpt has gought to relieve this expe

£ with local

jmd mmdu doclde which USDA donated foods will be
koﬂrred 1] promm mimw‘sok hppmhwntun.

aiging. The -

ey ‘ol - andled
mcd.h ts willing o repest and repeat that “states - n the (
redueod tmieal 0 every ticed

be moduwf:uzcm p'oupcomposedo(ﬁ;:dl;lb;:: :
WONED' eparln;uum A I
study, Thelr Wmu had s polites] répe o

to some s} 3 { .
% program’s pUEPOKS, mnkina_uwhe_oluneu, Lo

Dcpmmem ] rehml 10 ¢£0s

that the * vloutoepet ean ¢ {‘m

i ;
quest 1s covuioed 1 USDAS admisgion that

enth tigible fot this program.™ On the hand,
Edr:e:g,y emg:li'ed“‘ fo Congréss, Mmm.

B ) . Perzant of stimated
o 9 Fi ribution
‘“W’ﬁm:’ 16488 16862 102
Miss. 6912 1328

106
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thefr
: 'lchxvemenlo(tbnobjecuve lnlheumémme

i+ locad prerogatives oot to feed the by menud
‘ehmlmuon o( hunger lh:oush v.be -sdsmoe
ln 1968, we fameated the failure to provide ubod Tusch £
lolwo-lhuﬂ s of the poverty-striken public tchoolchi!dreu
Today we depiote the continued fallure finally
- Junch gap and m;lnb:rcmu!n;lus
26t who should be fed on o' daily

it : :
~ﬁ;umeoun3ybyoounryonthem!numberolpem ,pmch aze clear: 18,000 schools withewt facilities, afl, a5 -
~mmmntmdwbwummumdthem T

qmmamdahouthedemolpubd tod:

a4 1

Departmeit tefusal 1 ¢aceoach upon’ usumcd slate and -

side the Istue of whether the same 10 million fe
als0 entitled to breakiast should dech‘n) Tbechn(p, et
cause of that faikure has been USDA™ tefusal 1o Unplement - =
Congress” mandate (hat ¢very state extend the hunch pro-
i 10 every school within the state 18 4000 a8 possible, = -
That refusal has, we have demonstrated, beens motivated =
mpcnbybodgewyoomem inpulby rtsdncdoulg 3

" Whatever its basls, the results of the Ialssez-faire w ;




L2 So B !a ‘that an ln!endouny usdernourished noatood
7 assigtance budget and w refuctance 10 pressire the states
"o fo force ¢ 16 panicipale keave Boston and Philadel-

o phla whh l;rge nhmbev of Inneg<ity chikdied who have
-7 pp place to go for Tuich aad catlonally deprive nearly

E 900000pootpupmolmed;huom at poon.

- $chool Lunch—Certification - .

Ta 1968, we described the Tack of uniform standrds foe
determining when a child should be fed f:ee of at & reduced

; The standards now hive béta supplied: a val-
;ﬁmaomnoa coststiog of the poverly level, with
! ::Pnerﬂooumdenhnp ‘at the option of the states. But

nimal aniforinity has not simplified certification. The
" 'determination of inability to piy, which should have béea
eined by 1 ooe or Less affidavit form supplied
E;Vthe Department,
. sepaiate inéome Hoch In Tosks; requires costly notariza-
" tioh i Texas; probés Into parental employment status in
e Clifornla; detaands n
- Alabata; requlres lists of places where the lamily spends
its pyoney la Minatare, Nebeaska; and put into geaeral use
7 a thteefactored itcome scale (.vhun; Income levef, fam-

emrm even the veferan tax-table decipheree’ What was

; supposed to e automatic feiding upon receipt of
;theﬁned-inlomtumslntollenday
information.

. School Lunch—Discrimination

1 The faw forbide schools from singling oul feee fusch

recipients and making their non-paying presence known.
- But abuses m. honetheless. W;:l‘I !uni‘zthrgl‘l' lr; Po'kl
City, Okl =t 3 gnated table for free
mﬁs udents; leewgkll:nyhm schools catled ot the
chosta pames over the Intercom; San Astonlo schools
reserved “blue Uckets™ for the poor studehts; some fowa
schools gave free hunch reciplents tunch cards embossed

“districts forced needy children lomnd up and be counted.

R ooy o . B who wid
. _Souxh Dakota schools that they could not deay poor
whik ;mng them to everyone else; or

chkken- ot Mu‘uo:. Maloe, schools [ 10 ls

msullapan!le private soup program fot cents;
_Mobile, Alabama, schools that yeouldnotoﬂ«
Better, so-cafled “teachens’ hunches™ 16 the well-to-do, while
- yerving "type A" hunches to the poot; of Bostop schools
* that they cg’uid Bot exchude dessert from funch and charge

o extra for R?

x'1"he faw forbids schools from using the thréat of with-
drawal of free funch as a disciplinary measure. But the
- Depirtn¢nt allowed schools in Oklahoma to threaten the
" withbolding of meals if poor Indian chiklren were five or

IIText Provided by ERIC

* usetls, principals o dtsclplme pﬂ

mushroomed into & tangle of 13

proof of special needs in Mobie,

ily size, and number of children in school) calcul-ted to .

!ay to verify'

" with ideptifiable black stars; schoshs 'z some Kentucky
ptoviding less for -
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ten minutes tardy (the District of Columbla did this with

breakfast); Cherokee, Okhhomt. schools to deay grades

until Iunch bills  were ingfickd, Mnmh
ptgf by excluding them
from Junch. A Nebeaska school superinteadent evén wiote
to & Mexican-American father offsring to give his two
children freé hunches if and only if the fathee would agree
to sl the schools pcmculu lots of land 15¢ n stated pﬂu
Allohbﬂema{ incidents of violati

the patlern of thelr occursence and of the Depmmem‘
reluctance to police its own turf Iy mulmgly epetitive.

Inadequacies of the Appeals Process

Food stamp récipients have béén grasted no formal
outlet for mmn( known thelt demands foc noa-statutory
to federal, state ot Yoeal officlals, They
are pmnntt the right to a fair hearing when thelr bene.
fits ar¢ about 10 be terminated or reduced or when they
are otherwise aggrieved by the action of the state and
focal officials. - .
" That hearing applies caly to thelr case and doﬂ ot

necessarily genenale rights for thele fellow réciplents. The -~

hearing examiner, in any evest, Is still golng 10 be a state
ot Jocal official, even though not one previoudy ln
in the case,

Tbeumebennn.pmeeuho!dt for commodity
tribution, althouph it was peovided by Judicial declslon
not Department of Agriculture regulations, yatil March,

1970, when the Secrelary, faced with a Jawsult, agreed to

abide by s 1969 Supreme Court decision and
states to hold fair hearings. Falr heating boards, of m
are com , for the most’
forts to a the componuon of sich boards have ot
met with much success. {n New Hampahire the state Jegal
nn;i-povrny agency sought pnsuccessfully to have uch
panel composed of a representative of the ‘county, the
Jocal community action poup anda mrphu tood reciplent.
The state commodity ulribmoudcn the proposal
lndkhlhec(ml!hye lontts free 10 sppoi
hearing boirds of their own choke, . - - )
The parents of school children have 20 right to pnmcl-
pate in state and local decisions about income eligibility
kvelsonnyotbrtma)orpmgmhmm are ¢b-
tited to be notified about the program’s standards and
procedures after the fact, either dy mail oc notices sent
hotoe with thelr children. They, too, hive bearing righls
it their chitdren are denled hunch benefi its. .
The poor increasingly have had to turn to what ought to
be the last—aot the firt—repository of thelr complaints
~—ihe courts. Thus the Department's Office of Oeneral

Counsel has continually increased its budget for additional

attorneys to handle the legal challenges. The resulting
man-years spent in fighting the poor in the courts (16
man-years budgeted for 1972) are as great s those that
are npended on monitoring staté and counly welifare
agencies and focal school boards to make sure they are
delivering all the benefits to which the peedy are entitled.

, of local officlals, and ef- ©
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| Summary

Food Stamps

1. Certification procedures are lime-consuming and un-
duly complex. Detailed information requlred of apglkw:
is bewildering. State Incomes musi be verified by em-

~ ployérs, @ situation which, particularly tn the case of

migrant farmworkers, puts the workers at the mercy of
employers who have an Inducement lo overstate wages

“or otherwise signal 1heir non-compliance with minbmum

wage laws, . : )
2. Delayt in purchases of Jood stamps are built into the

_ certification process. Authorization cards are not piven

stmulianeously with certification, thuy requiring the re-
cipient to make @ second trip 16 the Jood stamp outler in
order 1o buy stampy. . - )

3, Wihth more and more banks Mandling food stamp
yales and limlicing the pool of stamp buyers they will serve,
many reciplents w0 ¢ forced 1o travel long distances to
other outlets, Some banks restrict the site of Jood stamp
issuance lines and vesign Jood stamp buyers to special
windows or make them stand in ling outside. USDA exerts
no conirol over tocal Implemientation.

Commodity Distribution

1. USDA has refused to promulgate uniform nanon-
wide eligibilicy guidelines, thus aliowing state povernmenis
to Impase their vwn standards. State standards may also
be denied by bocal officials with Impunity.

2. The location of distribution cenlers remains a dis-
couraging factor In commodity participation, and USDA

218

makes #0 effort 1o gather Information ca Aow rany
counties serve recipients Jrom centers which are In excess
of 30 miles jrom recipleit homes. Hours and days of dis-
tribution are lejt 1o focal discretion.

3. Storage of commodities has mot improved signifi-
canily in_the past four years. USDA does not have a
significant program of warehouse inspection to guaraniee
minimal standards of sanltatlon or refrigenition, -

4. USDA muker linte attempl 1o obtaln focts ond
ligures on persons potenijally eligible to receive commodi-
tles for the purpose of evaluating county outreach per-
formance. ) .
School Lunch

1. USDA refusal 1o cross siate lines and vigorously en-
force program standards has Jrustrated achlevemens of
the Congressional objective of bringing all needy children
into the school lunch program.

2. The process of determining Inability to pay for school
lunches is unnecessarify complex and confusing to the
parents of potentlal participants.

3. Despite legal prohibitions against discrimination tn
the serving of free lunches, abuses persist and USD A & .
apparently unwitling tc. intervene in local situations.

Appeals Process

The inadequacies of the local appeals process hus meant
that the poor increasingly have been forced 10 turm to the
courts for redrers of grievances.
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- stamps instead of 3

the stamps. What Bappens o the other 12.2 millioa? They
wre clther progra push-ouls Of progrim dropouts.

Thé former predominale, Shightly miore than seven mil-
tion of the M.'summ leon:u’blicudmnoe'mivcd

starpe tn December, 1971, All were eligible, The toc-

! . who choose not fo participate
in § program that inexorably detaands they Invest a spe-
cific amount of thelr m income tn food one of two
timcs 8 mohith, Fothauaee;tlmi)!o”guumlngnoo
4 mouth had to come up with $26,50 every two weeks ot
$33 06 o¢ about the first of each month, A family of six
with $330 from wock o¢ welfase his to pay out $48.50
wmhmoothly or $97 monthly. - .

The poot ate unable elfectively to control their meager
casd Buw 1w st s program's inflexible demands. They
may get pald ob the finst, but be out of sutficient mone
fo pay for the seco0d instaliment of stamps on the 15
because of intervenlng peeds. They may have the full sum
available by the but that is $00 late. The food stamp
program was ot end be taflored 1o match the
flow of thelr Inmome and expendingres.

The new regulstions now in effect nationwide try to
ease the [ron righlity of the purchase requirement by
permsinting any housebold to elect to purchase as litde as
one-quarier of its allotment st issuance time, But the
household candot receup that portion of its stamp allot-
ment i is unable to pay for, which means that it will be
only & one-fourth of cac-half program participast. Nor
are there any indicatiods yet idespread reli upon
Md‘m«{nuuamudempe&ommehmh

biol,

L 2

participants sre among those

&
g
g
i
ge
g
85
z
g
2

g
§

purchasing’ power for that month would amount
§13.78 l:{21«“3.2!‘

n’a:;d Mc?s;mmmnymdam

cash grant 54,

it chose. fodeed, it might $30 to doctors’ bills
still have $10.25 more food pux

food stamp users ($54—330 va. $13.73).

The Administration revised its welfare reform program
in the spring of 1971 to meet suggestions by the House
Ways and Means Committee that food stamps be converted
{0 cash, thereby raising the cash floor fot families of four
without cutside income from $1,600 to $2,400 In rates
such a3 Missiasippl, Arkansas, Alabama, Louisians, and
.’oum(‘uolinl.l’rbtwlhn.dxevellmprop?nlos

E
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. Month
1) a) Cash (welfare) $131.9) $1,600
b) Less cash spent : B
foe food stamps . --34.00 —408 .
¢) Total cash available 9933 11927
2) Value of food stamps  108.00 1,29¢
3) Tolal purchashing :
power (le 4+ ) 20133 2,488
4) % total purchasing
power tied up tn food 5%

{t was only the cashing-In of stamps that gaved the =~
$1,600 poor from haviag 10 devote $2 per ceat of thelr -

purchasing power 80 food of be penalized by receiving

0o food aid whatsoever. For families at the $3,000 Income
kevel, the percentage of purchasing power in food stamps
would be 38 por cent, absent any metper of stamps und
welfsre, As a Representative Sam Gibbons argued:

What family in Ametics, poor or otherwise, wants ;
to be compelled to recelve over balt its total pup-
chasing power In the form of scrip which ¢ap only
be used for one of its needs~lood—and on
penalty of receiving 66 family food assistance at i
unless it submits to this compubsory budgeting?

What family wants eve1 more than oae-third of its
purchasing power ted up in food, untouchable in
emergency? The average Ame
only 16,5 per ceat® of its disposable income in food.
&lnol:d&eﬂk average ll‘milyiii Imbd is gegber lh;:

t typlcal poot family, but miust the
locked info & forcible formula which m&eﬁnm .
spend three times the average for food alone?
Recently, Senator McGovern called for an  Income

guarantee 10 the non-working pooe of $3,400 In cash and -
$600 worth of food starnps. To the extent that this focuses
on the possibility that, under the complex pattern fof
determining weifare grant levels In tbe Administration’s
welfare peoposal (some households might not gat the full

value of the food stamps borusts Lhey bow 1éceive trang- -

lated into ¢ash), such an approach makes sense, No ooé
should be huirt by welfare “reform.” To the extent that this -
expresses his estimate that Congress would give $3,400 -
with food stamps oa top more readily than $4,000 in cash,
it may be good srategy. To the extent that this is & deter--
mination (hat 35,400 in cash plus $600 in food stamps
Is better than $4,000 in cash, the plan ignores the Interests
of the poor. . . o

Non-Participation—Non-Cost Obstacles.

We have previously detailed many noo-cost bacriers to
participation In the food stamp program, barrlers involv-
ing certification and & , discriminatory ot
{ssuing banks, delays in mailing, loconvenient Jocations of -
issuing offices. These difficulties and the problem of secur-
ing the right amount of cash at the right time are com-

$1,600 coupled with the food stamp all
upon such Income ($34 cash for $108 in stamps) would
have forced stamp users into the following pattern:

pounded by the problems associated with usisg the stamps
at grocery stores. Some stores, I uibaa and rurai areas
alike, simply refuse to accept food stamps, no matier how

Vin 1973 ol figure & 136 per cons trcluding 3.8 per cont Jor food awey from home.

ricmhmity spends Sl TR




_lnumdyndembhume. Me bazk 150 Feders!
< Reserve they miy be. Not 4o recipients have 1o by.
m‘""}’;e:"d’WCM sofes to travel to find an sccept-

'fbunbeym
| k-oy

~tPood|hm usets are Just tike re lupumexce
mtu ;moaéondhvetonptnumdr pt

i mm:wmmmpdf«mmmmmmr

., cotniposed of bot-food stamp items such is naphing or
’wup. or clearly-labelled im p‘:sded mruwlndudlu

i kummnadhm&bmmummd
oa toekpeasive Imported meit) Indeed, there may

mmpabh bt whote form s not so when a bottle
depoalt must be pald. Stamps wéee declared out-of-bounds
fot contalner depouits following o
puunem of Agriculture ruling eHective March, 1992,

: ‘eau'u establishiments make less sense. For éxample, food

. ansp Feciplents may 8ot ter thelr slampe to buy éarry-
out ocdeadlrled eucken,lmthcy may use mcnuo buy

Ie crean. ;

- Suppose we!ood

able groceries.
the et 2 plckel ia retusa? Not if the store waots (0 keep

eredit obip in ciigbis fuud 16 ooly st

'fhe Degradadon o] the Poor .‘ :
themselves b its balimark, (e

Bought bag of

1o hide the fact thal & stamp user's freedom of choloe
dﬂmbwtbenmelrgedomnmkodbymzoomn-
# bon othér Amercans who buy their food with cash.
= The(oods'mppoordonamﬂmhdrlodwdu;hdly
Tbelréotnphmupowmlpmke remedy, the substitu-
o of umlotnumptmannowldemm;o(
17 total 'a0d Antional ocganizationy committed 1o
; wmwmpmn&m mz.me'

ERIC
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$0,000 retall grocers do acéept stamps),
on !ognd;ucnmlnntofy treatméot in the

containing most lood-'
):u Argentiniag hamburger, (The. inumion o thé ‘ine
of imported :

L quotas
7 even be s third pile for returnable bottles whose contents -

Deoember. 1971, De- -

] Reguhnouwm;memo(mpu;“uuom“ )

: umgcudmmwdmszs@,
worth of stamps in peyment foc $2.48 worth of approv.
Dots the clerk aocept he stampé and plve

‘it ctgtified tatus, The store'must 1s of March 1, lm,u :
the case before 1971, give the custoener & token of .

mm {of ts chaln counterparts). m}ia;sel\;ncu!-j

tural | Appropelstions Sybcommities apparently became | i1 the forin of
upiet Jo the wimaier of 1971 whe it discovered that -
‘samps were being exchanged foe cash fo change transsc-
ﬂomudpenudedlhe&utewhnhmdngmtd\e ¥

ability of the poor 10 take care o!, .
samp program carefully o
:ndmlnetﬁyhbehmhmqumumn- B
tial wastrel, Snw automatically sccompanics every stamp- -
roceries. Thers is 80 way 1o avoid belng -
* sdvenised to the slore-golng public &5 “poor”, so way

l, I w0 .
- dco'tdhs.todemnd:hnmepurchmo(nou-foodmn

be uutbonud to call for permission 1o recelve cash fo

change fess than 50 ceats, & recommend that restaurant
mealy be purchascable with stamps by the elderly and

- disabled. Al of these re!omu sre disguised dmmds fot

¥tamps 1o bo replaced by cash,
Most spokesmen and sdvocam lof the poot support

' switching cash for stamps. Dr. George Wiley, Executlve

w‘g of the National Welfate Rights Organization, has
Sum m]demetlgl:; It's n‘:nyolslndln;out
[ gt
Pmldcnt Iohn:onl fn szmmn“ g

m\ismolstmpcddiye: mmwhﬁ; .
uhidons peveniog bl . S s Mabey e

m use.
ab?eJ Mwy‘:;odi.un thein at face vakad

i
<%
4
eiek

of at g
count 16 r-snds, stringers, of Jocal procery stored. Every
week since ‘the beginaing of 1971 1he Departraeal Ras
Bssued news reloasés announclrg that, ob the averags,
three 16 fivé stores bave beet jusp from pasticipating
in the program for a3 much 83 & year for permitting sd hoc
chsh-ing or ] sampt _lob\e‘e,lph::ged for
c]p-ctm. toilet paper, sip, o¢ other 6a-foad ems

Department “malntaing

'Tht Admfnbrratlve Burdm e
fort ks by 06 mean the

_onlyupec!oladmlnlueﬁnub:l ww g »w'

~eomum¢:depmmen

food store. omplinnce
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7 shelvet. , s O o0d S1amp Covler does the
- whole Job. , With s optional atiachment, JtBakches, =
190, .2 You tan Tease it from Pitnéy-Bowes for only - .
" Finally, there are the recipients the; &M‘ who under-
- standably constitute n built-ta fobby for e program's con-
tinued existence boca'e, whike ze!ﬁn{‘d'-e' damps inay
. be exSatisting '08d ¢: iseaning, notetbeless the samps kre
infinitely Wiperior 10 the nothing that preceded them, .
The sei-interest of these  In étaining food stampe -
"is_understandable. The "cooceta of the nutritionlsts” s
|5 somewhal lesy comprehensidle, If having stamps meany
> = (a8 curreht stathical petferts” reveal) tha
. the eligible individusls ver fe
¥ while woime of the participsting hall
. Ta'a portion ol the sismpe iflcpally o
alone ;< of them for pon-hulritious purchases,
ing samps fnlo equivalent chad and
- of seciplents creite any greater danger that the poor
b rished?. To assumé that Is 1o agtume that af " *
+least two out of every three pooe hotseholds will drastically .-
" misallocate their cash’ inconié iod igdore their food re. -
Qulrements either because thntinoomghloobsol: '
other batk necds 6r becamse adequale futri

g

 Whither Commodity Distribution? {
© There Is no wiy wgem sorageatlo m&. i

of desicable foods ccatalning 30 days’ worth of recom-
.+ mended dietary sllowances 10 evecy poot famlly Jo Amer- -
keu, not onless we were practically to 1 the ¢ :

&mm of food enterprise, Including buylng freczens fof

: oth y. ¢ s - e poof. aohmu&io'rm WHE‘NM “the -

i S Crimmed . recipieats, ] et nutrit W--nd one,:

Who is for Food Stamps? - . thalP'l:. except the [ ."'mm'md OmE PrOceson 10

., Thete are, of coucue, tame substantial food a-  whom the Departingat is poliically responsive, since it 1
< slituenches a3 there would bu for asy program that has  only the processors, dof the growers of the nanchers, with




And arv bousebound should have food brought to thém -
at home In ready-io-eat form, Pooy eWderly persoas who ' .

o who, ke ot bousebound, but tack effoctive cooking .
facilitied in thelr rooms of apantments, should have méals .~
prepared for their tenelit {n group seitings i community .
e wion bt I o maor expaslon of he el
Whither Child utrtlon? - L 00 food dervies program fo day<are children (or, picfer-"
Cuah 1y ciearly the sohution (0 the second most sigaifi-~ - ably, & fatioawide child develop n&tommmat-ould
S LS E R Ll R
e and covert discrimination agalns eciplents of .~ expénditure 1 40d ¢ ;
ﬁuiﬁmwngmemmmm paised putrithoa program for the elderly (the President Js

reé : C

Aoe W anbiodant smorinty from federal, state, dnd focal © apparently seeking $100 miftioa for thiy pur In fistal

mmﬂu;bm‘mm&:wp«mhmmxbod ymm%). “ﬂl ’ 'PW "
unch §0 &by pu

e it st To Help Them Feed Themselves
‘ | [nghivlyoNir e bk bmmion
) <A an te
floor for everyone, permitting each membey of c&e '

housé-

“ hold to'afford and receive at home, 4t work, of I ichool,

‘ xﬁmm:'kthre;’ d.mue:&dng rep:dknolvlt:‘lbgr

member is n Infant, rly, pregnant, nursing of

1 adolescent (with no household r’eedgnskuﬁuncwu-

sistanée In dotlar amounts than it now obtains froot weltare -

v and food stamp bonusés) and (2) that lncome is furnishee

d\m;& A simple, comprebensible, :}::Mydy te‘t:l&
A b & (] ¢ 1, ‘ o E

[ 3R

- the human dignity of the reciplents of the income Of des- -

, wwmﬁf;& d kst ol the lncqme &€ d¢ :
That is 3 tall order for a sochal progiam to fill. But it

Is the oaly leasible way 10 end hunger and malnutrition fn - -°

dorbepagts ..
Whither Other

bener.,itg éould, the principle bay 8 natural Bmitatios. _ ing, Aowever berieficial, with g food th
-+, It does ol extend 10 those who must be fed by otherd if - hay not worked, (s not working, and never will work, .
* ey are 0 survive notriooally. Poor chikdren fn day- - We cannt bope to fred the poor. - R
: cepters must be furnished meals. Poor elderly persons _ We can. only guarantee them the opportunity 10 feed
5 'memmb' Lol teals for b - :

Q
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'POVERTY IN 1870

Povadty and Race/ Ethnie
- Origha

-

INDIANS, CHINESE, ETC. 1.5%

ILL AND DISABLED, 14 TO 64 4.7% ©
IN SCHOOL, 14 TQ 64 .
. 6.6%

FALTIVE g
1490 64 BYs -

Poverty and Work Potential

: : MALE 14% .
Source: Tha Poor in 1970: A Chartbook. Published by the FEMALE 10.8% INCLUDING 7%
Obfice of Economic Opportunity by WITH CHI

LDREN UNDER 6
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. ihe poverty

 Appeidi2
The Poverty Lne - .

T
.&umdmuxﬁymww« & gning

- that they were Appropriate ! Ui
. but ‘not suitable foe use as lidividual criteria of peeds. '

wheatific validity because it was bqed upoa Individuat -
recall. Longitudinal surveys of what poor famities sctually *
“spend on food over a pé ) xlst.
- Whia SSA published its roverty ¢riterin, Jt annow
o

Poticy-makers promptly procesded o Ignode this warnln:

o i e e o e i
and cligivility. $$A revising the odginal mewsure’
in §969 1o reflect 1963 information oa family food cde-

g
| -4
£

foveny were 80 are both asbitrary and laso

S R s
. It offers at an emerge iet, ’ term

ﬁm. 1t is deficlent in u?c:t’ vitaming lnd‘-moe

adequately. -
#111‘ 3314% income loput into food wis derived from
8 17 year old dood consumption survey which had scant

. {not merely f00d) contained in the Coasimer Price
rate. The ~ (CPI). E o :

- of goods and sérvices, but rather the cost of participa

patieras which would bave resulted In caislng
the Index by at least 10% . SSA even puggested investjat.
ing ahernate modehs of Income sdequicy based on factors
1 than food. The response of the Bureau of the Budget
(oow OMB) was to sbandon any m;lyslsdlﬂnﬁwerly
m:::}:u I:rhile asigning no othee agency responsibility for
revisigit. . S .
As a result, the compoaents of the poverty Jevel dave
remained frozen sloce the beglnning, akdough each year
an adjustment oceurs to reflect changes in alt

i

The poverty measure would be bad enough were i ap.
E‘:dhun on¢ month 1o determing who is rgedy, but,
ead, it s vsod on an anaual basis and thereby over.
Tooks millionis of people who fall below it for weeks or
moaths at & time during & givea year. The et is that (e
proper measize is nol the cost of buying wooié fixed set

&

in 1 social and economic aystem that continuously trans-
forms luxuried into necessities. ;

general overall evatuntion,
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1968 Recommaendations of the aunl of Inqulry

x Pmmblo

,i‘moo;o‘é'towiu gipan

: H

. solema prombss of the Emp)
%+ commitment would today be s reality 1on,nueepc the
_,mtnenﬂymdwpomny sieaiployable: ;

1betemustbeloommllmenlbylbeuhontoﬂte

‘~fmon"ionweverychﬂdwuﬁ,buound¢qum

t to eradicate

plor: tpace and plnce & man on the
tic lnterstate highway system.
80t been In thly ¢éntur
on os‘oml or humiane £6d,

efndukmumvelbemnnooblm
ad Wi mct,otwereﬂo\vto meet.the
Act of 1946, this

- See, 1041, mma«mamum”
tinulng pol 1u.dmpouibimy¢llhe?ederu Govern-

i ment o use all practicable mm...foﬂbepurpouo!
' m-nnnndmahumu

-+ « Sonditions uader which
will be afforded useful emplaymént

i opport

i lncludin. self-employiment, for those able, willing, and

. wekdng to work, ‘a0d 0 promole maximurm employ- -

R menl. producﬂon. nd purcbulng powet, .
Sec. 1022, (n)mhddentmnumnmlom .

s 0ot later than Janvary 20 of each year ln ;

P Y for

0.0

To these eods.vep(opouthelonowinp We do 0, how-

ever, not in the pirit of insisting on lhe specifics of any

single program, but rather ia the of saying that no
measutes of Jess seriousness thin &mmproposebe
will, we believe, accomplish what must be done. The

. governméntal study of bunger &nd metnutrition ow

undesway and ably directed by the U, S. Public Health
Setvice countel, and in particular, will
provide further to the program etds we have
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into Runger and Malnutrition !n the United. sutu

8 compé-
ith a real-’
nsohe wemusluy!hlnlloor'

B. There muu‘be [} :imihﬂy resohte commitment 4o the
v
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addressed ourselves 1o by Reeamnend-uom i1 XIv
befow. But chat study cantor reafistically be expected to
be completed before the clote of 1968, af the eantiesi, and
there is an emergency n0w and the need for emergency

. .

l .
Because ooe -fifth of the housebolds of che United Seates

' haye diets determined by the U S. Department of Agtl- -

cultute 1o be “pooc™; .
Because in bouseholds t! kow lnccme lmls, 36 percent -

subslst on “poor™ die

Becsuse the Depmmem of Agriculture has found that
the dict of Américans has «ieleriorated since 1935; }

Bedause our study has sh ywn that there are 280 counties
of the United States fn whi :h conditions aré %0 distressed
a3 10 wareant a Presidentii] declaration paming them as
hunger areas, and ihése ¢ xunties have deen nuned and
sufficicntly described in this report;

Because all evidence Indeates chat the worst of all health

- cooditlons exlst amofig migrant farm Taborers and on some

lndunmm-dom
that diet deficicncies in early

evidence
childhood cause lrrmm’blc organke and psycho!odcl!
brain damage;

Bmusecclvilmedpoople thnhulbenmns.doeswt .
wdﬂodlmlncmdmmshmnon hordenopfo(mlu
children and its weak; . - .

Asd, fioalty, because she very existence of ihe conditions
found by the Department of Agriculture, as well as our
study, s cooncluslve evidence that eéxisting ledeul food
peograms are terribly h\sutﬁcknt.

We call upoa the President to:

- wdeclare thata natiooal emeracncy existy;

—~{nstitute émergency food programs within these 280
. hunger counties, at migrant firm camps, ind, after coo-
whnk‘:\. with tribal councils, on selected Iidian reserve-

nnthmobedooeutheﬁmeuneueuonon
n-uooal resolve fo dispel bunger;

* st all available statutory authority &ad f\mds inclndlns .

Mnadcr&dmn.l’l.no‘luh gress cusioms
receipts; tader emecgency food and medical appeopriz-
tions (receipts) foe the &ﬁu Economic Opportus-
ity, and under the 1967 Social Sccunry Amendments
prordding forf federal participation Lo needy families with
children fo ordet 10 assure completely sdequate food
programs in these counties;

—ask Congress for Lmmediate ennciment of such other -
powers and appropeiations as he needs;

—unkolntbeuphculbumbomymdmndsptwlded
under the federal f to the extent that
doina L0 will not take funds away from other areas;

-repon to the poop!e by Scpumber l968 x numbers ol
needy
unreac (il there be lny) and the sutritional -'k-
quicy of the diets provided for all these programs;

—report, at the same time, plans for Jonger range pro-
grams.
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" have been held, and no

LI 2 ]

In our view, those Jonget range programs must embrace

provisions as comprebensive and &3 codcrete as the fol-
towing

( grams should be available to the needy
of every locality and should not depend on tocad or state
option. State and/ot local goveraments should be able,
howeves, 10 pre-<mpt ddministration of the food program
ob presentation of certifiable plans, and within the federal
programs there should be, in fact, some financial induce-
meat to eacourage them to do 0. No such pran should be
spproved, bowever, unti) well adveniised public hearing,
al times and places convenient to pro!nbﬁl beneficiaries,
plan should be certified that does
oot loclude an expeditious proceduire for appeals by a
pecson from & state or Jocal action 10 the designated federal
authority, which should be, we think, cither the Office of
Economic Opportunkty or the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, :

I
Feder) {ood ¢

N

1

The basle federal food program Jhould be the free Food
Stamp Program, as described below. The commodity dis-
tribution program should be solely & surplus distribution
program, providing surplus commoditics, whed available,
to food stamp holders at ptices well below prevailing retail
prices. As Is aow the case, commodities should also
made available to certain hospitals and other organized
institutions.

v

Eligidility for food stamps should be keyed to income,
dependents, and medical ¢ The forprula, in the first

" place, should be based on the resolve that diets meeting

the current standards of the Recommended Daily Allow.
ance shall b¢ made obtainable. This formula, In the second

ace, should bear some negative relationship to the same
actors of the federal income tax,

‘l‘

At fevels set by law, persons should become eligible for
varying quantities of stamps without fucther investigation.
We think alt beads of houschoids or dependent adult
individuals should be required to file a simplified federal
incoms tax return (4o 30 require woukd, obvivusly, neces-
sitate that free and dignified assistance, through the Post
Office or other agency, be made available Lo those unable
to do the chore themselves). A perforated voucher could
be attached to the return, and the eligible individual could
simply present it, after endorsement by the official receiv-
ing his income tax return, to the designated food stamp
official in order to tecelve his stamps. Enforcement of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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truth-telting would rest — ag with the Income tax — with
the Internal Revenue Service, using sample checks,

VI

An eligible persos should, thetefore, receive more of
fewer stamps depending on need, Since the <riterion is
need, thete would be, consequently, no reason that the
m"&enl Py anythiag at all for the stammps to which he
of she Is entitled. :

vil

A readily accessible means of repocting negative changes
should be provided, so that a person becoming, for
example, unemployed or incurring heavy medical costs,
can establish or enfarge his ligibility during a year. Again,
a0 affidavit system should be used, with truth-telling en-
forced by the Internal Revenue Scevice. ‘

Vil

The aim belng to aschieve adequate diets, the law should
recognize the special dietary needs of pregnant women, the
aged, infants, the skk, snd perhaps others. Such persons
should have their stamps adjusied upwards in monetary
value, and this vould be done most simply on the basls of
a physician's or public health nurse’s endorement.

IX

o furtherance of the resolve that every child have an
adequate diet, we believe that school lunches should be
available 10 every child earolled in public, private, or pa-
rochisl schools, up to and lmlud:gemh grade, a3 well as
in kindergarten, Headstart or other pre-school centers,
nursery school, and day care centers. The tunches would
bave Lo conform 1o federal nutritional standards. The part.
nership between the federal, state, and Jocat authorities
might well be o the basls of the federal government pro-
viding all the food, with states and Jocal authorities sdmin.
Istering the program (subject to an ed federal plan,
which, as above, cootains nn‘;gpe procedure and s
adopted only after hearings), absorbing alt adminis-
trative costs {including that of transportation and sorage
of food within the state). State and/or Jocal participation
should be encouraged by effective use of such devices as
tax offsets of reduced grants-jn-aid,

§f other social purposes of government require that fam-
ilies who can afford 1o pay for lunches do 30, then such
payment should be provided for in a way that respects the
schsitivities of children and their patents, and Is administra-
tively simphe. To this end, we suggest consideration of 2
system of non-transferable funch stamps which would be
the only curr¢ncy acceptable for federally supplied lunches,
which would go to food stamp reciplents along with their
other stamps and which could be purchased by other pat-
ents at the issuing office.




X

= schoolmncbdo«ddupptopﬁatellybeuscd foe pradent

o enperiments with the palatability azd nutriional etfective-

*. oess of go-<alked fortified foods; if childréa found a liking

for \bém, ‘s market for those of proven autritional value
might develop. . )

XI;;

Either the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare ot the Office of Economic Opportunity should be di-
o tected and funded to etploy and soundly (rals a large
- numbet of food stamp reciplents (perbaps In a ratio of one
_tralnee to every 30 recipleats) as nufrition and bealth care
extenslon workers among the W;.:dﬂ"- tha states of

- Jocal governments should be encour by yome finaicial
Indycement to pee-empt this program on subimission of &
cenifiable plan, approved after public hearing.

X1t
: ‘Unu] such time as (he President Is able to tepon 1o the
country that 60 households (or only an insignificant num-

ber) have diets that (all below the Dy,
ture's eriterion of “good”, and that federal assistance Iy 00

O teaso-m-e
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logger & factor fn keeping them at that kvel, custom 1¢- -
ceipls under Section 32 should be made available as re-
quired to supplement other appropriations for the food
needs of the poor. :

X1

Medical, graduate, and nursing schools sow glve aston-
ishingly litte attention to tho diagnosis and Lreatment of
malnutrition, of 10 8 undenstanding ol its caused kad ef-
fects. They should give much mote, and the federal govern-
ment and foundations should finasce at the schools and In

 their own centers far more teséarch and trajalng i this

s, , .

X1v

Finally, we do dope aind urge that private organizations
concerned with buman welfare will address themselves to
this most elemental of all of humanity's problerss and that
cach will find within its pu: and resources its own dis-
tinctive contribution; and that all these organizations will,
a8 of thelr cootribution, contiouously 'monitor and
evaluale goveromental . To this ¢nd, and as a
first step, we shall ourseives distribute our principal find-
ings out dations to groups rep tative of
the nation's poor. :
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Table of Federal Food Assistance Programs i
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alrman P uxms. Our next wltness is Mr. Straus. o
', STrAvS, Thank you,"Mr, Chalrman, I have two statemente ;
and part 1T, which I would Jike to insert 'n the record o,(sl% :
Chairman- Pznxms. Without objection both wﬂl bo inserte 1 th

rocord, - el
{Statements fol]ow] g e

Suuunm or me:s B. S-rmws Passmzm, Nm'xouu. Cmm NUTB!'I‘(ON
s Pao:sc'r' Pagr1

Mr. hnlrman, m name 1s Lewis Straus and I am resldene of the Nmona\
Child" Nutrition’ Pr{ltecz & Federall hﬁ' Supl)omd non-pro fit: corporation - whieh -
g g ks to inoreaze pa lclpauon in chlld nutrition grograms, particularly among"
~ children from low-income families. In 1971 and 1972, I served as school lunch
ny ,dl tor for the State of New Jersey,

" Since this committes has been imtrumental in broadening the soope and

. effectlveness of child nutrition programs, I would like to urge it this afternoon to-

. take action which once and for all will guarantee that every school child ghall
i haye rompt. access 10 & nutritions lunch, no matter what school. he may be

aite
Publio Law 91-248 enacted ln 1970, pi'ovlded an excellenf. admlnistrative an
: ﬂnanclal mechanism for getting lunch to those children attendin schools ‘which®

~elected to participate in the National School Lunch Program.

,00
‘- 'schools did not offer their students tupch in mid-1970; bodaf' after three years of /
“exhortation, approximately 15,500 schools are still not taking part in the Iunc
. program. T Thess schools enroll about 5, 000, 000 chﬂdren, of whom at least twent

S eroent—-—o 1,000,000—are needy, . e , :
p ~Moreaver, there has been a m’;rke‘d stowdown in the rate at which schools a

- <~ child ‘nutrition lunds to furnish a free or reduce

“entering the lunch program. Between October 1970 and October 1971, 4,536, ne
-+ schools wete approved for _})artlcipation During the next twelve mont'bs :
. .Ocotber 1971 to October 1972, only 2,028 new schools chose to entef tho ) rogram.l

“-This trend {8 ominous, for it suggeets that the era of rapld school lunch expsn-ion‘

S A

sy Kt present gur hopes for further lunch expanslon rest on the goodwill of Federa :
state, and local program authorities, We are assuming that their. beneﬁcence.A
joined to ever—incre&slng amounts of financial asslstance, will do the job I am not ,

Sectlon 11 of the Natlonal Sehool Lunch Act calls for the aubmlsslon of | a sht.e
plan, due each January 1 and requiring the approval of the Sectet.ary o 'ﬁu :
“ - eylture, as & prerequisite to the receipt of Federal funds and commodities, This . -
plan includes a description of the way the state e gcatlon ageney intends to use

-price lunch to~ eve? need
.. ehild, Tt ‘also contalng a narrative of the state’s strate y. for exuen ing the tunch
“. " program to every school in the state. I prepared a state p an and it met all the
P rmal ¢riteria for an acce table document. But sinea {ntranst gent school districts

ent that fine’ wordsf

were no less stubborn n completion of the plan, it was e

. were futile if not bscke by a clear legislative mandate tof e lchildren. a < :

~4 0 "Five million children await such a mandate. Thelr t has been h ly

‘ r ublicized in Philadelphis, !n Bost,on, and §n Clevelmd it {8 no les palpab
o n glnaw, in Bayonne, an in gf Harbor City. Some of these children: were
- firgt graders when - Pyl 248 was enacted. In two montha they
. will enter the ﬁfth grade, and they are “still malnourished stm letharglo, ‘at

for otten. -

stron jr' support the extension of the school lqnch rogmm to all ubuo'
chools, ,v?hlch 583 propose in Section 14 of H R. 4974. pI would sugges fom'

~.chan owevers . -
. sf.i'e date by which a school food ;uthority preeently opemting one or morq‘
J):ograms is req’ uired to operate the program in all s¢hools should be ad-
dmce 6 Jufa 30, 1974, Oneca the basie structure of a school food authorlty {s
lace, rapid programexpansionthroughoutaschoo! district {8 feasible, -
nch program should be exten ded to all schools by September 1, 1974.
‘Aaumln enactmenc of this bill prior to the end of 1973, there ll be adequate
‘itaﬂ A og etary. plsnnln lme o begin lunch pmgra' the amt of th'
4-78 school year. S N
“This program extens{on ahould encom m 3 ether or not t re
chlldmen Tn e who quauf,‘v"f:r ree oF reduced-price lunches, T




s

» ju‘ tgiiﬂcation for two reaeons First, the nutﬁtlonal and soclal .
no

rosram are mpomnt enou S%ww wmanb m mcms:on fn o

ren of all économlig levels. n
hild or five cﬁﬁ n or even Aifty chh re,n whose 1o ,
citrant school bo gin a program ftdetested, . -2
would h that it ts oonséi utlonally permissible to provtd ‘g (3
seetlon to children attending non-public schools, We
aﬁ noﬂr&?ansdthe excluslve province ot the ﬂnanclally; 4
¥ P . :

13 or“Lawu B, srnws. Pan-r II

1 would like 1o take this o ortunity to addreu m selt aho
0 é rtotle ‘roblemz now. besetttn the Sum%?er feedlnf'pro gram, e
"The iumme leedlng program. or Section 13 as it is alao khown ia one of trls Sl
uring the summer in our Inner city and xz:o o
vlde lood to needy children who are. reclp!en of
1 Junches and breakfasta during the reguhr school year,
ohal aamtahoe durtng the summer mon

ay hu promni is stagnat [nf althou less than 20 peroent of the ehildreni‘
whb Yocelve frep or reduced price lunches during the schoo) year are ehec
« this hrogram dyring th ummer. The Department of Agrtcnlmm ahould :lng
B oo Donsrtanat b u" R O zé’.,» :
, , red— be 0 o
DoV tb{f !.."‘,I f:e ro m%nd to éut back

8 8
V? hildr hé
B:fgré eiuni w regumlons, !et Mo bﬂeﬁy rev]:avfi‘xé h!s
Lagt wsu vallabl
15 your ctorls S, Chatoaan. Logh thas 20 “".“‘%;;o
g |
vana {

USDA dlc
Ma and in gaeq “? ! l; ,
{n growt l% 'l%e fundins notmoat?;;gm«?d lt;
cla!a In many cities to plan tely f ooth and:
early weeks of the summer;” nd -
J‘z‘é&i%'?%‘ s
W s £
prev nt & rgcu?‘n?n of Qb!s unforfunato hen
e program sponsots Yd

Eln an ad o ntotlead- Ima, henew 4]
‘ubloi.&gdbe gy 5 tf hott w %
c' ve repes dy in Cong

: §D ublications }.ndeﬂua lecd— ims s P esser.t!pl

f [T er eedlnsprogum clals are truly comm
Important progmma Ueoess then theyahouldha mp&
ere oqt aevemllgm & wlfér

itghuses"’ B
i result‘?lrol?n the. ﬂ?cu#} ol 'ﬁn‘
{ephr,,s mh‘smd,bov@ms pEo equ

i 8

fred ;
hs when school is S



wl out ull t tuneh, The
te that'a eu plemei?t can onl{
l ag te for mor%u 6 d that
¢hildrén rémain t

3 hhil ‘resen tromllOOtouscen
o Juich at 12; fie [ supplement at 2 30 but thei a site at which’ chndren‘
ere tesont f:om 11 00to :00 woul allowed to serve anything at 2:30,
- new ont ee food | ewa from children all Across che country at a
}me ‘when spira ing fe e may bb causing ther to get leds food at home
n Newark, inm wnete of New Jemy. thousands of children recelved bre
Tants s well al ehies Tast suminer. Th his ear, these childress gither tecelve,o“ :
lunch; ox at beat uupplemen in & di on tolunch n Los Angelés, tens of .
“thousancs c» chﬂdren who recelved meal suppléments in - addition M lun hea
st yeu hsive be?n nled anything more thah'a lunch this summer.
- 'This cuit.ack of break uts eu pers, and supg lements—-coming at 4 time whén "
L Con -nas {nstructed -to expand the school breakfast ergr&m-—»ia[
. pus i But 1t is' not. unlntended ‘An internal USDA memo explal the a:nuv
i he new. regulatlons. and prepared early last winter for thén' Aule
{fg A Secreta.ry Richard Lyng, fi tly states that & mafor goal of ¢ l}:e new regu.
ifn u‘;mal“clruc)u perlmit the service of only one meel per day. per child exeept in
U
; e “Comr tteo to conslder what purpose theee new meel reatrlotlons,
D be esigmed to serve—except to save mone¥ :
- Cuiling back oh breakfasts, suppers, and sup ements should save USDA 32 ,
. 'mﬂllOn or more- over last’ summer’s expen turee But last summet ov ;
- mfllion n ?rogram funds went unspent. Is’ the Adm!nietratlon attempt ng to
epend even léus on this summer’s rogram? . -
I'do not know the anawer to this queetlon, bt 1 do know that when a n qtiat,,,
ing team for the National 12 e{u of Cities—~U.8. Conference of Mayors, of which
1w member, obfected to this aspect of the proposed regulations in meetings «
'with USD administrators 1ast March, we were told that they bad to operats
under “budgetary constraints.” This {s & raost pecullu' statément, ln |!ght of the
fact that the Admlnletratlon requested and Congress has now
prmtion of 3506 ‘million agaln for this program.  Perhaps the
. wish to inveat gete whether the Oﬁiee of Mansgement and Bu e
: ‘;tngeted a. lowerdm gvrtebor th g& pur%gr?ms e{xpeeodiﬁum andr a4 x dit ‘
- form of impoundmen regulation in order to kesp program e n ureen’"
L the$25— fo million rang g. P pIeE ” :

Other aspects of e ow re ationq equally serfous probtems “The Labor =

-~ Department announced last y t at ‘wholesale food ‘and farm prices for
: .,June 1973 were 34 0 ‘fmm above June 1972 levels, i!ut "USDA hag tPe fused to
““ralse las dy ment rates—for either the summer program or the
. year-roun day cere feeding program thet is also pm of Bection 13—by a elng!

nny.
g peTh’lre fusal to ralse relmbursement ratee whlch shou}d age!n be eoneidered'
. in'the light, of 1ast summer’s $21 million euﬁ) frea.d repercussions,
7 In New York City, all but & handful of New York City s 3 commub ity sehool i

" districtq have refused to come into the program this summer, largely because thy
60 cent relmbum Ynt rate for Type A lunches is bb low ‘$0 “cover: expe
Thousands of N cbildfen are |eft out of the na result,
"’,ctyo ca rieapomd Maythau eyWould vetodo

eeiguﬁ e ‘Agl d just lz;t—gr: ‘g e e” a{ge troin 'l‘v.sk ﬁ?&i .
on reporied én'l

ﬂeen in réas over last summer in-
nt eummef. Thesé officisls

po‘itut ) ‘ of geo:emwtfiqd that, ln

sed In thé su th lQ?Z an3°1972, duﬂpgs uc{ f‘
,;.ﬁg;g‘y;wm& ii.mergmw 5@4%‘5 e
_areas wh i% Tﬁi , ;’?&tm inqie%ﬁ%:emﬁﬂhns?vew indt i'i




ulrement d u a mult au aueh sltes have d.ro ed from the o m‘ Nearl SN
r%g %& dren who were sérved without E‘ﬁgblem laat, sugmm E ve beeg S
,-As"May 0{1 May and officlals in other cities have pointed out, affidavits are
oult efough to colleet overa perlod of months In the schools, where the children -
‘pl'etle &ﬁ day In an organised, institutionalised setting. 1o col ect afndavits’ o
‘  Ab: the b gim_xln,; of the summer s | proving extreme fﬁc f
o im{malb e, &t jhany | Inner ¢ty sumnier feeding sltee serving hundreds of
n'at one with limited staff,

ot another new reetrlctlon contalned In the May 8 re Iathns is the

that sites muat be located n areas for whleh do’;umeg?atloh ¢ah be rog ced

toghqw that &6)(? of ‘the. chl!d:en are eligible for free and m: d prlee school

m hesor hatmd% come rox:n:;?lsgawit Woxki moth:rs. nllls'f umen tion“ o
difficult to proc men

au%h@ia&tg atates & New Jem orlds %w Mexioo y ‘ot L

- In Florida, state school unc rector orge ockenbery reporte thM t e; S

80 percent teqalrement; enali ;ee gﬁted schools, The percentgﬁe of children =

ell ?}f for free or reduced price sc unches at schools PoOOT Aréas:

ated via croes-town busing 8 frequently less than 50 percent. Ttme A
nu ) behi %? integrated schools that qg aliﬂedqas sufnmgr feeding s?etee in previous:

now been eumlnated lmm the program

GAP 3, lODtb CITIES, AND NYO ’

To all 5 the' nbove factors ab uld be added ther ma de ol en""
the c\ltba‘é‘ks in Nel ghbor ood ¥ 0 rpe, one 0 i el; foa or V! opm

;cotion ;genoy progrm sny ?the sponso g &gonclea and | m
p‘ro . ) i

gopera onslnpmyemcam rorn bmthfoe

dn the effect utbaoksluddedwthe offect Hhe new a v
oo Bt el s irandhOn Sus 86 e S Bt
mittes on Nutrition e 0
d.éterm&e the m&gs' ol ;ummer’s program. The ul., from 3»14 autg h

have anawered to date aré hiot encouraging, = - -
¥o Nfg r
DBOH !be 8 ations thAh last” summér. ’Pxo eiued f St. Paul,
nver

- Tows, In ana, oW Meideo, ‘Colorado, &40

eo, ux City w a1 have eliminated or
sub:u om m their prg y() o mFlon dun Mlehlgag ‘eponslo‘;v i
er citles dropplng ol of tho &ro%:r h ir 8 S
an, we must remember ¢,

: that ls barely sorateh: =
g &e surfage of %c&?eogd‘:ht &in the co% %ﬁﬁk th:(t’y‘; :El“ e
st utffpegt m éuhimer and should %%rgmtly expand ng,g::ot stag- ;

natlng or oon mlng
‘ LATE nmusunstumu

: On ﬂn {nt ‘I would lik to add concerns USDA’s mﬂoe of kee ln 8pon- ,-
frs :n :'1%%30 rg m%nths for rewt?ursement A A survey uhk‘e% gyphoa G
I rn\mity utritlon Instltutb late Much 6 mont altel‘ 1¢
‘ %ttxmmer gﬂlﬁ? ong ez;geéi found ﬂ% fthoA'et:lll's not or 0 e
~ Ber v ummer of the m
> G%E ta moeals, over 25% o t'he ew York City meals. aﬁ 0% ol, ‘

m

Tb!a falluro of Sf)A to ta bills within & ‘reasonsble period of time d!s :

ooun mmtgxpans onpim; works severe hardahlp on s‘:iau ‘and minority
00d servics companliés who have cash flos proble; borrow money

t}:‘lgh n&ereat rates {6 | po{v for the tood they o sn ln the pro A,

()4 or uea, or example, one sm véndor, g ;
13 w;:a séttle debta accruln% from last summer's 5(;amtlon ix months
t%e en of !

he summer, U till - had not amot
40 o “of this vendor’s relmbummen : s £y result, gen th kl' cgn«'i"

P oo ondon went bnkeupi, Other with Fivyde: oodaer oo s e “}forf

’ a mmer-—- 4 sur ebu took ulteabeatln :
si’:K'. eontlnua{ o ln, ;ﬂ?ﬁm deb }'such dﬂawr} practices oogtinué*
ncteaslnv buoo tesummer feeding p ‘rgm falll n ;
merates that can moro eas td to wall




6 Thanki'

Cl alrmpn Plaxx ou Very much

Ais very late and I will say wh‘ at needs‘

'1

t. Stravs. 1 lbe brigf
] e?ﬂ”ﬁ‘i" k about ct on 14¢ £ HLR. 4074 Seetlo
o {6 mos! o abo se xo 0 ' 0
14 extendé the schoo all schools. For 2 years I was

hool lunch’ director of the Sfate ot New Jeme and I saw how difficult
it is to extend the program to schools which are recaleitrant or in-
. 6%6: ways intransigent, I would like to tell 3 stm-y, ifI might, of the',
diffieult y of reaching these 23,000 schools; - :
o ears after ublio Law 01-248 there are still in this country
g 515000 sc 100ls not: partl cipatln “in the 8011001 lunch pro
mﬂ lion students ars enroll e in t! oso schools, and rough %rmillion ‘
. those children are needy. In my home State of New ersay there’ are"*
- roughly 960 public schools in thé program. They enroll more than half
~ a million ¢l dren, and roughly 100,000 of those chxldren are needy.
. There is & ¢ity. (‘)' ‘the name of Egg Harbor. southern New
-7~ Jersey that lies 20 miles west of At antic Cit az] Yyou couldn’t ﬁn
- unless you were looking for it. It is oft all m roads, but peog ) on
thze}va im the boardwa k often pass by it and I have ps.ssed by $ and
en g
‘5ii~f§In 1070 several cltizens in Egg Harbor Clty asked for a school lunch
%1; The school board responded—this wus In the spring of
S 197 by saying there is no need in Egg Harbor City. One year lat
. 'the same group of citizens spoke to us in Trenton at the office of food
grogram administration, which I headed Aud they brou%ht me up to
- date on what had happened in E ﬁ Harbor City over the past year
- and told me of their future intent. They intended and later did pr epare
~ a lengthy statement to which was appendedthe names of 100 sup-
~ porters of the school lunch program and presented this to the board
i of education informally, When this petition was presented, the board
- announced through its president informally to the leader of the group” -
- that this petition was not to be formally presented to the board or the
S p&tltioners would no longer receive credit at the town’s on]y applianco
s10re : g
- The town's only appliance stors was owned by the | rosident of the
- board of education, Those who did not receive cred at t 6 town's -
, (gphance store cannot have their appliances repaired in Egg Harbor
 City, because only appliances bought at that store can be repaired by
that appliance dealer. Once sgain the board said there is no poverty
B gg arbor City, And I sald at that time to the citizens’ group,
: ',w“Let,s take & look at the title 1 appllcatlon i which showed the
“ following: It showed that there are two schools in Egg Harbor City;
- one enrol lod 312 students and another enrolled 280 students, -
“The one that enrolled 312 stadonts had 78 children who came from
d to dependent children. The school earolling 2
‘ ;o me from families receiving ald
sliment of 502 children 120 were eli“
nd hence would
- Several months later alwasm and at this th
waa the vice president o}n the lmm'é)e f educatlon w_ho blocke
tension of the lunch program. I must add that the vice pr
tiﬁl s boar —-ltls ) ﬁv&fa-g:ex?ber boar
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The point I am trying to make is there has come a point now where; =~
ter 3 years of intensive effort, those schools that have wanted to:
enter the program have éntered it. Those that are no longer in the-
plogram need t%r: kind of squeeze that & Federal mandate requires,
SoIu 'e‘n}tl{ entreat you, sir, to consider section 13 as an integral’
-part of this bill, You have suggested some changes in the statement,
ut I would rather not elaborate on that now, -~ . [ e g
¢ Chalrman Pegkins, Thank l?u very much. Lot me compliment all
of you gentlemen for outstanding statements. I wish I had moré time,
ave several questlons, ~ ~ 7T Mg o
Dr, Paige, I presume you are familiar with the final regulations that
have been formulated by the Department of Agriculture on the sup-
Plemental nutritjon program for infantd and mothers; Do you feel that
the regulations have been wiitten 80 that participat’ing agencles will, -
by the end of fiscal year 1974, be able to su’ppl{ the data—particularly =
ovaluation data=-oh the effects on ipfants o supplemental feeding?
Or, do you feel the evalyation is a'lon -rgnge grog'raﬁi’to determine
how the children who have been supplied with si plemental foods
compare to & control group which did not partake of the p “ir‘am?: e
_Dr. Patax.' I have not seen the final -written verslon, although 1
have been active in diseussing the r ulatlons with soveral groups
within and without Qovernment. I thir - there are two.,elemehtsfn R
WPO&%G to that question, Wﬁh respect to some of the Ig:h)‘*%‘ic’o.l param.
oters In terms of inJant growth during the first year of [ifé, within's 12

onth pérlod some information can bo rettleved,: .~ - ue’
W!thrrixpe months I don't believe—I don't fed] that data will support
t will be provided which will help move our knowledge significatly
rward, However, this does‘i.lotin’ecessaril{xe‘quire long-term, multls -
ear studies, bug one would like to seo at least'a 3 or 4 or 6 months'
gear-up ‘pe od,- 1 year of rigorous _evaluation, and perhaps 3 to 6
months for initial a_nal‘\{sis;’r at 9 the first element of Tesponse. =
¢ 1o second part of that response should include some consideration:
of what wo are really after, and that is for a better, healthier, more
optimally developing infant and child, and to achieve that I “‘19!‘, wo
_need several years of observation to ses that the cognitive development =
s ;im;l)‘ntoved; that indeed this infant is competing a bit more successs
~{ully in his environment. The objective is to got & more oPtimally de-
‘ve}olped baby rather than a bigger baby, because bigger s not peces~
sarily better, and data in the sclenti o literature will suggest that =~
high’ T.mlitv protein during. the first years is one of the ways to ac-
comi.l,.sgxh t:h.igi;egé-;But, that couldn’t be determined at the end of 8
-month period, - .o i s o S
'T‘Chgirmé% Perxins. Thank you very much, Dr, Paige. =
. Mr. Leonard, do you share niy convern that the States will not come
slong from the standpoint of making more funds available for the -
. school youngster that really needs a fras lunch if we don’t make more = -
funds available from the Federal level? And, from the standpoint of
the middleclass youngster, that he may be priced out of the school
unch program if we don't raise the reirburesment rate? =~ = -
"G(gve“m"eygur views, please. You have had a lot of experlence in
he department downtown over a period of years, ~ © T 0 -
" LikoNARD, Yes, I agree with you; the reimbursement rates—
hn, I haven't had 'a chance to discuss this point, so we will

o




~ costs because of in

- a8 suppl
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, ‘this long distance, tlns WAy, 1 thmk there are an awfui lot of'

changes to be made in the ¢hild nutrinon J)rogram area. I don't think.
that we’can simply sit and wait row and not attend. to the. fundinﬁ*
g lem. I ghink unless this Congress does take action now, there will.

o fower children pariicipating in the lunch Erogram T feel that as
on a3 wo are talking now about & natxonai poliey— * :
- Chairman PErkiNs. Yes '

- Mr. LEONARD.: Congl'essis settin out these standards, that chlldre
in school should be Provided a lune that therefore Congress assumes
cortain responsibilities to provide the resources to carry out that
policy. We are cauﬁ t in a very difficult situation now, with increased
e ation and Tood shortage. It is not the best option
" to always be increasing the amount of mone¥ that is prowded here
) ,ho.s to be some better long—rangf solution for it. -
- But we are into it now, and don’t see any other option than 16 go :
. ahead this year to increase the general assistance level. Like you, I..
" feel it ought to go up to 12 cents, rather.than 10, and to increase t'he
,specig.l assistance. But. do that in tull recognition of the need. to take a
muc ity 5

_Chairman Psaxms Broader vxew?
~ Mr. LeoNARD. Broader look at 1t ;
- Chairman PerkiNs. Yes, sir :
. Mr. Leonarp. And thhin the ﬁ-month penod to come up mth ~
- hop fully amore sensible policy. .
. Chairman PErkIns, Well, let me state that I think we need to do.
. just what you have sug ested now, Mr. Leonard. And I will not be"

- satisfied until we do take a broadel look and try to improve the
- legistation constructivel , just like you ﬁentlemen have all suggested

- I will certainly work with you toward that end.

T would love to just keep right on here, but the hovr is late ard we
have a vote on the floor. Let me thank all of you on this distinguished =
- panel for your appearance here today, We will continue to work

2 together to obtain the best school lunch program that we possxbly S
can, :
Thank you all,

[Whereupo at 3 55 ﬁm the subcomm1ttee ad;oumed to recon-j

. ”vene at the cafl of the C

['I‘he followmg matelial was submltted for the recoxd ]

- ,s—rnsnsxf of Hon Eowaso I, Kocs, A Rsmsszmmvn N CONORESS raou[
: o ~ THE §rate OF Nzw YORx

s M gleased to submit this statement in su n of the Chlld‘ :
i ,Nutrmon Act of 1973 ou sre 10 Lo commended }\yo\u off o to extend ¢child -
nutritlon roxrams to include a national program o nutrltton educutlon, a8 wel

meals, ;

o 8 you lnthis ffort by | troducin H.R. 7155 hlohls lmlm'
A Clil?llintj:ltle’;‘ %hich the %do tgﬁd r?f all; :megndment Co b:étlon 5(%) ol ‘th
; 5 ;

L u : 12 of Ifxég 4974, here isan amenczlment o Sectlon & )
: Nutx;tion et ’I‘hl mendmen rovides that throug al eq_.r, 1078

half of the fun ! ¥ nonfood asslatan cem bereseﬂ ed (o dssiat
: ,,withou‘t vid

8 amendment"mﬁd this seotion provides:
includes those ohools which have .
ergenty basl and desics fo 64 o
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im &3 ed and moxe eﬂecuve food servioe on a permenent basts to better meetj . -

of childre attendance ~
ngly endorse thls rovialon as {t would help those needy sehoola that have

edaooldfoodservloe but lack the necessar urchase equipment
‘ ’l‘h distrlct tga il

ere ate schools inm erve ¢cold meals

‘s to rovldetbeehudrenwl al! These schools serve children

Bq ower Boclosconomio areas and need a 100 tederal contrlbution to erchue‘
e necéssary équipment, However, sinco they ready have a cold food service,

undir pr ent la ;,they are Dot eligible for the 100% ledersl wntﬂbutlon under,' .

= hst at have Initlated food service on a temporary and m 0 -
qanhe sgc§go ‘that bad such servio prior £o the pa.s’s’agS of ‘the %h?x(feﬁu’ér't’c?ﬁn |
e ,

» that u;(»:n passage of thls seotlon{ethe Comnmittes report speclty

I would also urge your favorable oonslderntlon to amend Seotlon S(b) of the :

" Child Nutrition Act to permit the Secretary. to walve the 259 local contribution

- for the cost of any equipment now mandated by law, As you know, some school - i“ 1
dist;ficts. p&rt]eu leyg &o‘.’ro& lal schools from Iov); Income parlahea, aro unable to. .

even
' ulrement ﬁtyuch elr umstanoes where the school s particularly need

culture si:ould have discretion to walve this’ matching' L

am gure the C an will recall the recent television dos ment&r entitled L
ription; Pood" whioh deplcted the problems of malnutrition and hun J in G

'"Prese
Amerlean children today. It showed hot ohildren ‘deprived of nutritious foc
suﬂer frreversible phys sal and mental dam

I know yolf efforta have been Imnttumentﬁe in helping to con-eot thls sltuation,

and I urge your eonslderntlon of thess proposals
. e Umvnnem or Cmronnu Bnnm

Bcfkelcy, C'alsj p J uly 80, l 973

Representatlve Guu. D Pnnxms ' :

Murvr'gsark g:‘mmmu on’ Eduoamn and Labor, Gmml Subcommmcc on Educamn.y

" Washs, 0”, j

. DEeAR Rnrnnsnnnﬂvn Panxms' 1 appreolate veri- much luwing been invitedj

~ to testify in your hearings held on Wednesday, J Y « It was very unfortunate
“that I was unable to attend, The long dIetanoe and

: m% %}te lance, -

ck of travel lunds precluded s

: d want, however to wrlte in full support of your bill, H.R. 4974 which s o
- 80 badly needed to start better nutrition prg p?sms to)lt children through our natlon s -

school system. The aims and urposes of your. bill-are completely within the
reoommg:dations of the Panel . on Nutrit{on Educatlon ianlementary ang
»Seoon ary Sc oﬁ

utrltlon and ealth in 1069,

"A specfal need to promote nutritlon educatlon in the Unlted States Is the
: mployment f a nutrition educatlon specialist in every state as outlined on page 2
of your bill. In add:tion, I feel it i3 very important that the Office of Education
‘also have funds for a full time nutrition education specialist with o stoﬂ to
coordlnate the various state pr

chaired at the White House Conferente on " Food, i

nk you again for the lntegs% of you and your committee Sn thls extremely i

' impoftant sub{ect
Sincere y yours .
Gnonon M, Bntoos G
‘ Projmor of Numtwn

o e

CAB)IEL Cray Scroots, - ’ =
o , - Anmmmwnvz Orrices, B
. Carmel, Ind, Julys, 1973. e
Mr. Ez.woon B me.xs, M. 0 L,
f‘,%norm of United -Slam,
aakinglon, D.C, '

‘DEAR Mn. Hu.us Sorry, I neg ected to get you an answer 4% rour letter about o

LR, 4074, after sehool was out for the Summer,

You asked that I send you a rsonal testimony on the need for Nutritlon conly

[ yN\'tiOn with the School Lune, Sram =
k Foods” are gol tobeall ed In the Sch Is at ] hh ur—allofthe o
3 ge eeshavgeodlosne in the 3:'- wﬂlbg oo‘u”n “usncch ol organl organlsations -




] ullqwed to sell theso “unk fooda" the Schools might as weu ol "e thelr
eris And forget what theyjhwe been struggling to do aagout nutritioh. ! :
Where would b8 a better placs to hNutﬂtionthanhSc hool I
pératlon of admlnistration uplls ahd parents of the ¢dmu nit
deal of monéy one ulpment gngt; i‘ o m
lgu hce t—moat sc vo made to o, wholésbmé
ee ommunitiee' ¢ il n are fed. These tohens ave be
: llars and. most of eher? are trylng to féed mg nation’ "3 <¢hildren
dor 'tallmow l(xuoitsb an%he% i E? eat‘l’n gag tgelr&omg cErﬁet Ave that
g n a oy 13 An 0 NOL BV i
“ETheg gh this sehool lunch program, itn}: % ben our gosl to teach the chﬂdreh #0

‘ m unc

. they will know and will learn how to eat nutritlous foods that parents and grand.

5 parenta of these children never ever taught-~the imporfance of good eatma ul
1 hope my pleas for ommng ‘Junk foods from our achools will not be
-“Thank you,
Sincerely ) ]
S Mu Iu.« Bowzn

O




